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Executive Summary 
The City of San Francisco Planning Department (Planning Department) is undergoing the process 
ofrezoning land within the Eastern Neighborhoods and Central Waterfront areas, as well as other 
areas of the City. The Eastern Neighborhoods include the Mission, Potrero Hill/Showplace 
Square, the eastern portion of South of Market (Eastern SoMa), and Central Waterfront, as shown 
in Figure I-1 of Chapter I. This Nexus Study Report (Report) analyzes the relationship, or nexus, 
between projected new development in the Eastern Neighborhoods resulting from the rezoning 
efforts and the cost of providing public facilities to meet increased demand from new residents 
and workers. Specifically, it calculates the cost or nexus amount for libraries, transportation, 
recreation and parks, and child care. 

This executive summary presents the nexus amounts calculated in each chapter of this Report to 
determine an Eastern Neighborhoods nexus amount. From the Eastern Neighborhoods nexus 
amount, the Planning Department will determine a feasible Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee. 

A. Total Eastern Neighborhoods Nexus Amount 
The Eastern Neighborhoods nexus amount is comprised of individual nexus amounts for libraries, 
transportation, recreation and parks, and child care. As discussed in Chapter II, the library 
component ·of the impact fee will only apply to residential development, therefore only a 
residential nexus amount was calculated. The transportation, recreation and parks and child care 
components will apply to both residential and non-residential development. The total Eastern 
Neighborhoods nexus amount for residential development is $21.21 per gross square foot. The 
amounts for each category of non-residential development are shown in Table 1. 

Table 1 
Total Nexus Amount per Gross Square Foot 

Eastern Neighborhoods 

Recreation Total Nexus 
Library" Transportation and Parks Child Care Amount 

Residentialb $0.13 $8.81 $10.90 $1.37 $21.21 
Non-Residential 

Cultural/Institutional/Educational NIA $57.76 $2.66 $1.29 $61.71 
Motel/Hotel NIA $26.21 $1.49 $0.72 $28.43 
Medical NIA $34.39 $2.66 $1.29 $38.34 
Office NIA $21.76 $2.66 $1.29 $25.71 
Retail NIA $240.48 $1.99 $0.97 $243.45 
Industrial/PDR NIA $9.50 $1.71 $0.83 $12.04 

a. Library nexus amount is not applicable to non-residential development, as discussed in Chapter II. 
b. The child care nexus amount does not apply to Single Room Occupancy (SRO) or senior units as discussed in Chapter V. 

Source: Planning Department, Citywide Development Impact Study, and Seifel Consulting Inc. 
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B. Determination of Impact Fee 
The Planning Department will determine an appropriate impact fee for development in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods based on the calculation of the nexus amount, as described in Chapter I. 
The determination of the fee amount will consider community and Planning Department goals as 
well as the potential impact of the fee on development feasibility. 
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I. Background 

A. Introduction 
The City of San Francisco Planning Department (Planning Department) is undergoing the process 
ofrezoning land within the Eastern Neighborhoods and Central Waterfront areas, as well as other 
areas of the City. The Eastern Neighborhoods include the Mission, Potrero Hill/Showplace 
Square, the eastern portion of South of Market (Eastern SoMa), and Central Waterfront, as shown 
in Figure 1-1. This Nexus Study Report (Report) analyzes the relationship, or nexus, between 
projected new development in the Eastern Neighborhoods resulting from the rezoning efforts and 
the cost of providing public facilities to meet increased demand from new residents and workers. 
Specifically, it calculates the cost or nexus amount for libraries, transportation, recreation and 
parks, and child care. ' 

Since 2002, the San Francisco Planning Department has analyzed potential changes in the 
Planning Code to increase the supply of housing in the City as well as to protect land for light 
industrial uses (generally referred to as Production, Distribution and Repair, or PDR). Much of 
this discussion has focused on the Eastern Neighborhoods because some areas within these 
neighborhoods experienced conflicts between residential and industrial uses during the 1990s. As 
outlined in the June 2007 Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR), the proposed changes to zoning controls would allow for a significant 
increase in residential and non-residential development in the area. In order to address the impact 
of new residents and workers on services and facilities, the Planning Department is considering 
the adoption of development impact fees, and this Report presents the supporting nexus study for 
these fees. 
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Figure 1-1 
Boundaries of the Eastern Neighborhoods 
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1. Report Organization 

This background chapter presents the nexus study process and methodology, legal basis for 
assessing impact fees, and the demographic and employment data for the 2006 baseline and 
projections through 2025 for the Eastern Neighborhoods and the City of San Francisco. The 
chapter also illustrates the use of the data to calculate new residential, commercial and 
industrial development. 

The accompanying chapters of the Report represent the calculation of individual nexus amounts, 
as follows: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

2. 

Chapter II: Library 

Chapter III: Transportation 

Chapter IV: Recreation and Parks 

Chapter V: Child Care 

Chapter VI: Impact Fee Maintenance 

Overview of Process 

During the rezoning process, the Planning Department engaged the community to solicit input 
and understand community concerns regarding the rezoning and area plans. Community members 
expressed the need for additional community facilities and amenities to meet the demands of 
existing and new population. The Planning Department retained Seifel Consulting Inc. (Seifel) to 
conduct an analysis of existing and future community needs in the Eastern Neighborhoods, which 
resulted in the Eastern Neighborhoods Needs Assessment (Needs Assessment), completed in 
December 2007 and included in this Report as Appendix A. The Needs Assessment describes and 
calculates the community needs in the Eastern Neighborhoods for public facilities and services. 
The public facilities and services included in the Needs Assessment are schools, public libraries, 
police, fire, health care centers, San Francisco Human Service Agency centers, cultural centers, 
child care spaces, open space, and recreation and parks facilities. The Needs Assessment also 
considers the need for neighborhood-serving businesses, transportation and affordable housing 
through 2025 based on growth projections in the DEIR. 1 

The Planning Department plans to utilize various measures to meet the neighborhoods' needs, 
including specific zoning controls, other regulatory mechanisms and funding sources, 
comprehensively referred to as "public benefit zoning." Impact fees are one funding source under 
consideration. Impact fees endeavor to offset the costs of providing public facilities to meet the 
demands of new development and do not address existing deficiencies. 

1 Unless otheiwise noted, the Eastern Neighborhoods Needs Assessment uses the projections under Option B of the 
Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Draft Environmental Impact Report published by the San Francisco 
Planning Department on June 30, 2007. 
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A nexus study is a critical component to support the imposition of impact fees . This Report 
fulfills this component of establishing impact fees. The Report disc1,1sses the nexus between 
residents and workers associated with new development and increased needs for library materials, 
transportation, recreation and parks facilities, and child care. However, the Report does not cover 
all the needs as calculated in the Needs Assessment. Some community needs, such as 
neighborhood-serving retail, are not well suited for impact fees and may require alternative 
approaches. Others, such as needs for schools and housing, are already addressed by existing 
impact fees or zoning requirements. Still others, such as police and fire services, are expected to 
be met by a combination of existing facilities and General 
Fund revenues. 

While the Eastern Neighborhoods is the focus of this Report, the need for facilities also exists 
throughout the City. The Office of the Controller has analyzed the possibility of establishing 
impact fees that would apply to new development throughout the City. To this end, the 
Controller's Office released the Citywide Development Impact Fee Study (Citywide Study) on 
April 4, 2008, which calculates citywide impact fees for facilities such as child care, recreation 
and parks, fire prevention, and affordable housing.2 The Eastern Neighborhoods specific nexus 
study process has occurred separately from the Citywide Study. However, the child care nexus 
amount used for the Eastern Neighborhoods are the same as the fees calculated in the Citywide 
Study. The recreation and parks chapter is based on a methodology consistent with the Citywide 
Study. The Planning Department has chosen not to pursue localized impact fees for fire facilities , 
although they may be charged through the proposed citywide impact fees. 

Following this Report, the Planning Department will propose an Eastern Neighborhoods Impact 
Fee based on the nexus amount calculated and adjusted to achieve broader community goals. The 
proposed impact fee for the Eastern Neighborhoods will likely be comprised of four components: 

• Library component to purchase new library materials and fund renovations and expansions. 

• Transportation component to undertake circulation improvements needed to accommodate 
increased traffic flow and pedestrian and bicycle movements and to increase the capacity of 
public transit. 

• Recreation and Parks component to purchase additional parkland and upgrade existing 
recreation and parks facilities to serve new development. 

• Child Care component to provide new spaces to care for the children of new residents 
and workers. 

2 Citywide Development Impact Fee Study, Draft Consolidated Report, prepared for the City and County of 
San Francisco by the FCS Group. 

--------
San Francisco Eastern Neighborhoods 
Nexus Study 

1-4 Seifel Consulting Inc. 
May 2008 



3. Overview of Legislative Requirements for Impact Fees 

a. Assembly Bill 1600 

Impact fees are governed by the California Government Code Sections 66000-66008, commonly 
referred to by their 1987 authorizing legislation, Assembly Bill 1600 (AB 1600) or the title 
provided by the legislature, "The Mitigation Fee Act." AB 1600 established a process for 
formulating, adopting, imposing, collecting, and accounting for impact fees. 

Under AB 1600, an "impact fee" means a monetary exaction (other than a tax or assessment) 
used to defray all or a portion of the cost of additional public facilities needed to provide service 
to new development. In other words, new development may only be charged for public facilities 
and improvements needed to accommodate the demand generated by that new development, and 
the amount of the fee must be in reasonable proportion to that demand. 

Therefore, the City must demonstrate a "nexus," or a reasonable relationship, between the 
impacts stemming from new development and the type and amount of the fee imposed. Through 
this Report, the City and County of San Francisco will establish this nexus by: 

1. Identifying the purpose of each impact fee; 

2. Describing the use or improvements for which the fee will be used; and 

3. Demonstrating a reasonable relationship between: 

The use and the type of development on which the fee is imposed, 

The need for the public improvements and facilities generated by new 
development, and 

The amount of the fee and the proportional cost of the public improvements and 
facilities attributable to the new development on which the fee is imposed. 

b. The Quimby Act 

Section 66477 of the Government Code (commonly referred to as the Quimby Act) has particular 
relevance with respect to the recreation and parks component of the Eastern Neighborhoods 
Impact Fee. The Quimby Act establishes procedures that give cities and counties the authority to 
require the dedication of parkland or payment of fees in lieu of parkland from a residential 
subdivision. The Quimby Act establishes a range of three to five acres of parkland per 
1,000 resident population as the standard a city may require for parkland dedication. The 
calculations in the Eastern Neighborhoods recreation and parks chapter are based in part on the 
Citywide Recreation and Parks Development Impact Fee Justification Study by David Taussig & 
Associates as discussed in Chapter IV. 
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4. Overview of Nexus Study Data Sources 
As part of the nexus study process, Seifel and City staff reviewed available data to determine the 
data sources and methods that would yield the most accurate development estimates. Some of the 
factors utilized in the nexus study include: 

• Estimates of existing and new development through 2025 . 

• Factors that contribute to the need for new facilities, including new household population, job 
generation and trip generation. 

• Description of public facilities needed to accommodate new development, based on findings 
in the Needs Assessment, Citywide Study, and other sources. 

• Cost estimates of needed public facilities . 

• Anticipated costs to administer the impact fee program . 

The data and analysis presented in this Report has been gathered from the most reliable sources 
available to the Planning Department and Seifel. This information has been assembled for the 
sole purpose of establishing reasonable estimates for existing and new development in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods for use in this background chapter and associated nexus chapters. However, 
actual development may vary from the estimates presented in this Report. Furthermore, the nexus 
amounts calculated here should not be construed as projected revenues since the impact fees 
assessed may differ and the collection of impact fees will only be possible to the extent that new 
development resulting in fee revenue occurs. 

For a detailed description of data sources and methodologies, please refer to individual nexus 
study chapters. 

The following sections present the legislative requirements and general methodology for 
calculating the Eastern Neighborhood nexus amount and the organization of the Report. 

5. Basis for Allocation of Fees to New Development 

In order to determine the amount of the impact fees to be charged to new development, the 
Planning Department must first distinguish between the baseline condition (existing residential 
and non-residential development) and the projected development through 2025, much of which 
will occur as a result of the rezoning effort. The difference between the two reflects the potential 
level of new development in need of new improvements or facilities and over which, the cost to 
provide them can be allocated. 

6. Type of Development on Which Fees Are Imposed 

The Planning Department plans to apply the Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee to residential and 
non-residential uses. However, not all four nexus study components will be applied to both 
residential and non-residential uses as described in individual nexus study chapters. 

For the purposes of this Report, residential development is defined per the Planning Code as any 
type of use containing dwellings as defined in Section 209.1 of the Planning Code or containing 
group housing as defined in Section 209.2(a)-(c) of the Planning Code, 790.88, and 890.88 as 
relevant for the subject zoning district. 
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Commercial development is defined as any type of non-residential use. The City & County of 
San Francisco commonly categorizes commercial development into six Economic Activity 
Categories (similarly used in the Citywide Study already referenced within this Report). These 
categories of nonresidential uses include Cultural/Institution/Education (CIE), Motel/Hotel, 
Medical, Office, Retail, and Production/Distribution/Repair (PDR), as defined below: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

B. 

Cultural/Institution/Education (CIE): An economic activity category that includes, but is not 
limited to, schools, as defined in subsections (g), (h), and (i) of Section 209.3 of the Planning 
Code and subsections (f)-(i) of Section 217 of the Planning Code; child care facilities, as 
defined in :mbsections (e) and (f) of Section 209.3 of the Planning Code and subsection (e) of 
Section 217 of the Planning Code; museums and zoos; and community facilities, as defined in 
Section 209.4 of the Planning Code and subsections (a)-(c) of Section 221 of the 
Planning Code. 

Motel/Hotel: An economic activity category also referred to as Visitor Services that includes, 
but is not limited to, hotel use, as defined in Section 313 .1 (18) of the Planning Code; motel 
use, as defined in subsections ( c) and ( d) of Section 216 of the Planning Code; and time-share 
projects, as defined in Section 11003.5(a) of the California Business and Professions Code. 

Medical: An economic activity category that includes, but is, not limited to, those 
non-residential uses defined in Sections 209.3(a) and 217(a) of the Planning Code; animal 
services, as defined in subsections (a) and (b) of Section 224 of the Planning Code; and social 
and charitable services, as defined in subsection ( d) of Section 209 .3 of the Planning Code 
and subsection ( d) of Section 217 of the Planning Code. 

Office: An economic activity category commonly referred to as Management, Information 
and Professional Services (MIPS), that includes, but is not limited to, office use as defined in 
Section 313.1(35) ofthe Planning Code; medical offices and clinics, as defined in 
Section 890.114 of the Planning Code; and business services, as defined in Section 890.111 
of the Planning Code. 

Retail: An economic activity category that includes, but is not limited to, retail use and 
entertainment, as defined in Section 218 of the Planning Code; entertainment use, as defined 
in Section 313.1(15) of the Planning Code; massage establishments, as defined in 
Section 218.1 of the Planning Code; laundering, and cleaning and pressing, as defined in 
Section 220 of the Planning Code. 

Production/Distribution/Repair (PDR): An economic activity category that includes, but is 
not limited to, manufacturing and processing, as defined in Section 226 of the Planning 
Code; those uses listed in Section 222 of the Planning Code; automotive services, as defined 
in Section 223(a)-(k) of the Planning Code; arts activities and spaces, as defined in 
Section 102.2 of the Planning Code; and research and development, as defined in 
Section 313.1(42) of the Planning Code. 

Summary of Nexus Study Methodologies 
This section discusses the methodologies used to calculate the library, transportation, recreation 
and parks, and child care nexus amounts. 
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1. Basic Calculation Process 

The basic process calculating an impact fee involves the following steps:3 

Step 1 Estimate the existing household population, number of housing units and number of jobs 
per land use category. 

Step 2 Project future household population, number of housing units, number of jobs, and other 
demand factors per land use category. 

Step 3 Identify the portion of new residents and workers that will be served by each category of 
improvement or facility for the relevant service area. 

Step 4 Determine facilities and/or improvements needed to serve the projected future population 
at the appropriate level. 

Step 5 Estimate costs for facilities and the portion of these costs that is attributable to 
new development. 

Step 6 Apportion these costs to residential and non-residential development according to the 
projected impact of each type of land use.4 

2. Nexus Study Component Methodologies 

While the San Francisco Public Library (SFPL) does not indicate a need for future branch 
libraries, an increase in residential population adds to the need for library materials and 
improvements. Thus, the library nexus amount is based on SFPL's estimated cost per new 
resident and only applicable to residential development. 

The transportation nexus amount is based on the number of trips generated by residential and 
non-residential land uses. New trips in the Eastern Neighborhoods were calculated from projected 
new development for each land use and determined as a percentage of citywide trips. This 
percentage was then applied to the cost of needed improvements to the City's transportation 
system. As both residential and non-residential development are expected to cause an impact on 
transportation in the Eastern Neighborhoods, the nexus amount will apply to both land 
use categories. 

3 This is a general overview of the methodology used to calculate the Eastern Neighborhoods impact fees; however, 
individual calculations may be slightly different as described below and in the accompanying chapters. 

4 The calculation of the nexus amounts is based on gross square footage for both residential and non-residential 
development. Gross square footage includes the residential units and office space as well as hallways, staiiways, 
elevators, and other common areas. Gross square footage ofresidential development assumes 80 percent efficiency. 
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The calculation of a nexus amount for recreation and parks employs need factors and cost data in 
the Citywide Study and the Eastern Neighborhoods Draft Public Benefits Program. It couples an 
increase in parkland to accommodate new residential and non-residential development with 
improvements to existing facilities and the provision of recreational amenities and walkway and 
bikeway trails. As the recreation and parks system is expected to serve both residents and 
employees, the recreation and parks nexus amount will apply to residential and 
non-residential development. 

The calculation of a nexus amount for child care is based on the methodology used by the 
Citywide Study. The relative need for child care services by different non-residential land uses is 
assessed and those land uses are thus assigned different shares of the cost of needed new child 
care spaces. The child care nexus amount will apply to both residential and non-residential land. 

C. Data Sources 
Demographic data for existing and projected new development provide the foundation for the 
nexus studies. To determine the amount of the impact fees to be charged to new development, the 
City must first distinguish between existing residential and non-residential development and 
projected new development between the baseline and 2025. This section describes the sources of 
the population, housing and employment data and projections for 2000, 2006 and 2025 used in 
this Report. Each of the subsequent chapters provides specific details as to how the demographic 
data is used for computation of a particular nexus amount. 

1. Selected Land Use Alternative 

Demographic data and projections are essential in apportioning costs for services and facilities 
between existing and future development. The Eastern Neighborhoods DEIR considers 
three rezoning scenarios (Options A, Band C) that assume a citywide increase ofroughly 
36,500 housing units between 2000 and 2025.5 New development in this Report for the Eastern 
Neighborhoods and the City is based on the estimates under Option Bin the DEIR. Option B 
assumes that 20 percent of this citywide housing growth, or 7,385 housing units, will occur in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods, while Options A and C assume a greater amount ofhousing.6 In terms of 
employment projections, Option B falls between Options A and C, as shown in Table 1-1. 

In addition, the DEIR includes a No-Project Scenario, which utilizes population and employment 
forecasts published by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) in Projections 2002. 
The No-Project Scenario assumes that the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning efforts will not occur 
and does not consider other Planning Department programs to increase the housing stock in the 
City, such as the Citywide Action Plan and the Downtown Neighborhoods Initiative. As a result, 
its growth forecast is much lower than those in the three rezoning options described above. 

5 The DEIR utilizes two discrete sets of data in their calculation of household population, households and jobs in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods. One aggregates census tract-level data to the neighborhood level, the other aggregates Traffic 
Analysis Zones (T AZ). This report uses the TAZ data, which is more frequently utilized in DEIR analyses. 

6 This report will use the term "housing units" as an equivalent of"households." This is consistent with the Citywide 
Study as well as the methodology in the DEIR, which assumes a household for every new housing unit. 
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Table 1-1 
Comparison of Housing Units and Employment Growth by Rezoning Option 

2000 to 2025 
Eastern Neighborhoods 

Percentage of 
Rezoning Households/ Citywide 

Option a Housin2 U nitsb Growthc PDRJobs Non-PDR Jobsd 
Option A 9,015 25% 
Option B 7,385 20% 
Option C 9,858 27% 
No-Proiect Scenario 2,871 18% 

a. Data aggregated by Census tracts, which differs slightly from data 
aggregated by Traffic Analysis Zones used in the rest of the Report. 

-1,007 
-4,116 
-9,469 
-3,376 

b. The DEIR assumes all housing units will be occupied and therefore equivalent to 
households. For the purposes of this Report, housing units will be used where relevant. 

c. Assumes citywide growth of36,500 households between 2000 and 2025 . · 
d. Includes jobs at Cultural/Institutional/Educational, Motel/Hotel, Medical, Office, and 

Retail land uses. 

Source: Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans DEIR. 

2. Baseline for Existing Development 

10,726 
13,613 
22,007 
13 030 

The baseline year for measuring population and employment growth is 2006, consistent with the 
Citywide Study. Data for the Eastern Neighborhoods is not available from the U.S. Census, the 
California Department of Finance (DOF) or ABAG for 2006. The data presented for the City is 
based on data provided by the Planning Department used for the preparation of the DEIR and 
escalated to 2006. Seifel escalated demographic data available in the DEIR for Eastern 
Neighborhoods and the City from 2000 to 2006, based on the methodology used in the 
Citywide Study. 

The average annual growth rates of household population, housing units and jobs (by land use 
category) between 2000 and 2025 were calculated using the data presented in Option B of the 
DEIR. Table I-2 shows data in 2000 and 2025 and the annual growth rates for the Eastern 
Neighborhoods and San Francisco. These growth rates were then used to estimate growth 
between 2000 and 2006 in order to arrive at the 2006 baseline shown in Tables I-3, I-4 and I-5. 
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Table 1-2 
Annual Growth Rate of Population, Housing Units and Jobs 

2000, 2006 and 2025 
Eastern Neighborhoods and San Francisco 

Eastern Neighborhoods 

2000 2006 2025 
Household Population 67,204 70,295 81,681 
Housing Units 25,464 26,976 32,849 

Jobs by Land Use 
Cultural/Institutional/Educational 4,212 4,646 6,447 
Motel/Hotel 294 294 296 
Medical 4,448 4,624 5,228 
Office 22,549 24,260 30,748 
Retail 8,676 9,176 11 ,082 
Industrial 32,467 31 ,385 28 351 
Total Jobs 72.646 74 386 82 152 

San Francisco 

2000 2006 2025 
Household Population 756,967 774,880 834,448 
Housing Units 329,703 338,119 366,211 

Jobs by Land Use 
Cultural/Institutional/Educational 90,116 93,687 105,958 
Motel/Hotel 20,323 21,391 25,155 
Medical 40,192 41,776 47,217 
Office 291 ,574 307,261 362,725 
Retail 96,605 101 ,657 119,466 
Industrial 95.547 96 693 100,415 
Total Jobs 634.357 662 466 760 936 

Source: Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans DEIR, Planning 
Department, and Seifel Consulting Irie. 

3. Projected Growth 

Annual 
Growth Rate 

2000-2025 
0.78% 
1.02% 

1.72% 
0.03% 
0.65% 
1.25% 
0.98% 

-0.54% 
0.49% 

Annual 
Growth Rate 

2000-2025 
0.39% 
0.42% 

0.65% 
0.86% 
0.65% 
0.88% 
0.85% 
0.20% 
0.73% 

The development projections in this nexus study assume a development horizon through 2025. 

This mirrors the DEIR, which projects population and employment growth in the Eastern 

Neighborhoods under all planning scenarios through 2025. Therefore, the new development is 

considered to be the projected growth between 2006 and 2025 in the Eastern Neighborhoods and 

in San Francisco. The data used in this Report for 2000 and 2025 comes directly from 

the DEIR or the supporting data that was used for the DEIR, which was provided by the 
Planning Department. 
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D. Existing Demographic and Employment Data 

1. Existing Household Population and Housing Units 

In 2006, San Francisco's household population was 774,880, of which approximately 70,300 are 
Eastern Neighborhoods residents. The average household size in the Eastern Neighborhoods is 
2.61 persons per household, higher than the citywide average of 2.29 as shown in Table I-3. 

Table 1-3 
Existing Household Population and Housing Units in 2006 

Eastern Neighborhoods and San Francisco 

Eastern 
Nei2hborhoods San Francisco 

Household Populationa 70,295 
Housing Units 26,976 
Persons per Household 2.61 

a. Does not include non-household population, such as people 
in group quarters. 

774,880 
338,119 

2.29 

Source: Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans DEIR, 
Planning Department, and Seifel Consulting Inc. 

2. Existing Employment and Non-Residential Development 

In 2006, there were about 74,400 jobs in the Eastern Neighborhoods, occupying an estimated 
21.4 million square feet of non-residential space. Of this total, almost 11 million was dedicated to 
PDR. The employment figures are the basis for estimating the square footage of land dedicated to 
commercial and industrial uses. Table I-4 shows the 2006 employment estimate for the Eastern 
Neighborhoods and then converts it into square feet of space by land use category using 
square-foot-per-employee estimates from the Planning Department. 
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Table 1·4 
Estimated Employment and Non-Residential Development in 2006 

Eastern Neighborhoods 

Existing Estimated SF Existing 
Non-Residential Land Use Employment per Employee" Development (SF) 

Cultural/Institutional/Educational 4,646 225 1,045,340 
Motel/Hotel 294 400 117,791 
Medical 4,624 225 1,040,370 
Office 24,260 225 5,458,425 
Retail 9,176 300 2,752,888 

Industrial/PDR 31,385 350 10,984,861 
Total Development/Employment 74,385 21,399,675 

a. Based on SF per employee used in Citywide Study Growth Forecast for future development and 
confirmed by the Planning Department. 

Source: Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans DEIR, Planning Department, Citywide Study 
Growth Forecast, and Seifel Consulting Inc. 

San Francisco had roughly 662,500 jobs in 2006, almost half of which were located in office 
uses. The City had an estimated 250 million square feet of development dedicated to commercial 
and industrial uses. As Table I-4 did for the Eastern Neighborhoods, Table 1-5 summarizes the 
2006 employment estimate for San Francisco and then converts it into square feet of space by 
land use category. 

Table 1·5 
Estimated Employment and Non-Residential Development in 2006 

San Francisco 

Existing Estimated SF Existing 
Non-Residential Land Use Employment per Employee" Development (SF) 

Cultural/Institutional/Educational 93,687 225 21,079,672 

Motel/Hotel 21,391 400 8,556,222 

Medical 41,776 225 9,399,662 
Office 307,261 225 69,133,774 

Retail 101,657 300 30,497,185 

Industrial/PDR 96,693 350 33,842,648 

Total Development/Employment 662,466 172,509,163 

a. Based on SF per employee used in the Citywide Study Growth Forecast for future development and 
confirmed by the Planning Department. 

Source: Planning Department, Citywide Study Growth Forecast, and Seifel Consulting Inc. 
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E. Projected New Development 

1. Projected New Household Population and Housing Units 

The Eastern Neighborhoods are projected to gain 7,385 units over the life of the plan, with 
roughly 5,900 housing units coming online between plan adoption and 2025. San Francisco is 
projected to gain almost 28,100 new housing units in the same period. The number of household 
residents is projected to increase by 11,400 in the Eastern Neighborhoods and by 59,600 
citywide, as shown in Table I-6. 

Table 1-6 
Projected Growth of Household Population and Housing Units 

2006 to 2025 
Eastern Neighborhoods and San Francisco 

Eastern 
Neie:hborhoods San Francisco 

Household Population 11,386 
Housing Units 5,873 
Persons per Household 1.94 

Source: Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans DEIR, 
Planning Department, and Seifel Consulting Inc. 

59,568 
28,092 

2.12 

2. Projected New Employment and Non-Residential Development · 

The Eastern Neighborhoods are projected to gain roughly 7,800 jobs between 2006 and 2025. 
Most of these jobs, close to 6,500, will be in office occupations, described as management, 
information and professional services. The Planning Department also projects significant 
increases in retail, which will add 1,900 new jobs, and in cultural, institutional and educational 
facilities and services (CIE), which will gain 1,800 jobs. The only category that will suffer a net 
loss of jobs is industrial/PDR, which is expected to lose more than 3,000 jobs. Assuming that 
each PDRjob occupies 350 square feet, the Planning Department projects a loss of more than 
1 million square feet of industrial space in the Eastern Neighborhoods. Total net new 
non-residential development in the Eastern Neighborhoods is projected at 1.5 million square feet, 
as shown in Table I-7. 
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Table 1·7 
Projected _Growth in Employment and Non-Residential Development 

2006 to 2025 
Eastern Neighborhoods 

Estimated SF New Development 
Non-Residential Land Use New Employment per Employee" (SF) 

Cultural/Institutional/Educational 1,801 225 405,235 
Motel/Hotd 2 400 609 
Medical 604 225 135,930 

Office 6,489 225 1,459,945 

Retail 1,906 300 571,712 

Industrial/PDR -3,035 350 -1,062,162 

Total Development/Employment 7,767 1,511,269 

a. Based on SF per employee used in Citywide Study Growth Forecast for future development and 
confirmed by the Planning Department. 

b. Total may not exactly add up due to rounding. 

Source: Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans DEIR, Planning Department, Citywide Study 
Growth Forecast, and Seifel Consulting Inc. 

San Francisco will gain 98,500 jobs between 2006 and 2025, according to the Planning 
Department's estimates, as shown in Table 1-8. The majority of these jobs, 55,500, will be created 
in office occupations, and a significant increase of 17,800 jobs will also occur in retail. The 
Planning Department also forecasts a net increase of 3, 700 jobs in PDR, many of which will 
occur in the southeast sector of the City, but in neighborhoods outside of the Eastern 
Neighborhoods, such as Bayview/Hunters Point and Western SoMa. This differs from the 
assessment in the Eastern Neighborhoods, where PDR employment is projected to decline. These 
projections estimate that close to 25 million square feet of non-residential development will occur 
in San Francisco. 
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Table 1-8 
Projected Growth in Employment and Non-Residential Development 

2006 to 2025 
San Francisco 

New Estimated SF New Development 
Non-Residential Land Use Employment per Employeea (SF) 

Cultural/Institutional/Educational 12,270 225 2,760,828 

Motel/Hotel 3,765 400 1,505,919 

Medical 5,441 225 1,224,163 

Office 55,464 225 12,479,403 

Retail 17,809 300 5,342,670 

Industrial/PDR 3,721 350 1,302,491 

Total Development/Employment 98,470 24,615,474 

a. Based on SF per employee used in Citywide Study Growth Forecast for future development and 
confirmed by the Planning Department. 

Source: Planning Department, Citywide Study Growth Forecast, and Seifel Consulting Inc. 

F. Summary of Existing and Projected New Development 
This chapter has described existing and projected development in the Eastern Neighborhoods and 

citywide for calculation of the Eastern Neighborhood nexus amounts, in addition to background 
information on the Report organization, nexus study process, legal basis for impact fees, and 
methodology. It contains information regarding population, housing units, employment, and 

non-residential square footage of development. The nexus between new development and needed 
facilities will be based on new development's proportionate share of the total foreseeable 
population, employment and other factors. The results of the development projections are 

summarized in Tables I-9 and I-10. They will be used to apportion the cost of needed projects in 
the accompanying nexus study chapters. 
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Table 1-9 
Summary of Key Background Information for Nexus Study 

Eastern Neighborhoods 
Residential Existin!! (2006 New Total (2025 
Household Pooulation 70.295 11 386 81,681 
Housing Units 26,976 5 873 32,849 

Non-Residential 
Emolovment bv Land Use Existin2 (2006' New Total (2025' 

Cultural/Institutional/Educational 4,646 1,801 6,447 
Motel/Hotel 294 2 296 
Medical 4,624 604 5,228 

Office 24,260 6,489 30,749 

Retail 9,176 1,906 11 ,082 
Industrial/PDR 31,385 -3 ,035 28,350 

Total 'Emolovees 74,385 7,767 82,152 

Non-Residential Sauare Foota!!e Existin!! (2006' Ne" Total (2025' 
Cultural/Institutional/Educational 1,045,340 405,235 1,450,575 
Motel/Hotel 117,791 609 118,400 

Medical 1,040,370 135,930 1,176,300 

Office 5,458,425 1,459,945 6,918,370 

Retail 2,752,888 571 ,712 3,324,600 

Industrial/PD R 10,984,861 -1,062,162 9,922,699 

Total Sauare Foota!!e 21399.675 1,511.269 22.910 944 

San Francisco 
Residential Existin2 (2006~ Ne" Total (2025~ 
Household Pooulation 774 880 59.568 834 448 
Housing Units 338 119 28,092 366 211 

Non-Residential 
Emolovment bv Land Use Existin!! (2006) Ne" Total (2025) 

Cultural/Institutional/Educational 93,687 12,270 105,958 
Motel/Hotel 21,391 3,765 25,155 
Medical 41,776 5,441 47,217 
Office 307,261 55,464 362,725 
Retail 101,657 17,809 119,466 
Industrial/PDR 96 693 3 721 100 415 

Total Emoloyees 662 466 98.470 760 936 

Non-Residential Sauare Foota2e Existin2 (2006) Ne" Total (2025) 
Cultural/Institutional/Educational 21 ,079,672 2,760,828 23,840,500 
Motel/Hotel 8,556,222 1,505,919 10,062,141 
Medical 9,399,662 1,224,163 10,623,825 
Office 69,133,774 12,479,403 81 ,613,177 
Retail 30,497,185 5,342,670 35,839,855 
Industrial/PD R 33,842,648 1,302 491 35 145,139 

Total Sauare Foota!!e 172.509.163 24.615 474 197.124.637 

Source: Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans DEIR, Citywide Development 

Impact Fee Study, Planning Department, and Seifel Consulting Inc. 
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II. Library Component 
This chapter presents the facts and reasoning supporting the library component of the Eastern 
Neighborhoods nexus amount. This chapter builds upon Chapter I of this Report, which includes 
projections of new residential population and development relevant to this nexus amount. 

A. Summary of Library Nexus Amount 
The proposed library nexus amount is $0.13 per residential square foot. As stated in Chapter I, the 
components calculated in each chapter of this Report will be combined to determine an Eastern 
Neighborhoods nexus amount. Based on the nexus amount, the Planning Department will 
determine a feasible impact fee. 

B. Purpose and Use of Potential Revenues 
The public library system consists of one Main Library and 27 branch libraries. According to 
San Francisco Public Library (SFPL) service area maps, the Eastern Neighborhoods are currently 
served by the Main Library, Mission Branch, Potrero Branch, and Mission Bay Branch. 1 SFPL 
does not anticipate the need for additional libraries in the Eastern Neighborhoods. 

While SFPL does not indicate a need for future branch libraries, an increase in residential 
population could add to the need for library materials and improvements. The library component 
of the Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee will provide the revenue necessary to fund the cost of 
additional materials, renovation and rehabilitation caused by increased use of library facilities as 
neighborhood population increases. 

The potential library revenues will be used for acquisition of additional library materials, 
including books, digital resources and other materials necessary to provide library services to new 
Eastern Neighborhoods residents. In addition, SFPL may fund a portion of future library 
renovations or rehabilitations. 

C. Type of Development on Which Fees Are Imposed 
The City proposes to require new residential development in the Eastern Neighborhoods to pay a 
library impact fee based on the library nexus amount calculated in this chapter. These 
requirements are imposed on new residential development to meet the demand for library 
materials and improvements created by new residents. 

1 
Branch Facilities Plan, San Francisco Public Library, 2006. The Branch Library Improvement Program was initiated 
under Proposition A in 2000. 
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D. Calculation of Library Nexus Amount 

1. Demographic Assumptions 

Sections D and E of Chapter I outline the demographic assumptions used to calculate the library 
component. The calculations use a baseline year of2006 and project development through 2025, 
consistent with the estimates described in Option B of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and 
Area Plans DEIR. 

2. Summary of Cost for Materials and Renovation 

According to SFPL, the Rincon Hill impact fee formula of $69 per new resident is consistent with 
the service standards used by the Library for allocating resources to neighborhood branch 
libraries.2 Seifel escalated the Rincon Hill fee to reflect inflationary growth in costs from 2005 
(when the cost per resident was initially determined) to 2007, resulting in a current dollar amount 
of $74 per new resident.3 

E. Library Nexus Amount 
The calculation of the library materials and renovation nexus amount is shown in Table 11-1. The 
materials and renovation cost per new resident of $74 is multiplied by the projected persons 
per household for new development to derive a nexus amount per housing unit. A 5 percent fee to 
cover program administration is then applied. Fees will be allocated to residential development on 
a square-foot basis. Therefore, the nexus amount per housing unit is divided by the average 
square feet of a housing unit, as projected by the Planning Department, to arrive at the library 
nexus amount of $0.13 per residential square foot. 

2 Rincon Hill Area Plan, City 2005 General Plan. 
3 Seifel escalated the 2005 materials cost to 2007 do.liars using the average annual Consumer Price Index for all Urban 

Customers for the San Francisco/Oakland/San Jose area. 
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Table 11·1 
Library Materials and Renovation Nexus Amount 

Eastern Neighborhoods 

Factor Calculation 
(A) Materials and Renovation Cost per New Resident• 
(B) Persons per Householdh 
(C) Nexus Amount per Housing Unit (A)*(B)=(C) 
l(D) Administrative Feec (C)*5% 
(E) Total Nexus Amount oer Housing Unit (C)+(D) 
(F) Average Gross SF per Housing Unitd 
Library Nexus Amount per Residential SF (E)l(F) 

a. Library department reported $69/resident as the service standard for the costs of 

Result 
$74.00 

1.94 
$143.48 

$7.17 
$150.65 

1,160 
$0.13 

materials and renovation utilized in Rincon Hill in 2005. Seifel escalated the standard from 2005 to 2007 
dollars using the average annual CPI-U for San Francisco/Oakland/San Jose area. 

b. For the purposes of this study, new households are assumed to be the same as housing units 
as explained in the background chapter. Persons per household is based on the calculated 
persons per household for new development from 2006 to 2025 in the Eastern Neighborhoods. 

c. Administrative fee is calculated at 5 percent of costs to cover program administration. 
d. Projected average housing unit size based on Planning Department estimates. Gross square footage 

assumes 80 percent efficiency. 

Source: Library Department, Planning Department and Seifel Consulting Inc. 
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Ill. Transportation Component 
This chapter presents the facts and reasoning supporting the transportation component of the 
Eastern Neighborhoods nexus amount. The calculation methodology for the nexus amount is 
explained in this chapter along with the purpose and use of potential revenues. 

A. Summary of Transportation Nexus Amount 
Based on the methodology and information presented in this chapter, the transportation nexus 
amount is calculated for each land use and summarized in Table III-1 below. As stated in 
Chapter I, the components calculated in each chapter of this Report will be combined to 
determine an Eastern Neighborhoods nexus amount. Based on the nexus amount, the Planning 
Department will determine a feasible impact fee. 

Table 111-1 
Summary of Transportation Nexus Amount 

Eastern Neighborhoods 

Nexus Amount 
Land Use per SF 
Residential $8.81 
Non-Residential 

Cultural/lnstitutional/Educationa $57.76 
Motel/Hotel $26.21 
Medical $34.39 
Office $21.76 
Retail $240.48 
Industrial/PDR $9.50 

Source: Seifel Consulting Inc. 

B. Purpose and Use of Potential Revenues 
The City plans to use funds from the transportation component of the broader Eastern 
Neighborhoods Impact Fee to provide capital improvements to the transportation system in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods, including transit, streets, and sidewalks. This will ensure that future 
development bears its fair share of responsibility for the local transportation system. 

In order to maintain the quality oflife in the Eastern Neighborhoods, transportation revenues 

need to be spent locally, because enhanced facilities will be required to meet the increased impact 
on all transportation modes from new development. Fee revenues will not be applied to correct 
existing deficiencies. Rather, revenues will be used to expand and improve the transportation 
system to accommodate increased usage from new workers and residents resulting from 
new development. 
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The potential transportation revenues will fund transit capital improvements including equipment, 
facilities, fleet, and infrastructure. Streets and right of way improvements to be funded include 
City capital projects such as new street design, street improvements and street restructuring to be 
maintained by the City over the long term. The transportation component is intended to fund 
necessary capital improvements to support the many modes by which people travel, including by 
transit, auto, bicycle, and on foot. 

C. Type of Development on Which Fees Are Imposed 
The Planning Department plans to apply the transportation component to residential and 
non-residential development in the Eastern Neighborhoods. Both residential and non-residential 
development will impact the transportation system, and the transportation improvements that will 
be funded by the Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee will benefit new residents, employees, 
customers, and visitors. 

The fee schedule is differentiated among the following land use types to reflect differences in the 
amount of trips each land use generates: 

• 
• 

Residential Development 

Non-Residential Development 

Civic/Institutional/Educational 

Motel/Hotel 

Medical 

Office 

Retail 

Industrial/PDR 

D. Calculation of Transportation Nexus Amount 
The approach to the transportation nexus amount relies on identifying the relative impact of new 
development in the Eastern Neighborhoods to the need for transportation improvements citywide. 
San Francisco's transportation is a citywide system; therefore, it is difficult to isolate 
improvements in a specific area such as the Eastern Neighborhoods. Rather, improvements are 
viewed from the citywide perspective, and travel demand is utilized to determine the portion 
attributable to the Eastern Neighborhoods. The study approach assumes that responsibility for 
funding to alleviate existing deficient conditions in the Eastern Neighborhoods and improvements 
in the rest of the City will be accepted by the City from sources other than the transportation 
nexus amount. The nexus amount is calculated as follows: 

• 

• 

Forecast future travel demand in order to determine the relationship between new Eastern 
Neighborhood trips and total citywide trips. 

Determine projected total unfunded citywide transportation capital expenditures from 
2007-2025. 
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• 

• 

1. 

Apply ratio of new Eastern Neighborhoods trips to net citywide costs to determine costs 
attributable to new Eastern Neighborhoods· development. 

Calculate cost per new Eastern Neighborhood trip and apply cost per trip to applicable land 
uses using trip generation rates to arrive at a nexus. 

Trip Assumptions 

Trip generation, or the amount of person trips generated by a development, measures how much a 
particular development contributes to the need for future improvements based on increased 
travel demand. 

In order determine the transportation impact caused by new development in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods in relationship to the City, this study uses the total daily person trips estimated to 
be generated by rezoning Option Bas published in the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and 
Area Plans Transportation Study, as part of the DEIR. The travel demand through 2025 published 
in the DEIR is based on estimated growth and development and projected by the San Francisco 
County Transportation Authority ' s travel demand forecasting model (SF-CHAMP Model). The 
SF-CHAMP model is an activity based travel demand model that predicts future travel by mode 
for transit, auto, bicycle, and pedestrian trips. 

New Eastern Neighborhoods daily trips are divided by total citywide daily trips in order 
determine the proportional transportation impact caused by new development in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods as shown in Table IIl-2. 

Table 111·2 
New Eastern Neighborhood Trips as Share of Total Citywide Trips 

New Eastern Neighborhood Daily Trips" 

Total Citywide Daily Tripsb 

New EN Trips% of Total Citywide Trips 

a. Total daily person trips in Eastern Neighborhoods in 2025 

(per Option B) minus existing Eastern Neighborhood trips. 

b. Total Citywide daily person trips in 2025 per Option B. 

131 ,614 

8,588,040 

1.53% 

Source: Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Transportation 

Study, Seifel Consulting Inc. 
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2. Citywide Capital Costs 

The calculation of the total projected citywide costs for transportation capital improvements 

through 2025 is based on total costs attributable to transit, streets and right of way improvements, 

as described below and shown in Table III-3: 

• 

• 

Transit improvement costs are based on the Municipal Transportation Agency's (MT A) Short 
Range Transportation Plan (SRTP) Capital Improvement Program (CIP) for FY 2007 /08 
through FY 2024/25. Transit capital costs include four major capital programs: fleet, 
infrastructure, facilities, and equipment. MTA defines capital projects as investments in 
rolling stock, equipment, or physical plant, the costs of which are not covered in the operating 
budget and which have a depreciable life of more than five years. The costs also include 
unfunded costs for projects needing replacement or refurbishment, which was not included 
within the CIP budget line item cost estimate. 

Streets and right of way improvement costs are based on General Fund Draft Capital Plan for 
Streets and Rights-of-Way, 2009-2018. Streets and right of way projects include street, 
sidewalk, and irrigation reconstruction, and street trees. 

All costs reflect only the amount of capital costs that are currently unfunded. Appendix B 

presents more detail on costs. 

Table 111-3 
Projected Total Citywide Transportation Costs 

2007-2025 

Total Unfunded Capital Costsa 

Transitb $9,375,596 998 

Streets and Right of Waye $459,010,000 

Total Costsd $9,834,606,998 

a. In FY 2007 /08 dollars. 
b. Based on the Municipal Transportation Agency's (MTA) Short 

Range Transportation Plan (SRTP) Capital Improvement 

Program (CIP) for FY 2007/0.8 through FY 2024/25. The costs also 
include unfunded costs for projects needing replacement or 
refurbishment, which was not included within the CIP budget 
line item cost estimate. 

c. Based on the costs in General Fund Draft Capital Plan for 

Streets and Rights-of-Way. 
d. Further detail on costs can be found in Appendix B. 

Sources: San Francisco MTA and DPW, Seifel Consulting Inc. 
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3. Cost per Trip 

In order to determine the capital costs attributable to new development in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods, the ratio of new Eastern Neighborhood trips to total citywide trips is applied to 
total citywide costs as shown in Table III-4. 

Table 111-4 
Transportation Costs Attributable to New Development a 

Eastern Neighborhoods 
2007-2025 

Total Net Citywide Costsb $9,834,606,998 

New EN Trips% of Total Citywide Trips0 1.53% 
Costs Attributable to EN New Development $150,717,971 

a. All costs in 2007 /08 dollars. 
b. Unfunded cost of citywide transportation capital improvements attributable to 

existing and new development, as shown in Table III-3. 
c. As calculated in Table III-2. 

Sources: San Francisco MTA and DPW, Seifel Consulting Inc. 

After determining the costs attributable to new Eastern Neighborhoods development, the costs are 
divided by total new Eastern Neighborhood trips to arrive at a cost per trip. A 5 percent fee to 

cover program administration is then applied to determine a total cost per trip, as shown in 
Table III-5 . 

Table 111-5 
Cost per Trip 

Eastern Neighborhoods 
2007 

Costs Attributable to EN New Development 
Total New EN Trips 
New EN Cost per Trip 

Program Administration" 
Total Cost per Daily Trip 

a. Administrative fee is calculated at 5 percent of costs 

to cover program administration. 

$150,717,971 
131,614 
$1,145 

$57 
$1,202 

Sources: Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Transportation 

Study, San Francisco MTA and DPW, Seifel Consulting Inc. 
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E. Transportation Nexus Amount 
Each land use creates a different level of impact on the transportation system by generating a 
different amount of trips. The daily trip rate for each land use according to the Planning 
Department's Major Environmental Analysis (MEA) Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines 
was utilized in order to equitably allocate the cost per trip to each land use in determining the 
nexus amount. The daily trip rate provides a method for understanding the relationship between 
the impacts different land uses have on the transportation system in a 24-hour period, which 
eliminates any double counting of trips. Appendix Table B-3 includes more detail on trip rates. 1 

In order to arrive at a nexus amount per unit or 1,000 square feet, the daily trip rate for each land 
use is multiplied by the cost per daily trip. The nexus amount per housing unit is then divided by 
the gross square footage of the average unit, as projected by the Planning Department. The nexus 
amount for non-residential land uses is divided by 1,000 to yield a nexus amount per square foot 
of new development, as shown in Table III-6. 

1 Whereas the SF-CHAMP model outputs were utilized to establish the relationship between new Eastern 
Neighborhoods trips and citywide trips, it does not differentiate between the impacts of individual land uses. In order 
to fairly allocate trip costs to land uses, MEA daily trip rates are utilized to determine the transportation 
nexus amount. 
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Cost Per Daily Trip: 
Residential 
Non-Residential 

Cultural/Institutional/Educational 
Motel/Hotel 
Medical 
Office 
Retail 
Industrial/PD R 

Table 111·6 
Transportation Nexus Amount 

Eastern Neighborhoods 

Daily Nexus Amount 

Trip per 
$1,202 Rate Basis 

8.50/unit $10,220 

48.04/KSF $57,760 
21.80/KSF $26,213 
28.60/KSF $34,389 
18.10/KSF $21,764 

200.00/KSF $240,482 
7.90/KSF $9,499 

a. Units means a residential unit and KSF means 1,000 square feet. 

Basis" Nexus Amount 
per SFb 

Unit $8.81 

KSF $57.76 
KSF $26.21 
KSF $34.39 
KSF $21.76 
KSF $240.48 
KSF $9.50 

b. Residential nexus amount per unit is divided by the projected average unit size of 1, 160 gross square feet to reach the nexus amount 

per square foot. Non-residential nexus amounts per KSF are divided by 1,000 to reach a nexus amount per square foot. 

Sources: Planning Department, illA Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines 1991 and 2002, Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning 

and Area Plans Transportation Study, San Francisco MTA and DPW, and and Seifel Consulting Inc. 
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IV. Recreation and Parks Component 
This chapter presents the facts and reasoning supporting the recreation and parks component of 
the Eastern Neighborhoods nexus amount. This chapter builds upon Chapter I, which includes 
projections of new residential and non-residential development in the Eastern Neighborhoods. 
This chapter draws on information from the Recreation and Parks Development Impact Fee 
Justification Study (Recreation and Parks Study) included in this Report as Appendix C. 1 

Information in this chapter also draws from the Eastern Neighborhoods Draft Public Benefits 
Program, to which this Report is an appendix. The calculation methodology for the nexus amount 
is explained in this chapter along with the purpose and use of potential revenues. 

A. Summary of Recreation and Parks Nexus Amount 
Based on the methodology and information presented in this chapter, the recreation and parks 
nexus amount is calculated for each land use and summarized in Table IV-1 below. As stated in 
Chapter I, the components calculated in each chapter of this Report will be combined to 
determine an Eastern Neighborhoods nexus amount. From the nexus amount, the Planning 
Department will determine a feasible impact fee. 

Table IV-1 
Summary of Recreation and Parks Nexus Amount 

Eastern Neighborhoods 

Nexus Amount 
per SF 

Residential $10.90 
Non-Residential 

Cultural/Institutional/Educational $2.66 
Motel/Hotel $1.49 
Medical $2.66 
Office $2.66 
Retail $1.99 
lndustrial/PDR $1.71 

Source: Citywide Development Impact Study, Planning 
Department, and Seifel Consulting Inc. 

1 The Recreation and Parks Study was prepared by David Taussig & Associates as a chapter of the Citywide Studies. 
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8. Purpose and Use of Potential Revenues 
The City plans to use funds from the recreation and parks component of the broader Eastern 
Neighborhoods Impact Fee to provide recreation and parks facilities in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods. This will ensure that future development bears its fair share ofresponsibility for 
the local recreation and parks system. 

In order to maintain the quality of life in the Eastern Neighborhoods, it is important that 
recreation and parks revenues are spent locally, because many of its neighborhoods are currently 
underserved when compared to other areas in the City and enhanced facilities will be needed to 
meet the demand from new development. Fee revenues will not be applied to correct existing 
deficiencies. Rather, they will be used to expand and improve facilities to accommodate increased 
park usage by new workers and residents resulting from new development, as described in 
Section D of this chapter. 

The potential recreation and parks revenues will fund the acquisition and improvement of new 
parkland, improvements to existing parks and supporting facilities (such as signage and 
bathrooms), expansion of trails, and construction and renovation of playgrounds, playing fields, 
and outdoor courts, as well as other amenities. 

C. Type of Development on Which Fees Are Imposed 
The Planning Department plans to apply the recreation and parks component to residential and 
non-residential (commercial and industrial) development in the Eastern Neighborhoods. The 
recreation and parks improvements that will be funded by the Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee 
will benefit both new residents and new employees. 

The fee schedule is differentiated among the following land use types to reflect differences in 
parks usage by residents and non-resident employees: 

• 
• 

Residential Development 

Non-Residential Development 

Civic/Institutional/Educational 

Motel/Hotel 

Medical 

Office 

Retail 

Industrial/PDR 
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D. Calculation of Recreation and Parks Nexus Amount 

1. Demographic Assumptions 

Sections D and E of Chapter I outline the demographic assumptions used to calculate the 

recreation and parks nexus amount. The calculations use a baseline year of 2006 and projected 
new development through 2025 as published in the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area 
Plans DEIR, Option B. 

2. Need Factor 

The citywide Recreation and Parks Study bases its need factors on the City's General Plan and 
the Recreation and Parks Department's August 2004 Recreation Assessment Report. According to 
the General Plan, the City should aim to increase its supply of open space, which would require a 
net increase in Recreation and Parks Depa11ment parkland from its current standard of 4.32 acres 
per 1,000 residents. However, both the Recreation and Parks Study and the Draft Public Benefits 
Program acknowledge the difficulty of acquiring large parcels of land for park development and 
propose instead to meet park needs through a combination of new parkland and facilities and 
improvements to existing recreational facilities to enable increased utilization. 

The need factor for land acquisition is based on the proposed acquisition of a one-acre park in 
each of the four Eastern Neighborhoods, as outlined in the Draft Public Benefits Program, and the 
renovation of one existing park in each of the four Eastern Neighborhoods. The increase in park 
space would be coupled with improvements to existing recreation and parks facilities and 
intensification of parkland through the construction of new amenities, such as playing fields and 
outdoor courts.2 Although existing parks range in size, one acre is a reasonable assumption for the 
size of the parks to be renovated. Therefore, the four existing acres will need improvements as 
shown in Table IV-2. Need factors for these improvements are also summarized in Table IV-2. 

The need factor for the walkway and bikeway trails in the Eastern Neighborhoods is based on an 
estimate of 1.2 miles of the Blue Greenway proposed to run through the Central Waterfront. As 
the Blue Greenway will serve both existing and new development, the burden for its costs should 
not fall exclusively on new development. Therefore of the total 1.2 miles of the Greenway, new 
development will be responsible for the costs of 0.17 miles.3 

2 
The need factors for these improvements are based on the Recreation Assessment Report published by the 
San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department in August 2004. 

3 New park users between 2006 and 2025 are approximately 14 percent of total park users in 2025; therefore only 
14 percent of the Blue Greenway is attributed to new development. See Section C.5 for an explanation of park users. 
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Table IV-2 
Increase in Need for Recreation and Parks Facilities 

due to New Development (2006-2025) 
Eastern Neighborhoods 

New 
Population Growth in 

Need Factor" (2006-2025) 
Land Acquistion and Improvement 4.00 acresb NIA 
Open Space and Facilities Improvements 4.00 acresc NIA 
Recreational Facilities 

Multi-Use Fields 2.25 fields/10,000 residentsd 11,386 
Tennis 2.00 courts/I 0,000 residentsd 11,386 
Outdoor Basketball 2.00 courts/10,000 residentsd 11,386 

Walkwav and Bikewav Trails 0.17 miles0 NIA 

a. Both residents and non-residents are expected to create a demand for parks and recreational facilities, 
therefore, the total costs are allocated to both types of development based on park users as calculated 
in Table IV-6. 

b. Based on the goal of acquiring and improving a one-acre park in each of the four Eastern Neighborhoods, 
as outlined in the Eastern Neighborhoods Draft Public Benefits Program. 

c. Open space and facilities improvements reflect the need to upgrade and improve 4 acres of 
of existing parkland as outlined in the Draft Public Benefits Program. 

d. Based on recommended City standards determined in the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department's 
August 2004 Recreation Assessment Report. Multi-use fields include softball and baseball fields at 
I per 8,000 residents and soccer fields at I per I 0,000 residents. 

e. Based on estimated 1.2 miles of Blue Greenway proposed to run the length of Central Waterfront, 
and adjusted to reflect new development's fair share at 14%. 

Source: Eastern Neighborhoods Needs Assessment, Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans DEIR, 

Need 
4.00 acres 
4.00 acres 

2.56 fields 
2.28 courts 
2.28 courts 
0.17 miles 

San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department, Planning Department, Citywide Development Impact Fee Study, 
and Seifel Consulting Inc. 

3. Summary of Acquisition and Improvement Costs 

The costs for land acquisition and facilities improvements are based on cost estimates from the 

Recreation and Parks Study. The Recreation and Parks Study projects the costs for land 

acquisition and for providing improved amenities based on an average acquisition price at 

$400 per square foot of land and making improvements to existing facilities at about 

$192,000 per acre. The Department of Recreation and Parks typically estimates $200 to 

$300 per square foot for land acquisition across the City. The Recreation and Parks Study land 

acquisition estimates are generally consistent with the findings of a recent study evaluating land 

value in the Eastern Neighborhoods, which confirmed land acquisition costs ranging from $134 to 

$332 per square foot in the Eastern Neighborhoods, with an average cost per square foot of $189.4 

4 Average cost based on Clifford Associates report, Land Value in Eastern Neighborhoods, April 14, 2008. 
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The Department of Recreation and Parks also adds another $125 to $286 per square foot for 
planning, design and construction to the base square foot land acquisition costs. Consequently, 
this recent study confirms the use of $400 per square foot (both land acquisition and planning, 
design, and construction) for new parkland as a reasonable figure for purposes of calculating fee 
assessment. Table IV-3 presents the cost assumptions. 

Table IV-3 
Recreation and Parks Facilities Costs 

Eastern Neighborhoods 

Land Acquisition and lmprovementa $17,424 000 per acre 
Ooen Soace and Facilities Imorovementsb $192 258 oer acre 
Recreational Facilities0 

Multi-Use Fields $1,492,214 per field 
Tennis $196,992 per court 
Outdoor Basketball $123 612 oer court 

Walkway and Bikeway Trailsd $869,474 per mile 

a. Estimated by the City and County of San Francisco Real Estate 
Division and published in the Recreation and Parks Study (equivalent 

to $400 per square foot ofland area). 
b. Estimated by David Taussig &Associates, Inc. and published in the 

Recreation and Parks Study. 
c. Based on average cost for parks facilities improvements estimated by 

San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department and published in the 
Recreation and Parks Study. 

d. Calculation based on estimates by the San Francisco Recreation and 
Parks Department and David Taussig & Associates, as published in the 
Recreation and Parks Study. 

Source: City and County of San Francisco Real Estate Division, Citywide 

Development Impact Fee Study, David Taussig & Associates, 
San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department, and Seifel Consulting Inc. 

In order to arrive at the costs for recreation and parks facilities attributable to new development, 
the facilities costs shown in Table IV-3 were applied to the need factors to arrive at total land 
acquisition and improvement cost of approximately $75.2 million, as shown in Table IV-4. 
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Table IV-4 
Projected Costs for Parkland Acquisition and Recreational Facilities 

to Meet Need Induced by Future Growth 
Eastern Neighborhoods 

Total Parkland 

Facilities Cost 
Acquisition and 
Improvements 

Growth in Need" (oer unit)h Costs 
Land Acciuistion and Improvement 4.00 acres $17 424 000 $69 696 000 
Improvements 
Open Space and Facilities Improvements 4.00 acres $192,258 $769,032 
Recreational Facilities 

Multi-Use Fields 2.56 fields $1,492,214 $3,822,912 
Tennis 2.28 courts $196,992 $448,600 
Outdoor Basketball 2.28 courts $123,612 $281,496 

Walkway and Bikewav Trails 0.17 mile $869.474 $146 072 
Subtotal Imorovements $5 468 112 
Total Land and Improvements $75.164,112 

a. As calculated in Table IV-2. 
b. As calculated in Table IV-3. 

Source: Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plan DEIR, Citywide Development Impact Fee Study, 
David Taussig & Associates, San Francisco Planning Department, and Seifel Consulting Inc. 

4. Calculation of Park Users 
The allocation of costs between new residential and new non-residential development assumes 
that residents and employees utilize recreation and parks facilities at different levels of intensity. 
Therefore, in order to equitably distribute the costs of providing recreation and parks facilities, 
the number of new residents and employees was translated into park users. 

New residents and employees were adjusted based on two assumptions: 

1. 55.2 percent of employees in San Francisco also live in the City.5 

2. Employees that do not live in the City use the City's recreation and parks system less 
intensively (by a factor of 0.19) than residents. 

Therefore, employees who live outside of San Francisco have an impact of 19 percent of a full 
park user, while employees who live in the City have the impact of a full park user (19 percent as 
employees and 81 percent as residents).6Table IV-5 shows the calculation of the total number of 
park users after usage adjustments. 

5 Based on 2000 Census estimate, published in the Recreation and Parks Study. 
6 As calculated by the Hausrath Economics Group for the 1998 Phoenix Park and Library Equivalent Dwelling Unit 

Factors and published in the Recreation and Parks Study. 
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Table IV-5 
New Park Users by Land Use Category 

Eastern Neighborhoods 

Total New Number of Number of New Residential 
Residents or Employees Employees Not and 
Employees Residing within Residing within Park Usage Non-Residential 

Land Use Category (2006-2025)8 Cityb Cityc Adjustmentd Park Users" 
Residential 11 ,386 4.287 NIA 3,473 
Non-Residential 

Cultural/Institutional/Educational 1,801 994 807 153 
Motel/Hotel 2 1 1 0 
Medical 604 333 271 51 
Office 6,489 3,582 2,907 552 
Retail 1,906 1,052 854 162 
Industrial/PDR -3 035 -1 675 -1,360 -258 

Total 

a. For a summary of the number of new residents and employees in the Eastern Neighborhoods, see Chapter I, Table 1-9. 
b. Total new employees multiplied by 55.2 percent in order to calculate the number of employees that also reside within the City, 

according to the 2000 Census. The total of these resident employees is shown in the Residential land use category. 
c. Total new employees minus the number of employees residing within the City. 
d. Factors were calculated by the Hausrath Economics Group for the 1998 Phoenix Park and Library Equivalent Dwelling Units Factors 

and used by David Taussig & Associates in the Recreation and Parks Study. Park usage adjustment based on number of employees 
residing within the City multiplied by 0.81 and number of employees not residing within the City multiplied by 0.19. 

e. Residential park users include total new residents minus employees residing within the City plus the residential park usage adjustment. 
Non-residential park users equals the non-residential park usage adjustment. 

Source: Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans DEIR, David Taussig & Associates, Citywide Development Impact 
Fee Study, and Seifel Consulting Inc. 

10,572 

153 
0 

51 
552 
162 

-258 
11,233 
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The costs are divided by the total number of new park users, yielding a cost of $6,205 per park 
user for land acquisition and $487 for facilities improvements. The total cost of recreation and 
parks facilities is $6,691 per new park user, as shown in Table IV-6. 

Costs" 
Total New Park Usersb 

Cost per Park User 

a. As calculated in Table IV-3. 
b. As calculated in Table IV-4. 

Table IV-6 
Recreation and Parks Facilities 

Costs per Park User 
Eastern Neighborhoods 

Land Improvements 
$69.696.000 $5 468.112 

11 233 11,233 

$6 205 $487 

Total 
$75.164 112 

11 233 

$6.691 

Source: Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans DEIR, Citywide Development 
Impact Fee Study, and Seifel Consulting Inc. 

E. Recreation and Parks Nexus Amount 
In order to arrive at a recreation and 'parks nexus amount per square foot of residential and 
non-residential development, the land acquisition and improvement costs per park user are first 
converted to costs per residential unit and 1,000 square feet of non-residential development, as 
shown in Table IV-7. 
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Land/Improvement Cost per Park User: 

Residential 
Non-Residential 

Cultural/Institutional/Educational 
Motel/Hotel 
Medical 
Office 
Retail 
Industrial/PDR 

Table IV-7 
Land and Improvement Costs by Land Use Category 

Eastern Neighborhoods 

New Residential 
Number of New and 

Units or 
Park Users per 

Non-Residential Unit or 1,000 
Park Users Non-Residential Non-Residential 
(2006-2025) SF (2006-2025)" SF 

10 572 5,873 1.80 

153 405,235 0.38 
0 609 0.21 

51 135,930 0.38 
552 1,459,945 0.38 
162 571,712 0.28 

-258 -1,062,162 0.24 

Land Cost per 

Unit or 1,000 

Non-Residential 

SFb 

$6,205 

$11 170 

$2,347 
$1,319 
$2,347 
$2,347 
$1,761 
$1 509 

a. For a summary of the number of new residents and employees in the Eastern Neighborhoods, see Chapter I, Table 1-9. 

Improvements Cost 

per Unit or 1,000 

Non-Residential SF 

$487 

$876 

$184 
$104 
$184 
$184 
$138 
$118 

Source: Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans DEIR, Citywide Development Impact Fee Study, David Taussig & Associates, 

and Seifel Consulting Inc. 
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Finally, the costs per unit and 1,000 square feet of non-residential development are converted to a 
cost per square foot, assuming an average residential unit of 1, 160 gross square feet. Program 
administration costs are assumed at 5 percent of land acquisition and facilities improvements 
costs. The total recreation and parks nexus amount per square foot by land use is shown in 
Table IV-8. 

Table IV-8 
Recreation and Parks Nexus Amount 

Eastern Neighborhoods 

Program 

Land Cost per Improvement Cost Administration Nexus Amount 
Gross SF per Gross SF Cost3 

Residential" $9.63 $0.76 
Non-Residential 

Cultural/Institutional/Education al $2.35 $0.18 
Motel/Hotel $1.32 $0.10 
Medical $2.35 $0.18 
Office $2.35 $0.18 
Retail $1.76 $0.14 
Industrial/PDR $1.51 $0.12 

a. Based on Planning Department estimates, average unit size in the Eastern Neighborhoods will be 
1, 160 gross square feet, assuming 80 percent efficiency. 

a. Program administration calculated at 5 percent of land and improvement costs. 

Source: Citywide Development Impact Study, Planning Department, and Seifel Consulting Inc. 
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$0.52 $10.90 

$0.13 $2.66 
$0.07 $1.49 
$0.13 $2.66 
$0.13 $2.66 
$0.09 $1.99 
$0.08 $1.71 
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V.Child Care Component 
This chapter presents the facts and reasoning supporting the child care component of the Eastern 
Neighborhoods nexus amount. This chapter builds upon the Citywide Child Care Nexus Study 
(Child Care Study) included in this Report as Appendix D. In order to remain consistent with the 
citywide Child Care Study, the nexus amount for the child care component in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods is calculated using the same methodology. 1 This chapter presents the purpose and 
use of the nexus amount, summarizes the methodology of the existing study and converts the fees 
on residential development, which the Child Care Study levies per residential unit, into a 
per-square-foot amount. 

A. Summary of Child Care Nexus Amount 
Based on the methodology and information presented in this chapter, the child care nexus amount 
is calculated for each land use and summarized in Table V-1 below. As stated in Chapter I, the 
components calculated in each chapter of this Report will be combined to determine an Eastern 
Neighborhoods nexus amount. Based on the nexus amount, the Planning Department will 
determine a feasible impact fee. 

Table V-1 
Summary of Child Care Nexus Amount 

Eastern Neighborhoods 

Child Care Nexus 
Land Use Amount (per SF) 
Residential $1.37 
Non-Residential 

Cultural/Institutional/Educational $1.29 
Motel/Hotel $0.72 
Medical $1.29 
Office $1.29 
Retail $0.97 
lndustrial/PDR $0.83 

Source: Citywide Development Impact Fee Study 
and Seifel Consulting Inc. 

1 As described in Chapter I, this Report uses the term "nexus amount" rather than "fee ." The Planning Department will 
ultimately determine an Eastern Neighborhoods impact fee schedule based on the calculation of the total 
nexus amount. 
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8. Purpose and Use of Potential Revenues 
While the nexus amount was calculated at a citywide level, the goal of the Eastern 
Neighborhoods portion is to focus revenues on local facility development. 

The purpose of the child care component is to grow the number of local child care spaces to meet 
demand generated by new residents and workers in the Eastern Neighborhoods. The City will 
utilize revenues to construct new facilities or provide funding for the expansion of existing 
facilities. The types of facilities that may receive funding from the impact fee revenues include 
freestanding child care centers, family child care homes, and child care centers in schools and 
commercial establishments. The costs for each of these alternatives vary and are discussed in 
more detail in Section D.3 below. 

C. Type of Development on Which Fees Are Imposed 
The Planning Department plans to apply the child care fee to residential and non-residential 
(commercial and industrial) development in the Eastern Neighborhoods. 

1. Residential Development 
The Child Care Study.calculates the nexus amount for residential development per type of 
housing unit based on household demand factors. In doing so, they estimate the expected impact 
of particular types of development on existing facilities based on the number of new residents or 
workers that development is projected to produce. The residential development types include: 

• 
• 
• 
• 

Single Family 

Multifamily (0-1 BR) 

Multifamily (2+ BR) 

Single Room Occupancy (SR0)2 

In the Eastern Neighborhoods, on the other hand, the City plans to apply the same fee evenly for 
all residential unit types on a square foot basis. Based on the Child Care Study, it is assumed that 
SRO and senior units will not generate any children by definition and are therefore excluded from 
the child care fee. Section E describes the conversion of the nexus amount from a per-unit amount 
to a square-foot basis. 

2 The Child Care Study exempts SRO units from the calculation, as they are usually occupied by seniors or other 
groups that are not expected to create a demand for child care spaces. 

--------·-----···--·--·-·---·--------·" 
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2. Non-Residential Development 

Similarly, the Child Care Study calculates the nexus amount for non-residential development 
based on different land use categories. Here, the expected impact of different types of 
development is estimated using an average number of employees per 1,000 square feet of 
development according to each of the following types of land use: 

• Civic/Institutional/Educational 

• Motel/Hotel 

• Medical 

• Office 

• Retail 

• Industrial/PDR 

The proposed child care nexus amount for the Eastern Neighborhoods uses the same land use 
categories and is the same nexus amount as calculated in the Child Care Study. 

D. Calculation of Child Care Nexus Amount 

1. Demographic Assumptions 

The Child Care Study uses statistics for projected new population and housing units by square 
foot ofresidential development as well as for projected new workers by non-residential square 
foot. The nexus is established for all new residents as well as new workers. Workers who also 
reside in San Francisco have been excluded in order to avoid double counting them as workers 
and residents. The Child Care Study excludes Mission Bay, Rincon Hill and Visitacion Valley 
from their calculations as each of these neighborhoods currently has area-specific fees. 
Appendix E presents the Citywide Growth Forecast that informed the calculation of the child 
care component. 

2. Methodology 

After establishing the demographic projections on which to base the nexus, the Child Care Study 
sets fo1th need factors for both residents and workers. To calculate the need factor for residential 
development the study first estimates the number of children in three different age cohorts 
(Infants, Preschool and School Age) based on population projections by the Department of 
Finance, as children within these cohorts have varying needs for child care. Then, it applies labor 
force participation rates for parents of children in each cohort to calculate the number of children 
with either two working parents or a single working parent in order to approximate the number of 
children without a parent as a caretaker. 
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Finally, it subtracts a percentage of children across each cohort that do not need a licensed child 
care space to arrive at a total number of resident children needing licensed care per 
1,000 residents. 3 The Child Care Study establishes a need factor of 52.7 licensed child care spaces 
per 1,000 residents. 

In calculating the nexus amount for non-residential development, the Child Care Study subtracts 
out workers who live in San Francisco in order to avoid double counting their impact as workers 
and residents. Thus, the calculation only includes those individuals who work in San Francisco, 
but reside elsewhere. The study assumes that 44.8 percent of workers in the City live elsewhere. 
Of that group, the study assumes, based on employer surveys, that 5 percent would bring their 
children into the City and, thus, would require child care. Therefore, the need factor for 
non-residential development is 22.4 licensed spaces per 1,000 workers. 

3. Summary of Costs 

The cost of providing licensed child care spaces varies dramatically by type. Creating a new child 
care center costs $27,400 per space, while spaces in new, small family child care homes cost only 
$500 according to the Child Care Study. On the other hand, a new child care space in a school or 
commercial space costs $8,333 or $13, 700, respectively. The study notes the difficulty of 
predicting where new spaces will be provided, and so it averages the cost across all types of care, 
which brings the average cost per space to $12,325. 

Developers have the option of paying a linkage fee to be used to provide child care space offsite 
or providing indoor and outdoor space onsite according to state licensing requirements for 
different residential and non-residential land uses.4 

E. Calculation of Residential Nexus Amount 
As noted in Section C above, the Child Care Study applies fees to residential development on a 
per-unit basis. However, as one of the priorities of the rezoning effort is to increase housing in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods, including smaller units that would be affordable to a wide range of 
residents, the Planning Department finds it more appropriate to charge residential development on 
a per-square-foot basis. This prevents smaller units from being charged the same impact fees as 
larger units developed within the same land use category. Thus, the residential portion of the 
citywide fees has been converted to a nexus amount per square foot. This conversion will also 
allow the child care nexus amount to remain consistent with the nexus amounts calculated in 
previous chapters of this Report. The conversion is based on average unit sizes used by the Child 
Care Study and is shown in Table V-2.5 

3 Assumes a percentage of children would not require licensed care as the may receive unlicensed care from nannies, 
friends, relatives, or other sources. 

4 
For a detailed description of state child care licensing requirements, refer to Section 7 of Appendix D. 

5 
Average unit size converted to gross square feet based on 80 percent unit efficiency. 
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Table V-2 
Residential Nexus Amount per Square Foot 

Eastern Neighborhoods 

Impact Fee per Average Gross 

Type of Development3 Unitb SF/Unite 
Single Family $2,272 1,660 
Multifamily (0-1 BR) $1,493 1,090 
Multifamily (2+ BR) $1,704 1,250 

a. Excludes SRO and senior developments per Citywide Study methodology. 
b. As calculated in the Citywide Study. 

Nexus 
Amount per 

SF 
$1.37 
$1.37 
$1.37 

c. Average based on equivalent dwelling unit (EDU) calculation in Citywide Study. 

Source: Citywide Development Impact Fee Study and Seifel Consulting Inc. 

F. Child Care Nexus Amount 
As shown in Table V-1, the child care nexus amount is $1.37 per square foot ofresidential 
development, $0. 72 to $1.29 per square foot of commercial development and $0.83 per square , 
foot of development devoted to industrial uses. 
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VI. Impact Fee Maintenance 
This brief chapter addresses ongoing maintenance of the impact fee through annual updates and 
periodic revisions. 

In order to stay current with the increasing costs of building facilities, transportation 
improvements, child care spaces, and recreation facilities and parks, the Eastern Neighborhood 
Impact Fee should be reviewed on an annual basis and updated based on appropriate indices. This 
will allow the City to collect enough funds to maintain its facilities and services to serve new 
development, even as the costs of construction, land, labor, and other inputs fluctuate. 

Additionally, it may also be the case that, with time and new information, the methodologies used 
to calculate the nexus amount may become outdated, the community may decide that new 
development has generated new needs, or that the needs outlined in this Report no longer need to 
be addressed through impact fees. Thus, in order to ensure the impact fee is as relevant as 
possible to the needs of new and existing Eastern Neighborhoods residents and workers, further 
review may be required every five to six years, including a complete evaluation of the 
methodologies outlined in this Report. · 
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I. Introduction 
The City of San Francisco Planning Department (Planning Department) is evaluating the potential 
rezoning of land within the Eastern Neighborhoods and Central Waterfront areas, as well as other 
areas of the City. In Spring 2006, the Planning Department retained Seifel Consulting Inc. 
(Seifel) to assess the current and future need for key services and amenities in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods and Central Waterfront areas in order to inform the Planning Department's 
evaluation. The initial needs findings were memorialized in the Draft Eastern Neighborhoods 
Needs Assessment, September 2006. In October/November 2007, Seifel updated the 2006 initial 
need findings in light of additional research and time passed. 

The services and amenities covered in this assessment include open space, parks and recreational 
facilities, community facilities and services, neighborhood serving businesses, and housing. 

The Planning Department is evaluating funding mechanisms to address the needs for some key 
services and amenities. This report will help inform the rezoning process and the decision of what 
funding mechanisms to pursue for various needs. 

This report begins by describing the study area in Chapter II, and then outlines demographic 
sources and techniques used to perform the needs analysis in Chapter III. Chapter IV provides a 
summary of findings including tables showing projected needs and need category definitions. 
Chapter V presents the needs analysis by category, and Chapter VI concludes the report. 

II. Study Area 
Seifel evaluated the current and future needs in four neighborhoods within the Eastern 
Neighborhoods and Central Waterfront areas. 

• Mission 

• Showplace Square/Potrero Hill 

• Eastern South of Market Area (SOMA) 

• Central Waterfront 

In the rest of this memo, these areas are collectively called the "Eastern Neighborhoods." 

The findings and methodology from the needs assessment for these four neighborhoods are 
described within this memorandum. Appendix A includes a summary needs table and detailed 
tables by neighborhood. In addition, Seifel assessed the current needs in the Western SOMA 
neighborhood, which is included in Appendix B. 

See Figure II-1 for boundaries of the study area. 
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Ill. Demographic Sources and Techniques Used to 
Perform Needs Analysis 

A. Techniques 

Four main techniques were used to perform the needs analysis: 

• Review of available studies, maps and reports, including the General Plan, existing City 
impact fee studies, departmental databases, and facility plans. 

• Review of work performed to date on the potential expansion of the City's development 
impact fee program. 

• Interviews regarding future capital needs and planning with personnel from key City 
departments, including: Department of Aging and Adult Services, Department of Children, 
Youth and Families (DCYF), Human Service Agency, San Francisco Arts Commission, 
San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD), San Francisco Police Department (SFPD), 
Department of Public Health (DPH), Recreation and Park Department (RPD), and 
San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD). 

• Estimates of current and future need assuming that the City meets standard levels of service 
provision for the Eastern Neighborhoods in each key need area. 

8. Demographic Sources 

1. Socioeconomic Impact Analysis 

As a part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Community Planning Process, the Hausrath Economics 
Group (Hausrath) prepared a Socioeconomic Impact Analysis. The Administrative Draft 
Socioeconomic Impact Analysis (Draft for Public Review), which was released in March 2007, 
outlines the impacts on employment and housing due to the proposed rezoning. The 
socioeconomic data contained in the Hausrath report was used as a baseline for the 
needs assessment. 

2. Demographic Projections 

In determining future needs, Seifel used the 2025 demographic projections for the land use 
scenario, Revised Option B, developed by the Planning Department and first introduced in the 
February 2003 report Community Planning in the Eastern Neighborhoods: Rezoning Options 
Workbook-First Draft. 1 

1 
The Option B Revised land use scenario reflects updated planning area boundaries and additional pipeline projects, 
but is essentially the same as the growth scenario outlined in 2003. 
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IV. Summary of Preliminary Findings 
The needs assessment evaluated both the current levels of service and projected need for service 
in the Eastern Neighborhoods, as well as the net remaining need at build-out. The following key 
findings were observed: 

• Current levels of service are adequate for the future in the following analysis categories: 

Citywide open space 

High school facilities 

Library facilities 

Police and fire stations 

• Based on the build out projections, the following services/amenities will be needed in 
the future: 

District, neighborhood and subneighborhood open space and maintenance 

Recreational facilities and maintenance 

Public health centers 

Human service centers 

Cultural centers 

Middle and elementary schools 

Licensed childcare spaces 

Library materials 

Transportation and transit service 

Neighborhood serving businesses2 

Affordable housing 

Table IV-1 summarizes the projected need for each key service category at build out of the 

Eastern Neighborhoods. Table IV-2 describes each need category and outlines which analysis 
categories are included. 

2 While specific data regarding current levels of service for neighborhood serving businesses is not readily available, 
anecdotal evidence indicates a lack of neighborhood serving businesses. Furthermore, new neighborhood serving 
businesses will be needed at build out to serve the new residents. 
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Table IV-1 
Need Projections 

San Francisco Eastern Neighborhoods 

Analysis Categories 

Open Space and Recreation Facilities 
Open Space & Parks - District, 
Neighborhood & Subneighborhood 
Open Space & Parks Maintenance 
Open Space Recreational Facilities 

Recreational Facilities Maintenance 
Community Facilities & Services 
Education 

Middle School (6-8) 
Health Care 
Human Service Agencies 
Cultural Centers 
Public Libraries (Materials) 

Police (Equipment) 
Child Care 

Infants (0 to 24 months) 
Pre-School (2 to 5 years) 
School Aged (6 to 13 years) 

Neil!hborhood Servinl! Businesses 
Drug Stores 
Supermarkets 
Restaurants without liquor 
Restaurants with liquor 
Personal Service 
Other Neighborhood Serving Retail 

Affordable Housing 
Very Low ( <50% AMI) 
Low ( <80% AMI) 
Moderate (<120% AMI) 

Transportation and Transit 

San Francisco Planning Department 
Eastern Neighborhoods Needs Assessment 

2025 Need 
Projection 

14.5 acres 

$89,000 per year 
707,760 SF 

$79,000 per year 

up to 1 school 
0.65 centers 
0.49 centers 
0.16 centers 

$7 4 fee/resident 

11 squad cars 
4,447 spaces 

619 spaces 
2,099 spaces 
1. 729 spaces 

9,748 SF 
60,040 SF 
42,611 SF 
29.466 SF 
18,093 SF 
9,231 SF 

4,716 units 
1,901 units 

771 units 
2.044 units 

Unknown 
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Table IV-2 
Definitions for Needs Assessment 

San Francisco Eastern Neighborhoods 

Need Definition Analysis Categories Explanation 
Open Space & A variety of publicly-accessible Open Space & Parks - Flagship parks, Regional parks, Undeveloped open space, 
Recreational Facilities spaces including traditional Citywide Civic squares and plazas, Large public gardens, Lakes, 

parks, walkways, landscaped Greenbelts, Viewsheds 
areas, recreation facilities, 
playing fields and unmaintained Open Space & Parks - Land and maintenance of: Neighborhood parks, Greenscapes, 
open areas. District, Neighborhood & Mini-parks, Improved alleyways, Widened amenitized 

Subneighborhood sidewalks, Median strips, Greenways, Community Gardens 

Recreational Facilities Facilities and Maintenance of: Activity Centers, Senior 
Centers, Arts and Community Centers, Archery, Basketball 
Courts, Clubhouses, Day Camps, Dog Parks, Equestrian 
Areas, Fieldhouses, Stadiums, Boating Facilities, 
Greenhouses, Maintenance Facilities, Museums and 
Programmed Areas, Offices, Performance Spaces, Picnic 
Areas, Play Areas and Structures, Playing Courts and Fields, 
Recreation Centers, Restrooms, Shelters, Shops and 
Concessions, Skateparks, Swimming Pools, Tennis Courts, 
Volleyball Courts 

Community Facilities & Facilities serving the basic Education - Student Facilities Classroom space needed for public education, grades K-12 
Services social, health and educational 

needs of a neighborhood or Public Libraries Library facilities and materials 
community. Police Police stations and equipment 

Fire Fire stations and equipment 
Health Care Publicly-funded health clinics and facilities serving low 

income residents 
Human Services City funded "one-stop" centers that include employment and 

workforce development services, services for senior and 

adults with disability, and/or youth and family services' 

Cultural Facilities City-owned facilities providing providing accessible arts 
opportunities for all San Franciscans through cultural arts and 
programs 

Child Care Licensed child care facilities 
Neighborhood Serving Businesses catering to the daily Drug Stores NIA 

Businesses needs of neighborhood residents Supermarkets NIA 
and not necessarily drawing Restaurants Includes full-service restaurants, specialty restaurants such as 
many customers from outside the coffee shops, ice cream parlors, donut shops, and fast food 
neighborhood. restaurants 

Personal Service Coin-operated laundry, dry cleaning, hair, nail and personal 
care salons 

Other Neighborhood Serving Specialty food stores, convenience stores, gift shops, florists, 
Retail nurseries and garden supply 

Housing Impact on affordable housing Supply to meet affordable NIA 
needs resulting from zoning housing needs 
Option B revised. 

Transportation Infrastructure serving the Streets System capacity, traffic signals, physical condition, and 
transportation needs of residents safety 
and businesses through adequate Public Transit System capacity, frequency of service, service reliability, stop 
streets, transit, bicycle and location and physical condition 

and pedestrian facilities. Bicycle Facilities Bicycle lanes, bicycle racks, off-street bicycle parking 
Pedestrian Facilities Sidewalks, crosswalks, collision control at dangerous 

intersections 

a. Recreation centers for youth and seniors are analyzed in the Open Space and Parks - Facilities section. 
Source: San Francisco Planning Department and Seifel Consulting Inc. 

San Francisco Planning Department 
Eastern Neighborhoods Needs Assessment 

6 Seifel Consulting Inc. 
December 2007 



V. Needs Analysis 
The purpose of this chapter is to present the needs as analyzed given the projected future growth 
in the Eastern Neighborhoods. For each analyzed need, the methodology used is introduced as 
well as a need factor given that methodology. This need factor is then considered alongside the 
projected future growth to determine and assess the need. Analyzed needs are accompanied by a 
table summarizing findings and, where relevant, a map showing the location of existing facilities 
and amenities. 

The chapter is organized as follows: 

A. Open Space, Parks and Recreational Facilities 

B. Community Facilities and Services 

C. Neighborhood Serving Businesses 

D. Housing 

A. Open Space, Parks and Recreational Facilities 
The City's open space, parks and recreational facilities are grouped into three categories using the 
definitions found in the Recreation and Open Space Element of the General Plan, which reflect 
the different types of services and amenities available: 

• Citywide Open Space and Parks-Generally categorized as a publicly accessible space that is 
30 acres and over. The special nature of these larger spaces enables residents from other 
San Francisco neighborhoods to make use of these amenities. 

• District, Neighborhood and Subneighborhood Open Space and Parks-District open space is 
over 10 acres and less than 30 acres and serves more than a single neighborhood or 
community. Neighborhood open space is categorized as publicly accessible space that is from 
one to ten acres. These smaller spaces generally serve a single community or neighborhood. 
Subneighborhood open space and parks are less than one acre and serve immediately 
adjacent areas. 

• Recreational Facilities-Facilities operated by the Recreation and Park District (RPD) that 
include community centers, sports facilities, performance spaces, and play areas. 

San Francisco's Sustainability Plan calls for parks service to be maintained at a level of 5.5 acres 
per 1, 000 residents. 3 Seif el' s analysis of current acreage of citywide and neighborhood open 
space and parks reveals that levels of service are provided at approximately a 4: 1 ratio of citywide 
to district/neighborhood/subneighborhood open space and parks. Therefore, a need factor of 
4.5 acres per 1,000 residents for citywide parks and one acre per 1,000 residents for district, 
neighborhood and subneighborhood parks was used to assess current and future need. 

3 Per the Quimby Act (California Governmental Code §66477), a city may require the dedication ofland or the 
payment of fees to provide up to 5 acres of park area per 1,000 residents. 
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1. Open Space and Parks-Citywide 
Need factor: 4.5 acres/1,000 residents 

No citywide open space currently exists within the study area. However, sufficient amounts of 
citywide open space are accessible to neighborhood residents. Currently, the City provides 
approximately 6.3 acres of open space per 1,000 residents and will remain far above the citywide 

Sustainability Plan standard of 4.5 acres per 1,000 residents, even with the projected future 
demand from new residents. 4 

Sufficient amounts of citywide open space are accessible to neighborhood residents, and 
proposals for new citywide spaces, such as Brannan Street Wharf, an open space development 
over piers on the Embarcadero in Eastern SOMA, Pier 70 in the Central Waterfront, and the Blue 
Greenway Public Waterfront Trail, a planned 13-mile greenway/waterway network located along 
the southern waterfront, will increase citywide open spaces within easy access of new residents of 
the Eastern Neighborhoods. 

2. Open Space and Parks-District, Neighborhood and Subneighborhood 
Need factor: one acre/1, 000 residents 

In order to maintain adequate levels of service, new residents will need additional accessible open 
space and parks. Using the Need factor of one acre of open space per 1000 residents, Seifel 
projects that the Eastern Neighborhoods will need approximately 14.5 acres of new neighborhood 
and/or subneighborhood parks and open space. However, RPD has indicated that needs could be 
met through intensification of existing park space into more active space. 

In addition, the location of these open spaces and parks is also critical to meeting neighborhood 
needs. The General Plan standards indicate that a neighborhood area has adequate access to open 
space if it is within one-half mile of citywide open space, three-eighths mile of district open 
space, one-quarter mile of neighborhood open space or one-eighth mile of subneighborhood open 
space. The Central Waterfront and portions of the other three neighborhoods lack access to 
neighborhood and/or subneighborhood open space (Figure V-1 ). 

4 Calculations based. on inventory from San Francisco Recreation and Park Department, May 2006. 
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Figure V-1 
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3. Maintenance and Operating Expenses-Parks 
Cost of $7,835/acre for labor 

According to RPD, the existing parks within the Eastern Neighborhoods are relatively well 
maintained, with an average score of 84 percent on the RPD park maintenance evaluations 
conducted since June 2005.5 While neighborhood residents have reported maintenance 
deficiencies, Seifel was unable to quantify these deficiencies or the associated costs of rectifying 
them because RPD has not identified or analyzed these deficiencies. 6 

The current structure of the RPD budget does not allow precise estimation of the costs of 
maintaining neighborhood parks and open space because the budget does not link park 
maintenance outcomes to the cost of the relevant inputs (maintenance personnel, capital 
equipment, etc). In lieu of this detailed information, Seifel estimated a minimum cost factor for 
maintenance and operating expenses based on direct labor costs and a small overhead factor. 

The city will likely need to hire one additional Gardener (class 3417) to service the 14.5 acres of 
new neighborhood and/or subneighborhood parks and open space projected to be needed in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods.7 The total labor cost of a Gardener is approximately $74,400 per year, 
which includes wages plus required benefits.8 Since maintenance of the new parks will require 
additional management and supervisory oversight, Seifel multiplied this cost by an overhead 
factor of 1.2, to reach a total estimated labor cost of $89,300 for new Eastern Neighborhood 
parks. This figure translates to $7,835 per acre for future park maintenance.9 

5 Evaluations are based on park maintenance standards published by RPD in May 2005. Most parks in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods were evaluated at least twice through Summer 2006. 

6 The Neighborhood Parks Council gave some playgrounds within the Eastern Neighborhoods failing or almost failing 
grades and has criticized the RPD evaluations for being inconsistent, but the NPC 2006 Report Card also granted As 
and Bs to most of the playgrounds in the study area. 

7 According to Isabelle Wade of the Neighborhood Parks Council, the national standards for landscaping are one 
gardener for every 16 acres, but dense urban areas typically require more. However, new parks in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods are expected to have relatively low landscaping requirements, as they will be neighborhood serving 
without intense citywide or tourist-driven demand. Maintenance needs may increase over time as the parks age, and 
every facility has unique maintenance and environmental factors affecting its maintainability. According to RPD, 
current staffing of gardeners is inadequate, and detailed staffing analysis is underway to quantify staffing needs. 

8 FY 2006-2007 total compensation (base salary plus mandatory fringe benefits) from Katie Petrucione, Director of 
Finance and Administration, Recreation and Parks Department. 

9 The estimated per acre maintenance cost does not include an allowance for the maintenance trades or supplies. This 
omission is because it was not possible to reasonably assign these costs on a per-park or per-acre basis given available 
RPD budget information. However, new parks in the Eastern Neighborhoods are unlikely to have significant skilled 
labor or capital equipment maintenance needs once they are completed. 
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4. Recreational Facilities 
Citywide provision of 21.58 square feet/resident 

The City does not have published standards for provision of recreational facilities. Seif el analyzed 
current citywide levels of facility square footage per capita in order to establish a need factor for 
recreational facilities. All of the neighborhoods except for Potrero Hill/Showplace Square have an 

existing need for recreational facilities based on current citywide provision levels, and future 
residents will need an additional 312,000 square feet of recreational facilities, totaling 
708,000 square feet ofrecreational facilities needed in the Eastern Neighborhoods. See 
Table IV-2 for the types of facilities included in the calculation. 

5. Maintenance and Operating Expenses-Recreation Facilities 
Cost of $0. 32/SF for labor 

RPD has not yet published maintenance standards for recreation facilities. As with parks, budget 

data constraints prevent comprehensive analysis of the cost of maintaining new recreation 
facilities projected for the Eastern Neighborhoods. One additional Custodian (class 2708) will be 
needed to maintain the 312,000 square feet of recreation space projected to serve new Eastern 
Neighborhood residents. 10 One additional Custodian would maintain approximately the same 
ratio of custodians per square foot throughout the city as exists currently. 11 At a cost of 
$66, 100 per year in salary plus benefits times an overhead factor of 1.2, the estimated additional 

maintenance labor is $79,300 or $0.32 per square foot. 12 

Table V-1 
Current and Future Needs 

Open Space, Parks and Recreational Facilities 
San Francisco Eastern Neighborhoods 

Analysis Categories Need Factor 
Existing Need 

Growth in Need 
ISurnlus) 

Open Space & Parks - Citywide' 4.5 acres/1,000 residents (1 ,366) acres 14,477 residents 

Open Space & Parks - Dislrict, 
1.0 acres/1 ,000 residents Sec Figure V-1 14,477 residents 

Neighborhood & Subneighborhood 

Open Space & Parks 
Average maintenance 

(Operating Costs) 
7,835 $/acre rating of 85% but cannot 14.5 acres 

cost out deficiencies 

Recreational Facilities 21.58 SF/resident 395,346 SF 14,477 residents 

Recreation Facilities 
0.25 $/SF NIA 312,414 SF 

(Operating Costs) 

a. The existing city-wide open space condition refers to all areas of this size across the city, not only in the Eastern Neighborhoods. 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department. RPO, Scifcl Consulting Inc. 

Future Conditions 
Needed 

65.1 ~crcs 

14.5 acres 

$ 89,322 annual labor cost 

312,414 SF 

$ 79,325 annual labor cost 

Need Projection 

0.0 acres 

14.5 acres 

$ 89,322 annual labor cost 

707,760 SF 

$ 79,325 annual labor cost 

10 Since Seif el was unable to estimate the costs of existing maintenance deficiencies in recreation facilities citywide, it 
did not calculate the "current need" for recreation maintenance. 

11 
According to RPO, existing staffing levels of custodians are inadequate to meet current needs, but the Budget 
Analyst's Management Audit recommends reassigning custodians to better meet demand. RPO is currently 
conducting a staffing analysis that will allow better quantification of this issue. The recommendation of one 
additional custodian is conservative. 

12 
As with parks, this factor does not include skilled labor maintenance, equipment, or other supplies. It also does not 
include the cost of additional programming at the recreational facilities. 
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B. Community Facilities and Services 
This section of the report focuses on various facilities and services that maintain or enrich the 
quality oflife for residents of the City of San Francisco's Eastern Neighborhoods The City's 
Community Facilities and Services are grouped into the following eight categories: 

1. Education 

Elementary Schools 

Middle Schools 

High Schools 

2. Public Libraries 

Facilities 

Materials and Renovation 

3. Police 

Facilities 

Equipment and Officers 

4. Fire 

5. Health Care 

6. Human Service Agencies 

7. Cultural Facilities 

8. Child Care 

1. Education 
Need factor: Based on desired number of students per school type in San Francisco 

SFUSD has a full choice student assignment system that provides families the opportunity to 
apply to any school within the District. Many families do not list their local school as their first 
choice. According to SFUSD officials, "the extent to which families opt to attend schools in their 
neighborhood, the rate at which families from other neighborhoods attend schools in this area, 
and the overall number of students in the City will determine the actual need for additional 
"seats" in the Eastern Neighborhoods."13 

This is an important consideration that must be taken into consideration when determining the 
need for new and/or expanded school facilities. However, the proximity of schools to 
neighborhoods remains significant for many current and future Eastern Neighborhoods 
residents. Seifel thus investigated school capacity in the Eastern Neighborhoods as a whole and 
by subneighborhood. 

13 Nancy Waymack. Director of Policy and Operations, SFUSD (December 2007). 
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The capacity study performed as part of the 2002 SFUSD Facilities Master Plan found excess 
capacity existed for the Eastern Neighborhood Schools for each school type (elementary, middle, 
and high school). However, aggregate numbers do not show the extent to which some schools are 
under-enrolled and others over-enrolled, or the schools' ability to absorb the increased population 
anticipated as part of the rezoning. Moreover, the issue of location and proximity of schools to 
current and future populations are lost in aggregate numbers. 

Figures V-2, V-3 and V-4 contain current school locations in and around the Eastern 
Neighborhoods. These maps show that the Mission currently has the majority of the educational 
facilities in the Eastern Neighborhoods, while Eastern SOMA has one elementary and one small 
middle school and the Central Waterfront has no open facilities. 

Seifel based the household student generation factors for market rate and affordable housing units 
on the SFUSD's 2002 Demographic Analyses and Enrollment Forecasts (DAEF), assuming that 
the ratio of elementary, middle and high school students is consistent with existing and projected 
proportions in the DAEF. Table V-2 shows the projected growth in future public school students 
in elementary, middle and high school categories.14 Factoring in current excess capacity where 
applicable, Seifel used design capacity assumptions from the 2005 Residential Development 
School Fee Justification Study in order to calculate how many new schools may be needed in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods. 15 

Table V-2 
Current and Future Needs 

School Capacity 
San Francisco Eastern Neighborhoods 

Analysis Categories Need Factor 
Existing Need 

Growth in Need 
F uture Conditions Net Future Conditions 

Need Projection 
(Surplus) Needed Needed (Surplus) 

Student Capacity and Demand 

High School (9-12) 0.102 students/housing unit (982) student capacity 7,385 housing units 753 students (229) students NIA 

Middle School (6-8) 0.069 students/housing unit (443) student capacity 7,385 housing units 5 t 0 students 67 students NIA 

Elementary School (K-5) 0.146 students/housing unit ( l , 742) student capacity 7,385 housing units 1,078 students (664) students NIA 

School Capacity and Demand 

High School (9-12) 1,6 t t students/school (0.61) schools 753 students 0.47 schools (0. 14) schools 0 schools 

Middle School (6-8) 1,389 students/school (0.32) schools 510 students 0.37 schools 0.05 schools * schools 

Elementary School (K-5) 656 students/school (2.66) schools 1,078 students 1.64 schools (1.01) schools 0 schools 

a. Based on citywide and affordable housing student generation rates from Demographic Analyses and Enrollment Forecasts (DAEF), San Francisco Unifed School District (SFUSD), July 2002. 
Assumes ratio of elementary to middle to high schools students is consistent with existing and projects proportions in the DAEF and that 25% of new SF Eastern units are affordable. 
Design capacity for elementary and high schools from SFUSD's 2005 School Fee Justification Study and estimated for middle schools based on elementary school capacity, adjusted 
for the years spent in middle school and tl1e relative number of middle schools in SFUSD. Current capacity and enrollment information from SFUSD, December2007. 

*Seifel recommends that a middle school be considered for the Eastern SOMA, Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, and/or Central Waterfront Neighborhoods. 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, SFUSD, Seifel Consulting Inc. 

14 DAEF (San Francisco Unified School District, July 2002) estimates a student generation rate of 0.2 students per 
housing unit and 0.7 students per affordable unit. Seifel estimates that 25 percent of new housing units in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods will be affordable to low and moderate income households (see Housing section at end of 
this report). 

15 These design capacity assumptions are that a high school has the capacity for 1,611 students and an elementary 
school for 656 students. Design capacity for middle schools was not analyzed in the 2005 Residential Development 
School Fee Justification Study-Seifel estimated middle school capacity of 1,389 students based on the design 
capacity for elementary schools, adjusted for the fewer number of grade levels and the fewer number of middle 
schools citywide. 
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The student capacity calculations above demonstrate the need for an elementary school, and this 
is reinforced by the fact that no elementary schools are located in the eastern portion of the Study 
Area (Figure V-2). Seifel therefore recommends that a new elementary school be located in the 
Central Waterfront, Eastern SOMA or Showplace Square/Potrero Hill neighborhoods. 

The student capacity calculations above demonstrate sufficient capacity for projected elementary 
school students, although some neighborhoods, namely Eastern SOMA and the Central 
Waterfront, will not be able to meet the demand for new elementary school spaces within their 
boundaries. Seifel therefore recommends maintain existing elementary schools and monitoring 
choice patterns of families in the Eastern Neighborhoods for increased demand for local 
elementary schools. 

Seifel also recommends that the Planning Department and SFUSD consider adding capacity for 
middle school students in the Central Waterfront, Eastern SOMA or Showplace Square/Potrero 
Hill neighborhoods. This recommendation is based on new student projections and limited 
capacity for middle school students in the area now; currently there is only one middle school in 
the Eastern Neighborhoods, Horace Mann Middle School, located on the western side of the 
Mission neighborhood, and one K-8 school, Bessie Carmichael, within Eastern SOMA. 16 

Student capacity currently exists in Eastern Neighborhoods high schools. These schools are 
centrally located in the Eastern Neighborhoods, and future student generation would not be great 
enough to warrant construction of an additional high school (Figure V-4). 

The calculations and recommendations contained in this memo will be impacted by future 
SFUSD school closures, relocation and merger decisions, as well as future attendance trends in 
the Eastern Neighborhoods and rest of the District. Updated information about these decisions 
and trends should be considered before any particular policy or plan is actively pursued. 

16 The middle school at Bessie Carmichael is currently operating out of portable classrooms, with its permanent facility 
under construction at 824 Harrison Street. There is an additional K-8 school, Paul Revere K-8 School, south of the 
Eastern Neighborhoods in Bernal Heights. 
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Figure V-3 
Public Middle Schools 
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Figure V-4 
Public High Schools 
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2. Public Libraries 
a. Facilities 

Need factor: Library Department does not indicate need for new library branches. 

The public library system consists of one Main Library and 27 branch libraries. The City's level 
of service exceeds State levels, and new construction is not the Branch Library Improvement 
Program's highest priority. 17 According to San Francisco Public Library service area maps, the 
Eastern Neighborhoods are currently served by the Main Library, Mission Branch, Potrero 
Branch, and Mission Bay Branch (see Figure V-5). 18 The Library Department does not indicate 
that a new library would be needed in the Eastern Neighborhoods but does indicate that 
improvements are needed at the Potrero Branch. 

The Potrero Branch is the only library serving the Eastern Neighborhoods in need of renovation, 
and it is slated for renovation in 2008, with partial funding from the Proposition A bond measure. 
The Mission Branch library was one of the five branches seismically renovated and made code 
compliant during the 1990s, the Main Library was completed in 1996, and the Mission Bay 
Branch is the City's first new branch in 40 years. 

b. Materials and Renovation 
Need Factor: $7 4/new resident for materials 

While the Library Department does not indicate a need for future branch libraries, an increase in 
residential population could add to the need for library materials and improvements. The Rincon 
Hill impact fee formula of $69/new resident is consistent with the service standards used by the 
San Francisco Public Library for allocating resources to neighborhood branch libraries.19 Seifel 
escalated the fee to reflect inflation from 2005, when the fee was initially determined, to 2007 
resulting at a current dollar amount of $74/new resident.20 This fee is intended to offset the need 
for additional materials, branch renovation and rehabilitation caused by increased use in all 
library branches. 

17 California Library Statistics 2007 (FY 2005-06) by the California State Library Foundation indicate that per capita 
library expenditures in San Francisco are nearly two and a halftimes the State average. The Branch Improvement 
Program was initiated under Proposition A in 2000. 

18 Branch Facilities Plan, San Francisco Public Library, 2006. 
19 Rincon Hill Area Plan, City 2005 General Plan. 
20 Seifel escalated the 2005 materials cost to 2007 dollars using the Consumer Price Index for the San 

Francisco/Oakland/San Jose area. 
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Table V-3 
Current and Future Needs 

Public Libraries Facilities and Materials 
San Francisco Eastern Neighborhoods 

Analysis Categories Need Factor 
Existing Need 

Growth in Need (Surplus) 

No standard need factor, no 
Public Libraries (Facilities) additional facilities anticipated 0 libraries Based on Geography 

to be needed 

Public Libraries (Materials) $ 74 fee/resident NIA 14,477 residents 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Library Department, Seifel Consulting Inc. 
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Future Conditions 
Need Projection Needed 

0 libraries 0 libraries 

$ 1,066,342 total fees $ 74 fee/resident 
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Figure V-5 
Public Libraries 
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3. Police 

a. Facilities 
Need factor: Police Department does not indicate need 

San Francisco, like most U.S. cities, does not have a standard for provision of police stations. The 
San Francisco Police Department (SFPD) indicated that no additional police stations would be 
needed in the Eastern Neighborhoods as a result of projected population growth. The SFPD 
identifies three stations that currently serve the Eastern Neighborhoods-Bayview, Mission and 
Southern (to be replaced by Mission Bay) police stations (see Figure V-6). 

b. Equipment and Officers 
Need factor: 0. 77 squad cars/1, 000 residents 

Seifel was unable to obtain information on the adequacy of current equipment or current 
equipment needs. Seifel evaluated the future need for equipment, specifically squad cars, 
according to SFPD standards. This analysis projects a future need for 11 new squad cars, which 
currently cost the SFPD approximately $30,000 each.21 The SFPD indicates that the new Mission 
Bay station, which is replacing Southern station, will accommodate new officers to serve Mission 
Bay and the surrounding area. A precise estimate of how many new officers are needed only in 
Eastern Neighborhoods was not available given the department's system wide approach. 

Table V-4 
Current and Future Needs 

Police Facilities and Equipment 
San Francisco Eastern Neighborhoods 

Analysis Existing Need 
Need Factor 

Categories (Surplus) 

No standard need factor, no 
Police (Facilities) additional facilities anticipated to 0 stations 

be needed 

Police (Equipment) 0.77 squad cars/1,000 residents NIA 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, SFPD, Seifel Consulting Inc. 

21 Based on interviews with the SFPD, May 2006. 
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Growth in Need 

Based on Geography 

14,477 residents 

Future 
Conditions Need Projection 

Needed 

0 stations 0 stations 

11.2 squad cars 11 squad cars 
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Figure V-6 
Police Stations 
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4. Fire 
General Plan factor: 112 mile service area; Fire Department factor: Based on 
response time ' 

According to the Community Facilities Element of the City's General Plan, "In general, 
firehouses should be distributed throughout the city so that each firehouse has a primary service 
area extending within a radius of one-half mile." As shown in Figure V-7, the San Francisco Fire 
Department (SFFD) currently has 10 fire stations that serve the study area and an additional 
station planned in Mission Bay. While the Central Waterfront and the Mission are not entirely 
within a 1/2~mile service area, this does not necessarily indicate inadequate levels of service. The 
SFFD bases service standards on response time. The department's 300-second response time goal 
is currently being met in the study area.22 In addition, the SFFD does not anticipate a need for 
future stations to serve the Eastern Neighborhoods based on adequate response time. However, 
while a need does not exist at the neighborhood level, the SFFD has indicated a need may exist 
citywide when the comprehensive citywide system is considered. Similarly, the department does 
not indicate a need for new officers or firefighters in the Eastern Neighborhoods, but a need may 
exist when the citywide system is considered. 

Table V-5 
Current and Future Needs 

Fire 
San Francisco Eastern Neighborhoods 

Analysis Categories Need Factor 
Existing Need 

Growth in Need 
Future Conditions 

Need Projection (Suro I us) Needed 

Fire• 1/2 mile service area 0 stations Based on response time 0 stations 0 stations 

a. The City's General Plan states "In general, firehouses should be distributed throughout the city so that each firehouse has a primary service 
area extending within a radius of one-half mile." However, the San Francisco Fire Department relies on response times in order to determine 
service areas for fire stations. 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, SFFD, Seifel Consulting Inc. 

22 
Per a 2005 questionnaire of the SFFD by ESA. 

San Francisco Planning Department 
Eastern Neighborhoods Needs Assessment 

23 Seifel Consulting Inc. 
December 2007 



Figure V-7 
Fire Stations 
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5. Health Care 
Need factor: 0. 057 centers/1, 000 residents 

Currently, the City has 24 public health clinics, four of which are located in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods.23 The Department of Public Health (DPH) recommends a one-mile access to 
health care centers, and all of the Eastern Neighborhoods are within a one-mile radius of a public 
health center except for the eastern most edges of the Eastern SOMA and Central Waterfront 
neighborhoods (Figure V-8). 24 

On a per capita basis, the Eastern Neighborhoods have more facilities than exist citywide, which 
is appropriate as public health.centers primarily serve low-income residents and the Eastern 
Neighborhoods house a disproportionate share of the City's low-income residents. Seifel assumed 
that income distribution will remain relatively constant and that the current neighborhood service 
level of 0.057 centers per 1·,000 residents would therefore be necessary to serve future residents. 
Given projected population growth in the Eastern Neighborhoods, additional facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities equivalent to 0.65 centers are needed. 

6. Human Service Centers 
Need factor: 0. 043 centers/1, 000 residents 

Staff of the City' s Human Service Agency acknowledge the difficulty in establishing a definition 
of human service centers. For the purposes of this report, the human service facilities include City 
funded "one-stop" centers that include employment and workforce development services, 
services for senior and adults with disability, and/or youth and family services.25 

Currently, the City has 45 human service centers, three of which are located in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods (Figure V-8). With projected population growth in the Eastern Neighborhoods, 
additional facilities or expansion of existing facilities equivalent to a 16 percent increase in 
capacity is needed to maintain the neighborhood level of service of 0. 04 3 centers per 
1,000 residents.26 The Human Service Agency indicates a need for consolidation of existing 
service providers rather than construction of more facilities. 

23 lnfonnation about public health clinics located on the DPH website, http://www.dph.sf.ca.us/chn/healthcenters.htm. 
24 While the Central Waterfront does not currently have any public health centers, the current and future populations 

could be served by the Potrero Hill Health Center. 
25 

Recreation centers for youth and seniors are analyzed in the Open Space and Parks - Facilities section. This analysis 
does not include cultural centers. 

26 
While the Central Waterfront does riot currently have any human service centers, the current and future populations 
could be served by the Potrero Hill Family Resource Center. 
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7. Cultural Facilities 
Need factor: 0.014 centers/1,000 residents 

The City's Arts Commission currently maintains four city-owned cultural centers throughout the 
City, one of which is in the Eastern Neighborhoods (Figure V-8). The Mission Cultural Center 
operates at full capacity serving the current population. With projected population growth in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods, additional facilities or expansion of the Mission Cultural Center 
equivalent to a 16 percent increase in capacity is needed to maintain the level of facilities at the 
neighborhood level of service of0.014 centers per 1,000 residents. 

Table V-6 
Current and Future Needs 

Health Care, Human Services, and Cultural Center Facilities 
San Francisco Eastern Neighborhoods 

Analysis Categories Need Factor 
Existing Need 

Growth in Need 
Future Conditions 

Need Projection (Surplus) Needed 

Health Care 0.057 centers/1,000 residents 0.0 centers 14,4 77 residents 

Human Service Agencies 0.043 centers/1,000 residents (0.1) centers 14,477 residents 

Cultural Centers 0.014 centers/1,000 residents (0.0) centers 14,477 residents 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, DPH, HSA, SF Arts Commission, and Seifel Consulting Inc. 
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Figure V-8 
Neighborhood Community Facilities 
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8. Child Care 
Need factor: 52. 7 spaces/1,000 residents, 22.4 spaces/1,000 workers 

In order to assess current and future need, Seifel followed a methodology that accounts for the 
current and future needs of both residents and workers formulated in conjunction with the 
Planning Department, the Department of Children, Youth and Their Families (DCYF), and 
Brion Associates.27 

Resident need was calculated based on household population and share of that population that is 
an infant (0 to 24 months), pre-school age (2 to 5 years old) or school age (6 to 13 years old). The 
estimate of total children was then adjusted to account for children with working parents, children 
needing licensed child care, and those who were likely to seek that care from child care centers 
(as opposed to family care establishments). 

Estimated need by workers was calculated based on jobs within each neighborhood. So as not to 
overstate demand by counting workers who are also residents, Seifel estimated the number of 

jobs held by workers living outside of the area (non-resident workers). Child care required by 
non-resident workers was then calculated based on the share of those workers who would require 
child care and the type of child care they would need. 28 

Existing child care supply was determined by neighborhood using the San Francisco Child Care 
Information Management System. 29 The analysis determined an existing need of 3 ,4 72 licensed 
child care spaces in the Eastern Neighborhoods. New development is anticipated to increase that 
need by 975 spaces, for a total future need of 4,447 spaces, as illustrated in table V-7. For need by 
neighborhood and/or age group, see Appendix A. 

27 Brion_&Associates is the finn currently consulting on child care for the Citywide Development Impact Fee Study. 
28 Sources and assumptions for child care analysis: Population/Jobs-US Census 2000 and Planning Department 

'Option B' Projections for 2025. Children as% of Population-Based on estimated number of children by age 
categories for San Francisco from CA Department of Finance P-3 Report as analyzed by Brion & Associates, 2006. 
Children with Working Parents-Labor force participation rates for parents in families with two working parents 
or a single working parent from the 2000 Census. Rates vary by age, under 6 years and over 6 years. Children 
Needing Licensed Care----Many children with working parents are cared for by family members, nannies, friends, 
and unlicensed care. This analysis assumes that approximately 37% of infants, 100% of pre-school age children, and 
66% of school age children need licensed child care. Assumptions are based on a detailed review of other child care 
studies performed by Brion & Associates and DCYF.direction. Non-Resident Workers-Share of San Francisco 
jobs held by workers living outside of the City was used as a proxy for share of jobs held by workers living outside 
of the Eastern Neighborhoods. Workers need for Child Care----Assumes 5% of non-resident employees need child 
care and one space per employee. Also assumes that 25% of those spaces will be for infants and 75% for pre-school 
children. School age children are assumed to have care near their place of residence. These assumptions were made 
by Brion & Associates under DCYF direction. 

29 San Francisco Child Care Information Management System (www.sfccmap.com), a project of the Low Income 
Investment Fund and San Francisco State University's Institute for Geographic Information Science, with 
collaboration from the City and County of San Francisco (September 2006). Seifel analyzed spaces in each 
neighborhood using a GIS file containing licensed child care centers from the SFCCIMS provided via the SF 
Department of Children, Youth and Their Families (DCYF). 
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Analysis Categories 

Child Care' 

Infants (0 to 24 months) 

Pre-School (2 to 5 
years) 

School Aged (6 to 13 
years) 

Table V-7 
Current and Future Needs 

Child Care Spaces 
San Francisco Eastern Neighborhoods 

Need Factor 
Existing Need 

Growth in Need (Surplus) 
52.7 spaces/1,000 residents; 

3,472 spaces 975 spaces 
22.4 spaces/1,000 workers 

3.3 spaces/ 1,000 residents; 5.6 
518 spaces 101 spaces 

spaces/ 1,000 workers 

19.2 spaces/1,000 residents ; 
1,661 spaces 438 spaces 

16.8 spaces/1,000 workers 

30.1 spaces/1,000 residents; 0 
1,293 spaces 436 spaces 

spaces/1,000 workers 

Future Conditions 
Need Projection 

Needed 

4,447 spaces 4,447 spaces 

619 spaces 619 spaces 

2,099 spaces 2,099 spaces 

1, 72 9 spaces 1, 72 9 spaces 

a. Child care existing and projected demand methodology and assumptions developed by the SF Department of Children, Youth and Families and Brion & Associates. 
Uses residential and employment data from SF Planning Department and US Census. Supply data from the SF Child Care Information Management System . 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, Brion & Associates, Seifel Consulting Inc. 
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C. Neighborhood Serving Businesses 
No standard need factors 

While neighborhoods need businesses that provide retail and personal services to residents, no 
citywide standards for their provision currently exist. In addition, while community residents 
have indicated a need for additional neighborhood serving businesses in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods, the Planning Department does not have information on the current number and 
square footage of neighborhood serving businesses in the Eastern Neighborhoods. 

Seifel estimated the Eastern Neighborhoods' future retail needs by modeling the spending habits 
of households earning the Eastern Neighborhoods' median income with data from the Bureau of 
Labor Statistic's 2003 Consumer Expenditure Survey.30 See Table IV-2 for types of businesses 
included in the analysis. Supportable square feet for each retail type was calculated using the 
Urban Land Institute's 2004 Dollars and Cents of Shopping Centers estimates. 31 Overall, the 
analysis indicates that future Eastern Neighborhoods residents will likely demand an additional 
169,000 square feet of neighborhood serving retail. 

Table V-8 
Current and Future Needs 

Neighborhood Serving Businesses 
San Francisco Eastern Neighborhoods 

Analysis Categories Need Factor Existing Need (Surplus) Growth in Need 
Future Conditions 

Need Projection 
Needed 

Drug Stores 1.3 SF/housing units 7,385 housing units 9,748 SF 9,748 SF 

Supermarkets 8.1 SF/housing units· 7,385 housing units 60,040 SF 60,040 SF 

Full Service Restaurants 5.8 SF/housing units 7,385 housing units 42,611 SF 42,611 SF 

Limited Service Restaurants 4.0 SF/housing units 
Anecdotal evidence of lack of 7,385 housing units 29,466 SF 29,466 .SF 

neighborhood serving businesses. 

Personal Service 2.5 SF/housing units 7,385 housing units 18,093 SF 18,093 SF 

Other Neighborhood Serving Retail 1.3 SF/housing units 7,385 housing units 9,231 SF 9,231 SF 

TOTAL 22.9 SF/housing units 7,385 housing units 169,190 SF 169, 190 SF 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, Bureau of Labor Statistics, ULl's 2004 Dollars and Cents of Shopping Centers, and Seifel Consulting Inc. 

30 While the median household income varies within the Eastern Neighborhoods, Seifel assumes the projected increase 
in population will have a substantial impact on neighborhood demographics. We assume that the median household 
income for the entire Eastern Neighborhoods combined is a more stable figure upon which to base future income 
projections. The median household income for the Eastern Neighborhoods, reported by Hausrath Economics Group 
on August 17, 2006, escalated to 2003 dollars, is $54,282. The Bureau of Labor Statistic's Consumer Expenditure 
Survey, 2003 provides estimates of annual household spending by product type for household income ranging from 
$50,000 to $75,000. Seifel's Retail Model converts dollars spent by product type to dollars spent annually by retail 
store type using US Census Bureau Product Line data. 

31 Seifel escalated the Department of Labor Statistic's Consumer Expenditure Survey results to 2004 dollars. Dollars 
and Cents estimates are the median sales volume per square foot of gross leasable space for Neighborhood Shopping 
Centers in the Western Region. According to the Urban Land Institute definition in 2004 Dollars and Cents of 
Shopping Centers, Neighborhood Shopping Centers provide for the sale of convenience goods and personal services. 
Typically they are built around a supermarket as the principal tenant and contain a gross leasable area of 
approximately 60,000 square feet. 
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D. Housing 

1. Affordable Housing Needs 
Need factor: 26%, 10% and 28% of new production is affordable to very low, low and 
moderate income households 

ABAG estimates that 64 percent of new housing production in San Francisco will need to be 
affordable to very low, low and moderate income households, as indicated in the Hausrath 
Socioeconomic Impact Analysis. Within the Eastern Neighborhoods, this translates to 1,901 units 
affordable to very low-income households, 771 to low-income households and 2,044 to 
moderate-income households, for a total of 4,716 of the 7,385 units anticipated. 

Figure V-9 
Current and Future Needs 

Affordable Housing 
San Francisco Eastern Neighborhoods 

28% 

San Francisco Planning Department 
Eastern Neighborhoods Needs Assessment 

31 

• Very Low ( <50% AMI) 

• Low ( <80% AMI) 

Moderate ( < 120% AMI) 

• Above Moderate 
(120% AMI and Above) 

Seifel Consulting Inc. 
December 2007 



E. Transportation and Transit 
No standard need factors 

Due to the complexity of planning for transportation and transit needs, the calculation of future 
transportation needs is not feasible in a manner comparable to the analyses undertaken in this 
assessment. However, the Eastern Neighborhoods planning process has determined that the 
transit and transportation infrastructure that exists in these neighborhoods is already insufficient, 
and it is estimated that the population growth and development will increase need. 

It is clear that land use change and new residential development in the Eastern Neighborhoods 
will require improvements to the existing transportation infrastructure. Industrial areas, 
historically focused on the movement of vehicles and trucks, are evolving to accommodate 
pedestrians, bicyclists and public transit. New traffic signals, transit service, and bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities ~re required to meet the transportation needs of new residents, visitors and 
employees in the Eastern Neighborhoods. While some needs have been identified at a broad level 
through the Eastern Neighborhoods planning process, and some improvements are being 
identified through planning efforts such as the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency's 
(SFMTA) Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP), further study is needed to identify the specific 
projects that will make up a comprehensive multi-modal transportation improvement program. In 
2008, the SFMTA, San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCT A), and the Planning 
Department will commence the Eastern Neighborhoods Transportation Implementation Study to 
identify needed improvements. 
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VI. Conclusion 
Based on current levels of service and projected growth in the Eastern Neighborhoods as 
estimated based on Zoning Option B Revised, future needs are projected for 
district/neighborhood/subneighborhood open space and maintenance, recreational facilities and 
maintenance, child care, police squad cars, elementary and middle school facilities, health care 
facilities, human service facilities, cultural center expansion, library funding, neighborhood 
serving retail, affordable housing, and transportation and transit. 
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Analysis Categor ies Need Factor 

Open Space & Parks - Cirywidch 4.5 acrcs/ 1,000 residents 

Open Space & Parks - Districl, 1.0 acres/ l,000 residents 
Neighborhood & Subneighborhood 

Open Space & Parks 7,835 $/acre 
(Operating Costs) 

Recreational Facilities 21.58 SF/resident 

Recreation Facilities 0.254 $/SF (Operating Costs) 

Education (Schoolst 0.317 studenls/housing unit 

High School (9-12) 0.102 sn1dents/honsing unit 

Middle School (6·8) 0.069 sn1dents/housing unit 

Elementary School (K-5) 0.146 sn1dents/housing unit 

High School (9-12) 1,61 1 students/school 

Middle School (6-8) J ,389 students/school 

Elementary School (K-5) 656 sn1dents/school 

Public Libraries (Facilities) No standard need fac tor, no additional 
l'".,,,.;1;,;nr n~•:,.;_n•nA tn hP ~n.,,..l n..I 

Public Libraries (Materials) s 74 fee/resident 

Police (Facilities) No standard need factor, no additional 
'· · · " tnh .. 

Police (Equipment) 0.77 squad cars/1,000 residents 

Fire11 112 mile service area 

Health Care 0.057 centers/] ,000 residents 

Human Service Agencies 0.043 centers/] ,000 residents 

Cultural Facilities 0.014 ccntcrs/1,000 residents 

Child Care" 
52.7 spaces/1,000 residents; 22.4 

<:nac .. d } oon workers 

Infants (0 to 24 months) 3.3 spaces/1,000 residents; 5.6 
spaces/1,000 workers 

Pre-School (2 to 5 years) 19.2 spaces/1,000 residents; 16.8 
spaces/1,000 workers 

School Aged (6 to 13 years) 30.l spaces/1,000 residents; 0 
spaces/1,000 workers 

DmgStores 1.3 SF/housing units 

Supermarkets 8. 1 SF/housing units 

Full SerYice Restaurants 5.8 SF/housing units 

Limited Service Rcs1aurants 4.0 SF/housing units 

Personal Service 2.5 SF/housing units 

Other Neighborhood Serving Retail 1.3 SF/housing units 

Affordable housing_ needs 0.64 affordable units/total units 

Existing Condition• 

4,772 acres 

50.4 acres 

Table A·1 
Current and Future Need (2025 - Option B Revised) 

San Francisco Easte rn Neighborhoods 

Current 
Existing Need (Surplus) 

Demand/Need 

756,967 residents (1,366) acres 

Based on Geography Sec Figure V-1 

Average maintenance rating of85% but cannot cos! out deficiencies 

1,054,916 SF 67,204 residents 395,346 SF 

NIA N/A N/A 

7,275 student capacity NIA (3,167) student capacity 

2,050 smdent capacity N/A (982) student capacity 

1,025 student capa~ity N/A (443) student capacity 

4,200 sn1dent capacity N/A (1,742) sn1dcnt capacity 

3 schools N/A (0.61) schools 

2 schools N/A (0.32) schools 

8 schools N/A (2.66) schools 

5 libraries Based on Geography O libraries 

N/A 67 ,204 residents N/A 

3 stations Based on Geography O stations 

Data unavailable 67,204 residents N/A 

11 stations Based on response time O stations 

4 centers 67,204 residents 0.0 centers 

3 centers 67 ,204 residents (0.1) centers 

1 centers 67 ,204 residents (0.0) centers 

1,785 spaces 5,257 spaces 3,472 spaces 

218 spaces 736 spaces 518 spaces 

1,147 spaces 2,808 spaces 1,661 spaces 

420 spaces 1,7 13 spaces 1,293 spaces 

Anecdotal e'·idence of lack of neighborhood serving businesses. 

Anecdotal elidence of lack of neighborhood serving businesses. 

Anecdotal evidence of lack of neighborhood serving businesses. 

Anecdotal evidence oflack of neighborhood serving businesses. 

Anecdotal e,·idence of lack of neighborhood sen-ing businesses. 

' tnecdotal evidence of lack of neighborhood serving businesses. 

I 
l'f/A 25,464 total units N/A 

Gro"1h in Need 

14,477 residents 

14,477 residents 

14.S acres 

14,477 residents 

312,414 SF 

7,385 housing units 

7,385 housing units 

7 ,385 housing units 

7,385 housing un its 

753 sn1dents 

510 students 

J ,078 students 

Based on Geography 

14,477 residents 

Based on Geography 

14,477 residents 

Based on response time 

14,477 residents 

14,477 residents 

14,477 residents 

975 ~paces 

101 spaces 

438 spaces 

436 spaces 

7,385 housing units 

7 ,385 housing units 

7,385 housing units 

7,385 housing units 

7,385 housing units 

7,385 housing units 

7,385 total units 

a. Ex..isting conditions for libraries. police stations and fi re stations arc counted within the subareas by service a~a. Some fac ilities service more than one subarea. however. they arc not counted multiple times in 1his total. 

b. The existing city-wide open space condition refers to all areas of this size across the city, not only in the Eastern Neighborhoods. 

Future Conditions Nreded 
Net Future Conditions 

Need Proj ection 
Needed !Surnlusl 

65.l acres (1,301) acres 0.0 acres 

14.5 acres N/A 14.5 acres 

s 89,322 annual labor cost N/A s 89,322 annual labor cost 

312,414 SF 707,760 SF 707,760 SF 

s 79,325 annual labor cost N/A s 79,325 annual labor cost 

2,341 students (826) studenlS N/A 

753 sn1dents (229) sn1dents N/A 

51 O sn1dents 67 sn1dcnts N/A 

1,078 students (664) studenlS N/A 

0.47 schools (0.14) schools o schools 

0.37 schools 0.05 schools · •schools 

1.64 schools ( I.DI) schools o schools 

O libraries O libraries o libraries 

S 1,066,342 total fees N/A s 74 fee/resident 

O stations O stations O stations 

11 .2 squad cars N/A 11 squad cars 

O stations O stations O stations 

0.82 centers 0.65 centers 0.65 centers 

0.62 centers 0.49 centers 0.49 centers 

0.21 centers 0.16 centers 0.1 6 centers 

4,447 spaces N/A 4,447 spaces 

619 spaces N/A 619 spaces 

2,099 spaces N/A 2,099 spaces 

1,729 spaces N/A 1,729 spaces 

9,748 SF N/A 9,748 SF 

60,040 SF N/A 60,040 SF 

42,61 1 SF N/A 42,611 SF 

29,466 SF N/A 29,466 SF 

18,093 SF N/A 18,093 SF 

9,231 SF N/A 9,231 SF 

4,716 affordable units N/A 4,716 affordable units 

c. Dascd on citywide and affordable housing student generation rates from Demographic Ann lyses and Enrollment Forecasts (DAEF). San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD). July 2002. Assumes ratio ofcll'mcntary to middle to high school students is consistl'nt with existing and projected proportions in the DAEF 
and that 25% of new SF Eastern units nre affordable. Design capacity for elementary nnd high schools from SFUSD's 2005 School Fee Justification Study and estimated fo r middle schools based on clcml'ntary school capncity, adjusted forthe years spent in middle school and the relati\'e number of middle schools in SFUSD. 

d. The City's General Pinn states ~In general, firehouses should be distributed throughout the city so that each firehouse has a primary service area extending within n radius ofone·halfmile." However. the Sim Francisco Fir~ Department relies on response times in order to dctenninc serv ice tireas fo r fire stations. 
Current response times meet SFPD standards. 

e. Child care existing and projected demand methodology and assumptions developed by the SF Department of Children. Youth and Families and Drion & Associates. Uses residentia l and employment data from SF Planning Dcp:irtmenl and US Census. Supply dnta from lhc SF Child Care lnfonnntion Management System. 
*Seifel recommends that a middle school be considered for the Eastern SOMA, Showplace Squarc/Potrcro Hill. and/or Central Waterfront Neighborhoods. 
Source: San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Scknce Associates. Scifcl Consulting Inc. 

San Francisco Planning Department 
Eastern Neighborhoods Needs Assessment 

Seifel Consulting Inc. 
December 2007 



Analysis Categories Need Factor 

Open Space & Parks - Citywide" 4.5 acres/ l ,000 residents 

Open Space & Parks - District, 1.0 acres/1,000 residents 
Neighborhood & Subncighborhood 

Open Space & Parks 6170 $/acre 
(Operating Costs) 

Recreational Facilities 21.58 SF/resident 

Recreation Facilities 
0.254 $/SF 

(Operating Costs) 

Education (Schools)" 0.317 studenls/hciusing unit 

High School (9-12) 0.102 sn1dcnts/ho11sing unit 

Middle School (6·8) 0.069 smdenls/housing unit 

Elementary School (K-5) 0.146 students/housing unit 

High School (9-12) 1,611 students/school 

Middle School (6·8) 1,389 sn1dents/school 

Elementary School (K-5) 656 students/school 

Public Libraries (Facilities) 
No standard need factor, no additiona l 

facilities anticipated to be needed 

Public Libraries (Materials) s 74 fee/resident 

Police (Facilities) 
No standard need factor, no additiona l 

facilities anticipated to be needed 

Police {Equipment) 0.77 squad cars/1,000 residents 

Fired 1/2 mile service area 

Health Care 0.057 centers/1,000 residents 

Human Service Agencies 0.043 centers/1,000 residents 

Culniral Centers 0.014 centers/1,000 residenls 

Child Care" 
52.7 spaces/1,000 residents; 22.4 

snacl's/1 000 w-r\,.~r~ 

Infants (0 to 24 months) 
3.3 spaces/1,000 residents; 5.6 

snaccs/1 000 w-rl.ar~ 

Pre-School (2 to 5 years) 
19.2 spaces/1,000 residents; 16.8 

snaccsf) 000 w-rL~r~ 

School Aged (6 to 13 years) 30.l spaces/1,000 residents; 0 
i;:ni:v•pi;: / 1 f\/'ln .. . -rt..~r~ 

DmgStores 1.3 SF/housing units 

Supennarkets 8.1 SF/housing units 

Full Service Restauranls 5.8 SF/housing units 

Limited Service Restaurants 4.0 SF/housing units 

Personal Service 2.5 SF/housing units 

Other Neighborhood Serving Retail 1.3 SF/housing units 

Affordable housing needs 0.64 affordable units/total units 

Existing Condition 

4,772 acres 

17.0 acres 

Table A·2 
Current and Future Need (2025 ·Option B Revised) 

Mission Neighborhood 

Current Demand/Need Existing Need (Surplus) 

756,967 residents ( 1,366) acres 

Based on Geography See Figure V-1 

Average maintenance rating of 85% but cannot cosr out deficiencies 

385,683 SF 4 1,788 residents 516, 102 SF 

NIA NIA NIA 

4,025 student capacity NIA ( 1,611) sn1denl capacity 

1,225 sn1dent capacity .NIA (482) student capadty 

825 sn1dent capacity NIA (392) student capacity 

1,975 sn1dent capacity NIA (737) sn1dent capacity 

1 schools' NIA (0.30) schools 

J schools NIA (0.28) schools 

4 schools NIA (1.12) schools 

3 libraries Based on Geography O libraries 

NIA 41,788 residents NIA 

1 stations Based on Geography O stations 

Data unavailable 41,788 residents NIA 

7 sta tions Based on response time O stations 

2 centers 41,788 residents 0.4 centers 

2 centers 41,788 residents (0.2) centers 

1 centers 41 ,788 res idents (0.4) centers 

1 ,392 spaces 2,774 spaces 1,382 spaces 

189 spaces 334 spaces 145 spaces 

887 spaces 1,375 spaces 488 spaces 

316 spaces 1,065 spaces 749 spaces 

Anecdotal evidence of lack of neighborhood serving businesses. 

Anecdotal evidence of lack of neighborhood serving businesses. 

Anecdotal evidence of lack of neighborhood serving. businesses. 

Anecdotal e\·idence of lack of neighborhood serving businesses. 

Anecdotal evidence of lack of neighborhood scn-ing businesses. 

Anecdotal evidence of lack of neighborhood scn-·ing businesses. 

NIA 13,309 tota l units NIA 

a. The existing city-wide open space condition refers to all areas of this size across 1he city, not only in the Eastern Neighborhoods. 

Growth In Need Future Conditions Needed 
Net Future Conditions 

Need Projection 
Needed (Surplus) 

4,301 residents 19.4 acres ( 1,346) acres 0.0 acres 

4,30 I residents 4.3 acres NIA 4.3 acres 

4.3 acres s 26,537 annual labor cost NIA s 26,537 annual labor cost 

4,301 residents 92,816 SF 608,918 SF 608,918 SF 

92,816 SF s 23,567 annual labor cost NIA s 23,567 annual labor cost 

1, 118 housing units 354 sn1dents (1,257) studenls NIA 

l, 118 housing units 11 4 smdents (368) sn1dents NIA 

J, 118 housing units 77 sn1dents (315) sn1dcnls NIA 

1,118 housing units 163 sn1dents (574) sn1dcnts NIA 

114 sn1dents 0.07 schools (0.23) schools O schools 

77 sn1dents 0.06 schools (0.23) schools O schools 

163 studenls 0.25 schools (0.87) schools O schools 

Based on Geography O libraries O libraries O libraries 

4,301 residents s 316,802 total fees NIA s 74 fee/resident 

Based on Geography O stations O stations O stations 

4,30 l residents 3.3 squad cars NIA 3 squad cars 

Based on response time O stations O stations O s1ations 

4,30l residents 0.24 centers 0.6 centers 0.6 centers 

4,301 residents 0.18 centers (0.0) centers (0.0) centers 

4,301 residents 0.06 centers (0.3) centers (0.3) centers 

273 spaces 1,655 spaces NIA 1,655 spaces 

26 spaces 171 spaces NIA 171 spaces 

117 spaces 605 spaces NIA 605 spaces 

130 spaces 879 space NIA 879 space 

1, 118 housing units 1,476 SF NIA 1,476 SF 

1, 118 housing units 9,089 SF NIA 9,089 SF 

J,118 housing units 6,451 SF NIA 6,451 SF 

1,118 housing units 4,461 SF NIA 4,461 SF 

1,11 8 housing units 2,739 SF NIA 2,739 SF 

J,118 housing units 1,398 SF NIA 1,398 SF 

J,118 total units 714 affordable units NIA 714 affordable units 

b. Based on dtywide and affordable housing student generation rotes from Demographic Analyses nnd Enrollment Forecnsts (DAEF), San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD). July 2002. Assumes ratio of elementary to middle to high school students is consistent with c1dsting nod projected proportions in the DAEF 
and thnt 25% of new SF Eastern units are affordable. Design capacity for elt.'mentary and high schools from SFUSD's 2005 School Fee Justification Study and estimated for middle schools based on elcmt.'nlary school c11pacity, adjusted for the years spent in middle school and the rclati\·c number of mi<ldle schools in SFUSD. 

e. The analysis docs not include Downtown High School. as this facility is sch~'tluled to relocate within the 2006/2007 school year. 
d. The City's General Pion states "In general. firehouses should be distribu1cd throughout the city so th;it each firehouse has a prim:iry service area extending within n radius of one-half mile." However. lht.' San Francisco Fire Dep;irtment relies on response times in order to determine st.'rvicc arcns fo r fire stations. 

Current n:sponst.' times meet SFPD standards. 
e. Child care existing and projected demand methodology and assumptions developed b)' the SF Department of Children. Youth and Families and Brion & Associ:itcs. Uses residential :in<l employment data from SF Planning Department and US Census. Supply data from lhc SF Child Care Infonmition Management System. 
Sourt:e: San Francisco Plaoning Department. Environmcnlal Science Associ:ites. Seifel Consulting Inc. 
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Analysis Categories Need Factor 

Open Space & Parks - Citywide• 4.5 acres/ I,000 residents 

Open Space & Parks - District, 1.0 acrcs/1,000 residents 
Neighborhood & Subneighborhood 

Open Space & Parks 6170 $/acre 
(Operating Costs) 

Recreational Facilities 21.58 SF/resident 

Recreation Facilities 0.254 $/SF 
(Operating Costs) 

Education (Schools) 0.317 students/housing unit 

High School (9-12) 0.102 sn1dents/housing unit 

Middle School (6-8) 0.069 sn1dents/housing unit 

Elementary School (K-5) 0.146 students/housing unlt 

High School (9-12) 1,611 sn1dcnts/school 

Middle School (6-8) 1,389 sn1dcnts/school 

Elementary School (K-5) 656 students/school 

Public Libraries (Facilities) No standard need factor, no additional 
facilities anticipated to be needed 

Public Libraries (Materials) s 74 fee/resident 

Police (Facilities) No standard need factor, no additional 
facilities anticipated to be needed 

Police (Equipment) 0.77 squad cars/1,000 residents 

Fired 1/2 mile service area 

Health Care 0.057 centers/1,000 residents 

Human Service Agencies 0.043 centers/1,000 residents 

Cultural Centers 0.014 centers/1,000 residents 

Child Care' 
52.7 spaces/1,000 residents; 22.4 

spaces/1,000 workers 

Infants (0 to 24 months) 
3.3 spaces/1,000 residents; 5.6 

spaces/1,000 workers 

Pre-School (2 to 5 years) 
19.2 spaces/1,000 residents; 16.8 

spaces/1,000 workers 

School Aged (6 lo 13 years) 30. l spaces/1 ,000 residents; 0 
spaces/1,000 workers 

Drng Stores 1.3 SF/housing units 

Supermarkets 8.1 SF/housing units 

Full Service Restaurants 5.8 SF/housing units 

Limited Service Restaurants 4.0 SF/housing units 

Personal Service 2.5 SF/housing units 

Other Neighborhood Serving Retail 1.3 SF/housing units 

Affordable housing needs 0.64 affordable units/total units 

Existing Condition 

4,772 acres 

18.3 acres 

TableA-3 
Current and Future Need (2025 - Option B Revised) 

Showplace Square I Potrero Hill Neighborhood 

Current Demand/Need Existing Need (Surplus) 

756,967 residents { 1,366) acres 

Based on Geography See Figure V-1 

A vcragc maintenance rating of 85% but cannot cost out deficiencies 

574,940 SF 13,501 residents (283,589) SF 

NIA NIA NIA 

2,500 student capacity N/A (1,380) sn1dcnt capacity 

825 sn1dent capacity NIA (500) student capacity 

O sn1dent capacity I N/A O sn1dent capacity 

1,675 student capacity I NIA (880) sn1dent capacity 

2 schools< I NIA (0.31) schools 

O schools NIA 0.00 schools 

3 schools NIA (1.34) schools 

2 Iibraries Based on Geography O libraries 

NIA 13,501 residents NIA 

3 stations Based on Geography O stations 

Data unavailable 13,501 residents NIA 

6 stations Based on response time O stations 

1 centers 13,501 residents (0.2) centers 

I centers 13,501 residents (0.4) centers 

O centers 13,501 residents 0.2 centers 

281 spaces 1,194 spaces 913 spaces 

25 spaces 182 spaces 157 spaces 

156 spaces 667 spaces 51 I spaces 

100 spaces 344 spaces 244 spaces 

Anecdotal evidence of lack of neighborhood serving businesses. 

Anecdotal evidence of lack of neighborhood ser\'ing businesses. 

Anecdotal evidence of lack of neighborhood scrYing businesses. 

Anecdotal evidence of lack of neighborhood serving businesses . . 

Anecdotal eYidence oflack of neighborhood serYing businesses. 

Anecdotal e\'idence oflack of neighborhood sen·ing businesses. 

N/A 5,539 total units NIA 

a. The existing city-wide open space condition refers to all areas of this size across the city. nol only in the Easlem Neighborhoods. 

Growth in Need Future Conditions Needed 
Net Future Conditions 

~eed Projection 
Needed (Surplus) 

4,049 residents 18.2 acres (1,347) acres 0.0 acres 

4,049 residents 4.0 acres NIA 4.0 acres 

4.0 acres s 24,982 annual labor cost NIA s 24,982 annual labor cost 

4,049 residents 87,377 SF (196,211) SF O SF 

87,377 SF s 22, 186 annual labor cost NIA s 22, l 86 annual labor cost 

2,635 housing units 835 students (545) students NIA 

2,635 housing units 269 sn1dents (231) students NIA 

2,635 housing units 182 students 182 students NIA 

2,635 housing units 385 sn1dents (495) sn1dents NIA 

269 sn1dents 0.17 schools (0.14) schools O schools 

182 smdents 0.13 schools 0.13 schools *schools 

385 students 0.59 schools (0.76) schools O schools 

Based on Geography O libraries O libraries O libraries 

4,049 residents s 298,240 total fees NIA s 74 fee/resident 

Based on Geography O stations O stations O stations 

· 4,049 residents 3.1 squad cars NIA 3 squad cars 

Based on response time O stations O stations O stations 

4,049 residents 0.23 centers (0.0) centers (0.0) centers 

4,049 residents 0.17 centers (0.3) centers (0.3) centers 

4,049 residents 0.06 centers 0.2 centers 0.2 centers 

299 spaces 1,211 spaces NIA 1,211 spaces 

35 spaces 192 spaces NIA 192 spaces 

142 spaces 653 spaces NIA 653 spaces 

122 spaces 366 spaces NIA 366 spaces 

2,635 housing units 3,478 SF NIA 3,478 SF 

2,635 housing units 21,423 SF NIA 21,423 SF 

2,635 housing units 15,204 SF NIA 15,204 SF 

2,635 housing units 10,514 SF NIA 10,514 SF 

2,635 housing Ul~its 6,456 SF NIA 6,456 SF 

2,635 housing units 3,294 SF NIA 3,294 SF 

2,635 total .units 1,683 affordable units N/A 1,683 affordable units 

b. Based on citywide and affordable housing student generation rates from Demographic Analyses and Enrollment Forecasts (DAEF). San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD). July 2002. Assumes ratio of elementary to middle Jo high school students is consistent with existing and projected proportions in the DAEF 
and that 25% of new SF Eastern units are affordable. Design capacity for elementary and high schools from SFUSD's 2005 School Fee Justification Study and estimated for middle schools based on elementary school capacity, adjusted for the years spent in middle school and 1he rclatiw number of middle schools in SFUSD. 

c. Includes Downtown High School. although as it is an alternative fonnat school. capacity and current enrollment are not included in ~·alculations of existing surplus/deficit. 
d. The City's Gencml Plan states "In general. firehouses should be distributed throughout thC city so that each firehouse has a primary service area extending within a rad ius of one-half mile." However. the San Francisco fire DcpartmC'nt relics on response times in order to detennine service areas for fire stations. 

Current response times meet SFPD standards. 
e. Child care existing and projcctC'd demand methodology and assumptions developed by the SF Department of Children. Youth and Families and Brion & Associates. Uses residential and employment data from SF Planning Department and US Census. Supply data from the SF Child Care Information Management System. 
*Seifel reC'ommends that a middle school be consid&red for rhc E<1stem SOMA. Showplace Square/Potrero Hill. andlor Cenrral Waterfront Neighborhoods. 
Source: San Fmncisco Phmning Department. Environmental Science Associates. Seifel Consulting Inc. 
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Analysis Categories Need Factor 

Open Space & Parks - Citywide' 4.5 acres/ 1,000 residents 

Open Space & Parks - District, 1.0 acres/ l ,000 residents 
Neighborhood & Subneighborhood 

Open Space & Parks 6170 $/acre 
(Operating Costs) 

Recreational Facilities 21.58 SF/resident 

Recreation Facilities 0.254 $/SF 
(Operating Costs) 

Education (Schoolst 0.317 students/housing unit 

High School (9-12) 0.102 sn1dents/housing 11nit 

Middle School (6-8) 0.069 sn1dcnts/ho11sing unit 

Elementary School (K-5) 0.146 sn1dents/housing unit 

High School (9-12) 1,611 sn1dents/school 

Middle School (6-8) J ,389 students/school 

Elementary School (K-5) 656 sn1dents/schoot 

Public Libraries (Facilities) 
No standard need factor, no additional 

facilities anticipated to be needed 

Public Libraries (Materials) s 74 fee/resident 

Police (Facilities) No standard need factor, no additional 
fac ilities anticipated to be needed 

Police (Equipment) 0.77 squad cars/l,000 residents 

Fire" 112 mile service area 

Health Care 0.057 centel'Yl ,000 residents 

Human Service Agencies 0.043 centers/1,000 residents 

Cultural Centers 0.014 centcrs/1,000 residents 

Child Cared 
52.7 spaces/1,000 residents; 22.4 

spaces/1,000 workers 

Infants (0 lo 24 months) 
3.3 spaces/1,000 residents; 5.6 

spaces/1,000 workers 

Pre*School (2 to 5 years) 
19.2 spaces/1,000 residents; 16.8 

spaces/1,000 workers 

School Aged (6 to 13 years) 
30. l spaces/1,000 residents; 0 

spaces/1,000 workers 

DmgStores 1.3 SF/housing units 

Supermarkets 8.1 SF/housing units 

Full Service Restaurants 5.8 SF/housing units 

Limited Service Restaurants 4.0 SF/housing units 

Personal Service 2.5 SF/housing units 

Other Neighborhood Serving Retail 1.3 SF/housing units 

Affordable housing needs 0.64 affordable units/total units 

Existing Condition 

4,772 acres 

12.3 acres 

Table A-4 
Current and Future Need (2025 - Option B Revised) 

Eastern SOMA Neighborhood 

Current Demand/Need Existing Need (Surplus) 

756,967 residents (l,366) acres 

Based on Geography See Figure V-1 

Average maintcmmcc rating of80% but cannot cost out deficiencies 

94,293 SF 10,211 residents 126,060 SF 

NIA NIA NIA 

750 snident capacity NIA (176) snident capacity 

O sn1dent capacity NIA O sn1dcnt capacity 

200 snidcnl capacity NIA (51) student capacity 

550 sn1dent capacity NIA ( 125) sn1dent capacity 

O schools NIA 0.00 schools 

1 schools NIA (0.04) schools 

1 schools NIA (0.19) schools 

2 libraries Based on Geography O libraries 

NIA 10,211 residents NIA 

I stations Based on Geography O stations 

Data unavailable 10,211 residents NIA 

3 stations Based on response time O stations 

1 centers 10,211 residents (0.4) centers 

O centers 10,211 residents 0.4 centers 

O centers 10,211 residents O.l centers 

112 spaces 945 spaces 833 spaces 

4 spaces 149 spaces 145 spaces 

104 spaces 537 spaces 433 spaces 

4 spaces 260 spaces 256 spaces 

Anecdotal evidence of lack of neighborhood serving businesses. 

Anecdotal evidence of lack of neighborhood serv;ng businesses. 

Anecdotal evidence of lack of neighborhood serving businesses. 

Anecdotal e\';dence oflack of neighborhood serving businesses. 

Anecdotal evidence of lack of neighborhood serving businesses. 

Anecdotal evidence of lack of neighborhood serving businesses. 

NIA 5,818 total units NIA 

a. The existing city-wide open space condition refers to all :ireas of this size across the city. not only in the Eastern Neighborhoods. 

Gro"ih in Need Future Conditions Needed 
Net Future Conditions 

Need Projection 
Needed <Surolusl 

4,199 residents 18.9 acres (1 ,347) acres 0.0 acres 

4,199 residents 4.2 acres NIA 4.2 acres 

4.2 acres s 25,908 annual labor cost NIA s 25,908 annual labor cost 

4, 199 residents 90,614 SF 216,675 SF 216,675 SF 

90,614 SF s 23,008 annual labor cost NIA s 23,008 annual labor cost 

2,508 housing units 795 sn1dcnts 619 sn1dents NIA 

2,508 housing units 256 sn1dents 256 students NIA 

2,508 housing units 173 students 122 sn1dents NIA 

2,508 housing units 366 sn1dcnls 241 sn1dents NIA 

256 sn1dcnts 0.16 schools 0.16 schools O schools 

173 sn1dcnts 0.12 schools 0.09 schools *schools 

366 sn1dents 0.56 schools 0.37 schools o schools 

Based on Geography O libraries O libraries O libraries 

4, 199 residents s 309,288 total fees NIA s 74 fee/resident 

Based on Geography 
. 'I 

O stalions O stations O stations 

4, 199 residents 3.2 squad cars NIA 3 squad cars 

Based on response time O stations O stations O stations 

4, 199 residents 0.24 centers (0.2) centers (0.2) centers 

4, 199 residents 0.18 centers 0.6 centers 0.6 centers 

4,199 residents 0.06 centers 0.2 centers 0.2 centers 

292 spaces 1, 125 spaces NIA 1,125 spaces 

32 spaces 176 spaces NIA 176 spaces 

134 spaces 567 spaces NIA 567 spaces 

126 spaces 383 spaces NIA 383 spaces 

2,508 housing units 3,31 I SF NIA 3,311 SF 

2,508 housing units 20,390 SF NIA 20,390 SF 

2,508 housing units 14,471 SF NIA 14,471 SF 

2,508 housing units 10,007 SF NIA 10,007 SF 

2,508 housing units 6,145 SF NIA 6,145 SF 

2,508 housing units 3,135 SF NIA 3,135 SF 

2,508 total units 1,602 affordable units NIA 1,602 affordable units 
-- -

b. B:iscd on citywide and affordable housing student generation rates from Demographic Analyses and Enrollment Forecasts (DAEF), San Fr.mdsco Unified School District (SFUSD). July 2002. Assumes ratio ofekment:iry to middle to high school students is consistent with existing and projected proportions in the DAEF 
and that 25% of new SF Eastern units are affordable. Design capacity for elementary and high schools from SFUSD's 2005 School Fee Justification Study and estimated for middle schools based on elementary school capacity, adjusted for the years spent in middle school and the relath"c number of middle schools in SFUSD. 

c. The City's General Plan stntes "In general. firehouses should be distributed throughout the city so that each firehouse has a primary service area extending within a radius ofone·htilf mile. " However. the S.in Francisco Fire Department relies on response times in on:ler to determine service areas for fire stations. 
Current response times meet SFPD standards. 

d. Child care existing and projected demund mcthodolpgy and asSumptions dc\·e\opcd by the SF Department of Children, Youth and Families and Brion & Associates. Uses residential and employment d:ita fiom SF Planning Department and US Census. Supply data from the SF Child Care Information M:1nagemcnt System. 
•seifel recommends th::it a middle school be considered for the Eastern SOMA. Showph1cc Square/Potrero Hill, and/or Central Waterfront Neighborhoods. 
Source: San Francisco Planning Department. Environmental Science Associates. Seifel Consulting Inc. 

San Francisco Planning Department 
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Analysis Categories Need Factor 

Open Space & Parks - Citywide" 4.5 acresl l ,000 residents 

Open Space & Parks - District, 1.0 acrcs/1,000 residents 
Neighborhood & Subneighborhood 

Open Space & Parks 6170 $/acre 
(Operating Costs) 

Recreational Facilities 21.58 SF/resident 

Recreation Facilities 
0.254 $/SF 

(Oneratine. Costs) 

Education (Schoolst 0.317 sn1dents/housing unit 

High School (9-12) 0.102 sn1den1s/housing unit 

Middle School (6-8) 0.069 sn1dents/housing unit 

Elementary School (K-5) 0.146 sn1dents/housing unit 

High School (9-12) 1,611 students/school 

Middle School (6-8) 1,389 students/school 

Elementary School (K-5) 656 students/school 

Public Libraries (Facilities) No standard need factor, no additional 
facilities anticipated to be needed 

Public Libraries (Materials) s 74 fee/ resident 

Police (Facilities) No standard need factor, no additional 
facilities anticipated to be needed 

Police (Equipment) 0.77 squad carsl l,000 residents 

Fire~ 1/2 mile service area 

Health Care 0.057 centers/1,000 residents 

Human Service Agencies 0.043 centers/I ,000 residents 

Cultural Centers 0.014 centers/l ,000 residents 

Child Cared 
52.7 spaces/I,000 residents; 22.4 

spaces/1,000 workers 

Infants (0 to 24 months) 
3.3 spaces/1,000 residents; 5.6 

spacesl l,000 workers 

Pre-School (2 to 5 years) 
19.2 spaces/1,000 residents; 16.8 

soaces/1,000 workers 

School Aged (6 to 13 years) 
30.l spaces/1,000 residents; 0 

spaces/1 ,000 workers 

Drng Stores 1.3 SF/housing units 

Supermarkets 8.1 SF/housing units 

Full Service Restaurants 5.8 SF/housing units 

Limited Service Rcslaurants 4.0 SF/housing units 

Personal Service 2.5 SF/housing units 

Other Neighborhood Serving Retail 1.3 SF/housing units 

~ordablc h~sing needs 0.64 affordable units/total units 

Existing Condition 

4,772 acres 

2.8 acres 

Table A-5 
Current and Future Need (2025 - Option B Revised) 

Central Waterfront Neighborhood 

Current Demand/Need Existing Need (Surplus) 

756,967 residents (1,366) acres 

Based on Geography See Figure V-1 

Average maintenance rating of88% but cannot cost Olli deficiencies 

0 SF 1,704 residents 36,772 SF 

NIA N/A N/A 

O student capacity N/A O sn1dcnt capacity 

O student capacity NIA O sn1dent capacity 

O sn1dent capacity N/A O sn1dent capacity 

O sn1dcnt capacity N/A O sn1den1 capacity 

o schools NIA O schools 

O schools NIA O schools 

O schools N/A o schools 

2 Iibraries Based on Geography O libraries 

NIA 1,704 residents N/A 

l stations Based on Geography O stations 

Data unavailable 1, 704 residents N/A 

2 stations Based on response time O stations 

O centers 1,704 residents 0.1 centers 

O centers 1, 704 residents 0.1 centers 

O centers 1,704 residents 0.0 centers 

0 spaces 343 spaces 343 spaces 

0 spaces 71 spaces 71 spaces 

0 spaces 229 spaces 229 spaces 

0 spaces 43 spaces 43 spaces 

Anecdotal evidence oflack of neighborhood sen'ing businesses. 

Anecdotal evidence of lack of neighborhood serving businesses. 

Anecdo!al evidence oflack of neighborhood serving businesses. 

Anecdotal c'idcncc of lack of neighborhood serving businesses. 

Anecdotal evidence of lack of neighborhood serving businesses. 

Anecdotal evidence of lack of neighborhood serving businesses. 

N/A 798 total units N/A 

a. The existing city-wide open space condition refers to all areas of this size across the city. not only in the Eastern Neighborhoods. 

Growth in Need Future Conditions Needed 
Net Future Conditions 

Need Projection 
Needed ISurnlus\ 

1 ,928 residents 8.7 acres (1,357) acres 0.0 acres 

1,928 residents 1.9 acres N/A 1.9 acres 

1.9 acres s 11,896 annual labor cost N/A s l 1,896 annual labor cost 

1,928 residents 41,606 SF 78,379 SF 78,379 SF 

41,606 SF s 10,564 annual labor cost N/A s 10,564 annual labor cost 

1, 124 housing units 356 students 356 sn1dents N/A 

1,124 housing units 115 sn1dents 115 snidents N/A 

1,124 housing units 78 sn1dents 78 sn1dcnts N/A 

1,124 housing units 164 students 164 sn1dcnts N/A 

115 snidents 0.07 schools 0.07 schools O schools 

78 sn1dents 0.06 schools 0.06 schools *schools 

164 snidents 0.25 schools 0.25 schools o schools 

Based on Geography O libraries O libraries O libraries 

1,928 residents s 142,012 total fees N/A s 74 fee/resident 

Based.on Geography O stations O stations O stations 

1,928 residents 1.5 squad cars N/A 2 squad cars 

Based on response time O stations O stations O stations 

1,928 residents 0.11 centers 0.2 centers 0.2 centers 

1,928 residents 0.08 centers 0.2 centers 0.2 centers 

1,928 residents 0.03 centers 0.1 centers O.l centers 

112 spaces 455 spaces N/A 455 spaces 

9 spaces 80 spaces NIA 80 spaces 

45 spaces 274 spaces N/A 274 spaces 

58 spaces 102 spaces N/A 102 spaces 

1,124 housing units 1,484 SF N/A 1,484 SF 

1,124 housing units 9,138 SF NIA 9,138 SF 

I, 124 housing units 6,485 SF N/A 6,485 SF 

1,124 housing units 4,485 SF N/A 4,485 SF 

1,124 housing units 2,754 SF NIA 2,754 SF 

1, J 24 housing units 1,405 SF N/A 1,405 SF 

J,124 total units 718 affordable units NIA 718 affordable units 

b. Bused on citywide and affordable housing student gtmeration rates from Demographic Analyses and Enrollment Forecasts (DAEF). San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD), July 2002. Assumes ratio ofeh;mentary to middle to high school students is consistent with existing and projected proportions in the DAEF 
and that 25% of new SF Eastern llnits are afford;ible. Design capacity for elementary and high schools from SFUSD's 2005 School Fee Justification Study and estimated for middle schools based on element;iry school capacity, adjusted for the years spent in middle school and the relatiw number of middle schools in SFUSD. 

c. The City's General Plan states "In general, firehouses should be distributed throughout the city so that each firehouse has a prim;iry service area extending with in a radius of one-half mile." However. the San Francisco Fire Department relies on response times in order to determine service areas for fire stations. 
Current response times meet SFPD standards. 

d. Child care existing and projected demand methodology and assumptions dc\·elopcd by the SF Department of Children, Youth and Families and Brion & Associates. Uses residential and emplo)mcnt data from SF Planning Department and US Census. Supply data from the SF Child Care Information Management System. 
*Seif el recommends that a middle school be considered for the Eastern SOMA. Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, and/or Central Waterfront Neighborhoods. 
Source: San Francisco Planning Department. Environmental Science Associates. Seifcl Consulting Inc. 

San Francisco Planning Department 
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Appendix B: Western SOMA 
This appendix describes the existing conditions and current needs in the Western SOMA 
neighborhood.32 Figures in the main report display the boundaries of this neighborhood, labeled 
Western SOMA Additional Area. Seifel did not project future needs for this neighborhood 
because it is not included in the Planning Department's Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning 
study area. 

Appendix Table B-1 summarizes the assessment of existing conditions and current needs 
presented in this appendix. All category definitions are identical to those in the main text. 

A. Open Space, Parks and Recreational Facilities 
• Open Space and Parks- Citywide-Need factor: 4.5 acres/1,000 residents 

No citywide open space currently exists within Western SOMA. However, sufficient amounts 
of citywide open space are accessible to neighborhood residents. The current citywide open 
space provision is a ratio of approximately 6.3 acres per 1,000 residents. 

• Open Space and Parks-District, Neighborhood and Subneighborhood- Needfactor: 
one acre/1,000 residents 
Western SOMA contains one subneighborhood park of0.23 acres. Large portions of the 
neighborhood lack access to neighborhood and/or subneighborhood open space (Figure V-1). 

• Recreational Facilities- Citywide provision of 21. 5 8 square feet/resident 
No recreational facilities currently exist within Western SOMA. Based on current population, 
the existing need for recreational facilities in Western SOMA is 95,000 square feet. 

B. Community Facilities and Services 
• Education-Need factor: Based on desired number of students per school type in 

San Francisco 
No schools are currently located in the Western SOMA neighborhood. As such, Seifel was 
unable to calculate the existing surplus or deficit in the schools capacity. However, given that 
surplus capacity currently exists in the nearby Eastern Neighborhoods schools, education 
needs in Western SOMA are likely currently fulfilled. 

• Public Libraries - Facilities- Need factor: Library department does not indicate need for 
new library branches 
Two libraries serve Western SOMA: the Main Library and the Mission Bay Branch 
(Figure V-5). Library service is sufficient in the neighborhood. 

• Police- Facilities-Need factor: Police department does not indicate need 
The SFPD's Southern Station is located within the Western SOMA neighborhood boundary 
(Figure V-6). The new station in Mission Bay will serve Western SOMA residents once 
SFPD relocates Southern Station to Mission Bay. 

32 Analysis completed in September 2006. 

San Francisco Planning Department 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

c. 

Police- Equipment-Need factor: 2. 7 officers/1,000 residents; 2 squad cars/7 officers; 0. 77 
squad cars/1,000 residents 
Seifel was unable to obtain information on the adequacy of current equipment or current 
equipment needs. 

Fire--General Plan factor: 112 mile service area; Fire Department factor: Based on 
response time 
The SFFD currently has 4 fire stations that serve Western SOMA and an additional station 
planned in Mission Bay. Based on the 1/2-mile service area standard, there is a coverage gap 
in the western half of the neighborhood, but this does not necessarily indicate inadequate 
levels of service. The SFFD bases service standards on response time, and the department's 
300-second response time goal is reported by SFFD as being met in Western SOMA. 

Health Care--Citywide provision: 0.03 centers/1,000 residents 
No public health clinics are located in Western SOMA. However, the entire neighborhood is 
within one mile of an existing health center (Figure V-8). Therefore, although the equivalent 
of0.1 centers would be required to bring Western SOMA to Citywide standards, the 
neighborhood has no functional need for an additional center. 

Human Service Agencies-Citywide provision: 0.06 centers/1,000 residents 
Three of the City's human service agencies are located in Western SOMA (Figure V-8). An 
additional seven agencies are located within one-quarter mile of the neighborhood's 
northern boundary. On a per capita basis, a surplus of human service agencies exists in 
Western SOMA. 

Child Care--Needfactor: 52.7 spaces/1,000 residents, 22.4 spaces/1,000 workers 
Using the methodology described in the memorandum, Western SOMA has an existing need 
for 434 licensed child care spaces. 

Neighborhood Serving Businesses-No standard need factors 
Anecdotal evidence suggests that neighborhood serving business are lacking in Western SOMA, 
but the Planning Department does not have information on the current number and square footage 
of neighborhood serving businesses in the area. 

D. Housing 
• Affordable Housing Needs-Need factor: 64% of new production is affordable 

ABAG estimates that 64 percent of new housing production in San Francisco will need to be 
affordable to low and moderate income households, as indicated in the Hausrath 
Socioeconomic Impact Analysis. Based on historical affordable housing production in the 
City, Seifel estimates that the City of San Francisco will produce about 25 percent of new 
housing affordable to low and moderate income households. This estimate is based on 
projections of achievable affordable housing development from a combination of the City's 
inclusionary housing program and non-profit housing development. 

San Francisco Planning Department 
Eastern Neighborhoods Needs Assessment 
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Analysis Categories 

Open Space & Parks - Citywide' 

Open Space & Parks - District, 
Neighborhood & Subneighborhood 

Open Space & Parks 
(Operating Costs) 

Recreational Facilities 

Recreation Facilities 
(Operating Costs) 

Education (Schools)b 

High School (9-12) 

Middle School (6-8) 

Elementary School (K-5) 

High School (9-12) 

Middle School (6-8) 

Elementary School (K-5) 

Public Libraries (Facilities) 

Public Libraries (Materials) 

Police (Facilities) 

Police (Equipment) 

Fi rec 

Health Care 

Human Service Agencies 

Child Cared 

Infants (0 to 24 months) 

Pre-School (2 to 5 years) 

School Aged (6 to 13 years) 

Drug Stores 

Supermarkets 

Full Service Restaurants 

Limited Service Restaurants 

Personal Service 

Other Neighborhood Serving Retail 

Affordable housing needs 

Need Factor 

Appendix Table B-1 
Current Need 

Western SOMA Neighborhood 

Existing Condition 

4.5 acres/1,000 residents 4,772 acres 

1.0 acres/1,000 residents 0.23 acres 

Current Demand/Need Existing Need (Surplus) 

756,967 residents (1,366) acres 

Based on Geography See Figure 2 

6170 $/acre Existing park not included in maintenance evaluation 

21.58 SF/resident O SF 4,425 residents 95,492 SF 

0.254 $/SF NIA NIA NIA 

0.317 students/housing unit O student capacity NIA O student capacity 

0.102 students/housing unit O student capacity NIA O student capacity 

0.069 students/housing unit o student capacity NIA o student capacity 

0.146 students/housing unit O student capacity NIA O student capacity 

1,611 students/school O schools NIA O schools 

1,389 students/school O schools NIA O schools 

656 students/school o schools NIA O schools 

No standard need factor, no additional O libraries Based on Geography O libraries 
facilities anticipated to be needed 

$ 74 fee/resident NIA 4,425 residents NIA 

No standard need factor, no additional I stations Based on Geography O stations 
facilities anticipated to be needed 

O. 77 squad cars/1 ,000 residents Data unavailable 4,425 residents NIA 

1/2 mile service area 4 stations Based on response time O stations 

0.03 centers/1,000 residents o centers 4,425 residents 0.1 centers 

0.06 centers/1,000 residents 3 centers 4,425 residents (2.7) centers 

52.7 spaces/1,000 residents; 22.4 351 spaces 785 spaces 434 spaces 
spaces/1,000 workers 

3.3 spaces/1,000 residents; 5.6 58 spaces 158 spaces 100 spaces 
spaces/1,000 workers 

19.2 spaces/1,000 residents; 16.8 233 spaces 514 spaces 281 spaces 
spaces/ 1,000 workers 

30.1 spaces/1 ,000 residents; 0 60 spaces 113 spaces 53 spaces 
spaces/1 ,000 workers 

1.3 SF /housing units Anecdotal evidence oflack of neighborhood serving businesses. 

8.1 SF/housing units Anecdotal evidence of!ack of neighborhood serving businesses. 

5. 8 SF /housing units Anecdotal evidence of lack of neighborhood serving businesses. 

4.0 SF/housing units Anecdotal evidence oflack of neighborhood serving businesses. 

2.5 SF/housing units Anecdotal evidence oflack of neighborhood serving businesses. 

1.3 SF/housing units Anecdotal evidence of lack of neighborhood serving businesses. 

0.64 affordable units/total units NIA 2,215 total units NIA 

a. The existing city-wide open space condition refers to all areas of this size across the city, not only in Western SOMA. 
b. Based on citywide and affordable housing student generation rates from Demographic Analyses and Enrollment Forecasts (DAEF), San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD), 

July 2002. Assumes ratio of elementary to middle to high school students is consistent with existing and projected proportions in the DAEF and that 25% of new SF Eastern units 
are affordable. Design capacity for elementary and high schools from SFUSD's 2005 School Fee Justification Study and estimated for middle schools based on elementary school 
capacity, adjusted for the years spent in.middle school and the relative number of middle schools in SFUSD. 

c. The City's General Plan states "In general, firehouses should be distributed throughout the city so that each firehouse has a primary service area extending within a radius of one-half 
mile." However, the San Francisco Fire Department relies on response times in order to determine service areas for fire stations. Current response times meet SFPD standards. 

d. Child care existing and projected demand methodology and assumptions developed by the SF Department of Children, Youth and Families and Brion & Associates. 
Uses residential and employment data from SF Planning Department and US Census. Supply data from the SF Child Care Information Management System . 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Science Associates, Scifel Consulting Inc. 
San Francisco Planning Department 
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Appendix B: 

Transportation Costs 



San Francisco Eastern Neighborhoods 
Nexus Study 

Appendix Table B-1 
Transit Capital Cost Detail 

San Francisco 

Capital Pro2ram Cate2ory Total Unfunded Costs" 
Equipment $601,606,215 
Facilities $375,268,351 
Fleet $991 ,943,640 
Infrastrncture $7,055,028,390 
Replacement/Refurbishment $351 ,750,402 

Total $9,375,596,998 

a. Includes projected expeditures for FY 2007/08- FY 2025/56, 

in FY 2007 /08 dollars. 

b. Unfunded costs for projects needing replacement or 

refurbishment, which was not included within the CIP budget 

line item cost estimate. 

Source: Draft SFMTA FY 2008- 2027 Short Range Transit 

Plan CIP, http://www. sfmta. com/ cms/rsrtp/ srtpindx.htm 

Seifel Consulting Inc. 
May 2008 



San Francisco Eastern Neighborhoods 
Nexus Study 

Appendix Table 8-2 
Streets and Right of Way Capital Cost Detail 

San Francisco 

Proeram/Proj ect I Total Unfunded Costs" 

Street Reconstruction $150,650,000 
Street Structures $70 058,000 
Street Trees $20,416,000 
Irrigation Repairs and Upgrades $29,218,000 
Great Streets Program $188,668,000 

Total $459,010,000 

a. Includes unfunded costs for programs for FY 2008/09 through 

FY 2017 /18, from the deferred line item in the plan. 

Source: General Fund Draft Capital Plan for Streets and 

Rights-of-Way 2009-2018. 

Seifel Consulting Inc. 
May 2008 



San Francisco Eastern Neighborhoods 
Nexus Study 

Appendix Table B-3 
Trip Rate Detail by Land Use Category 

San Francisco 

Source of Trip Rates Guidelines Desilmation 
Residential" 

2+ Bedrooms SF Guidelines, 2002 2+ Bedrooms 
1 bedroom/studio SF Guidelines, 2002 1 bedroom/studio 
Senior Housing SF Guidelines, 2002 Senior Housing 

Cultural/Institutional/Educationalb 
Church or other religious institution ITE Church 
Neighborhood Center Project Sh1dy Jewish Community Center 
Child Care Centers SF Guidelines, 2002 Daycare Center 

Motel/Hotel SF Guidelines, 2000 Hotel/Motel 
Medical 

Hospital, medical center SF Guidelines, 2000 Service Institutional 
Office 

General SF Guidelines, 2002 General Office 
Medical/Psychiatric Center SF Guidelines, 2000 C-3 Secondary Office 

Retail' 
General Retail SF Guidelines, 2002 General Retail 
Supermarket SF Guidelines, 2002 Supermarket 
Athletic Clubs SF Guidelines, 2002 Athletic Clubs 
Eating/Drinking 

Quality Sit-Down SF Guidelines, 2002 Quality Sit-Down · 
Composite Rate SF Guidelines, 2002 Composite Rate 
Fast Food SF Guidelines, 2002 Fast Food 

lndustrial/PDR 
Industrial SF Guidelines, 2002 Manufach1ring/Industrial 

Daily Trips -
24 hr period/ 
Unit or KSF 

8.5/unit 
10.0/unit 
7.5/unit 
5.0/unit 

48.04 
9.11 

68.00 
67.00 
21.80 
28.60 
28.60 
18.10 
18.10 
18.10 

200.00 
150.00 
297.00 

57.00 

200.00 
600.00 

1400.00 
7.90 
7.90 

a. Residential trip rate is calculated by assuming 50% of units are 2+ bedrooms, 40% are 1 bedroom/studio, 
and 10% are senior. 

b. Daily trip rate is a composite of expected Civic/Institutional/Educational uses in the Eastern Neighborhoods. 
c. A trip rate of 200 per 1,000 square feet was selected as representing the mid-point of this category. 

Source: MEA Trip Generation Methodology, Transportation Impact Guidelines, January 2000 
(1991 Guidelines) and October 2002, and Seifel Consulting Inc. 

Seifel Consulting Inc. 
May 2008 
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f,Jifi,iif4{ifj& ASSOCIATES, lNd 

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In order to adequately plan for new development through 2025 and identify the public facilities 
and costs associated with mitigating the direct and cumulative impacts of new development, 
David Taussig & Associates, Inc. ("DTA") was retained by the City and County of San 
Francisco ("City") to prepare a Recreation and Parks Development Impact Fee Justification 
Study (the "Fee Study"). 

The Fee Study identifies additional public facilities required by new development and determines 
the maximum level of fees that may be imposed to pay the costs of these facilities. Recreation 
and Park Fees have been determined that will finance facilities at levels identified by the 
Recreation and Parks Department as being necessary to meet the needs of new development 
through 2025. The required facilities and associated acquisition/construction costs are identified 
in the Needs List, which is included in Section IV of the Fee Study. 

Organization of the Fee Study 

The recreation and park fees are calculated to fund the cost of facilities needed to support future 
development. The steps followed in our study include: 

1. Demographic Assumptions: Identify future growth that represents the increased 
demand for recreation and park facilities. 

2. Facility Needs and Costs: Identify the amount and cost of recreation and park 
facilities required to support the new development. 

3. Cost Allocation: Allocate costs per equivalent dwelling unit. 
4. Fee Schedule: Calculate the maximum fee per residential unit or per non­

residential square foot. 

Background 

All new development (except development occurring in Mission Bay, Rincon Hill, and Visitation 
Valley) may be required to pay its "fair share" of the cost of the new infrastructure through the 
Recreation and Park Fee calculated in this Fee Study. 

To estimate facility needs, the Fee Study utilizes population and employment data provided by 
the City. The City is expected to add approximately 46,108 new residents and 67,367 new 
employees between 2006 and 2025. Given that Mission Bay, Rincon Hill, and Visitation Valley, 
unlike other areas of the City, are already subject to project specific development impact fees, 
these areas are excluded from the development assumed to be subject to any of the new fees 
analyzed in this report, as shown in Section VI. 

The City currently imposes a Downtown Park development impact fee for recreation and park 
facilities. The existing fee is equal to $2.00 per square foot of new or net area added in office 
development projects within certain specified use districts. The fee is not currently imposed on 
residential development. 
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The following highlights the nexus analysis results: 

• As shown in Section VIII of Appendix A, the City is expected to experience a need for 
additional park land, multi-use fields, tennis courts, outdoor basketball courts, walkway 
and bikeway trails, and the construction of new or expansion of existing facilities on 
existing City-owned park land to serve new growth. 

• Section XI of Appendix A summarizes the costs of the new facilities allocated to each of 
the residential and non-residential land uses. Please note that if Recreation and Park Fees 
are collected at the maximum levels, residential uses are expected to fund approximately 
75.3% and non-residential uses will fund approximately 24.7% of the new recreation and 
park facilities costs that are funded through the Recreation and Park Fee. 

• Section XI of Appendix A shows the maximum Recreation and Park Fees as shown 
below: 

Administration 
Land 

Improvement Maximum 
Acquisition 

Costs per 
Costs per 

Costs per Fee 
Land Use unit/Non-

unit/Non-
unit/Non- per unit/Non-

Residential 
Residential 

Residential Residential 
square foot 

square foot 
square foot square foot 

Single Family $98 $4,460 $3,287 $7,845 

Senior/Single Room Occupancy $38 $1,750 $1,290 $3,078 

Multi-Family, 0 to 1 bedrooms $65 $2,939 $2,166 $5,170 

Multi-Family, 2 or more bedrooms $74 $3,354 $2,472 $5,899 

Civic, Institutional, Educational $0.03 $1.28 $0.94 $2.25 

Motel-Hotel $0.02 $0.72 $0.53 $1.26 

Medical $0.03 $1.28 $0.94 $2.25 

Office $0.03 $1.28 $0.94 $2.25 

Retail $0.02 $0.96 $0.71 $1.69 

Industrial $0.02 $0.82 $0.61 $1.45 

• For purposes of comparison only, please note that recreation and park fees implemented 
in certain jurisdictions in California range from approximately $1,510 to $19 ,264 for a 
single family residence and $1,233 to $12,823 for a multi-family residence. For further 
information, refer to the separate section of the consolidated report for the Citywide 
Development Impact Fee Study: 'Comparative Practices for Development Impact Fees.' 
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II. INTRODUCTION 

This report presents an analysis of the need for recreation and park facilities to support future 
development within the City and County of San Francisco ("City") through 2025. 

In order to adequately plan for new development through 2025 and identify the public facilities 
and costs associated with mitigating the direct and cumulative impacts of new development, 
David Taussig & Associates, Inc. ("DTA") was retained by the City to prepare the Recreation 
and Parks Development Impact Fee Justification Study (the "Fee Study"). 

Purpose 

New residential and non-residential development within the City will generate additional 
residents and employees who will require additional recreation and park facilities. Land will 
have to be acquired and recreation, park, and trail facilities will have to be expanded, constructed 
or purchased to meet this increased demand. Thus a reasonable relationship exists between the 
need for recreation and park facilities and the impact of residential and non-residential 
development. 

Demographics 

As indicated in Section I of Appendix A, there are currently 777,121 residents and 536,224 
employees within the City. The City is expected to add 55,871 new residents and 83,807 new 
employees through 2025. The future development results in 24,505 new residential units and 
21.6 million square feet of new non-residential building space. 

Existing Recreation and Parks Fee 

The City currently imposes a Downtown Park development impact fee for recreation and park 
facilities which is explained in more detail below: 

+ The goal of the existing Downtown Park fee program is to "provide the City with the 
financial resources to acquire and develop public park and recreation facilities."1 

+ The City's Downtown Park Fee ordinance was last updated and approved in 2003. 

+ The fee is only applicable to office development permit applicants in the downtown use 
districts known as C-3-0, C-3-0(SD), C-3-R, C-3-G, and C-3-S. 

+ Payment of the fee is made to the City Treasurer prior to issuance of the first certificate 
of occupancy for the project. 

+ The fee is calculated as follows: $2.00 per square foot X the net addition of gross floor 
area per final permit. 

1 See City Planning Code Section 139 
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Existing Recreation and Park Facilities 

Table 1 below summarizes the City's existing recreation and park facilities which are available 
to the City's residents and employees. 

TABLE 1 

I Facility I Quantity I 
All Park Land [1] 5,875.68 Acres 

Baseball/Softball Fields 66 Fields 

Multi-use/Soccer Fields 41 Fields 

Tennis Courts 156 Courts 

Outdoor Basketball Courts 82 Courts 

Trails 
Existing trail system is minimal and 

accurate data is difficult to obtain 

[1] Estimated based on all current Recreation Park Department-owned land plus all other non-
Recreation Park Department-owned open spaces which results in 7.56 acres per 1,000 residents. 
Current Recreation Park Department-owned land equals 3,357.4 acres which results in 4.32 
acres per 1,000 residents. 
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III. DEMOGRAPHIC ASSUMPTIONS 

To estimate facility needs, the Fee Study utilizes population and employment data provided by 
the City. The following is a summary of the demographic assumptions used to establish the 
Recreation and Parks Fee: 

• The growth forecast and land use data used in this analysis are based on a recent forecast 
by Moody's Economy.com and adjusted by Brion & Associates, and other land use 
information and data from the City and County of San Francisco Planning Department. 
(For further information, refer to the separate section of the consolidated report for the 
Citywide Development Impact Fee Study: "City Growth Forecast and Demographic 
Data."). Total new development expected to occur from 2006 to 2025 would include the 
following: 

• 55,871 new residents 
• 24,505 new dwelling units 
• 83,807 new employees 
• 21.6 million square feet of non-residential building space 

• Development in Mission Bay is expected to result in approximately 3,712 new residents 
and 15,118 new employees between 2006 and 2025. While this new development will be 
served by the Future Facilities (the facilities as described in the Needs List in Section IV), 
it is excluded from the development assumed to be subject to the fee, given that Mission 
Bay is already subject to project specific development impact fees. Therefore, costs have 
been allocated to development within Mission Bay, but it is anticipated that the funding 
will come from other sources. 

• Development in Rincon Hill is expected to result in approximately 4,810 new residents 
and 1, 172 new employees between 2006 and 2025. While this new development will be 
served by the Future Facilities, it is excluded from the development assumed to be 
subject to the fee, given that Rincon Hill is already subject to project specific 
development impact fees, Therefore, costs have been allocated to development within 
Rincon Hill, but it is anticipated that the funding will come from other sources. 

• Development in Visitation Valley is expected to result in approximately 1,242 new 
residents and 149 new employees between 2006 and 2025. While this new development 
will be served by the Future Facilities, it is excluded from the development assumed to be 
subject to the fee, given that Visitation Valley is already subject to project specific 
development impact fees. Therefore, costs have been allocated to development within 
Visitation Valley, but it is anticipated that the funding will come from other sources. 

• Net new development without Mission Bay, Rincon Hill, and Visitation Valley from 
2006 to 2025 that would be subject to the Recreation and Park Fee includes: 

• 46, 107 new residents 
• 19,146 new dwelling units 
• 67,367 new employees 
• 17.8 million square feet of non-residential building space 
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• We have determined that not all of the 67,367 future employees should be considered 
when calculating the Recreation and Park Fee for non-residential property. We have 
adjusted the number of employees to account for the fact that a person's park usage is 
more likely to be linked to their place of residence than their place . of employment. As a 
result of these calculations, we have estimated that only 12,800 of the expected future 
employees will use City park facilities and will be included in the fee calculations. 

• We have determined that not all of the 46, 107 future residents should be considered when 
calculating the Recreation and Park Fee for residential property. In order to avoid double 
counting, for those residents that are expected to both live and work in the City, we have 
discounted the number of residents to account for their share of recreation and park 
facilities that will be funded through impact fees paid by their place of employment. As a 
result of these calculations, we have estimated that only 39,039 of the expected future 
residents will use City park facilities and will be included in the fee calculations. 

• As explained in the Needs List in Section IV herein, the City Recreation and Parks 
Department anticipates the need for additional park land, multi-use fields 
(softball/baseball/soccer), tennis courts, outdoor basketball courts, walkway and bikeway 
trails, and the construction of new or expansion of existing facilities on existing City­
owned park land in order to accommodate the City's future growth. 

• With the exception of property located in Mission Bay, Rincon Hill, and Visitation 
Valley, DT A has calculated the Recreation and Park Fee under the assumption that such 
fee will be applied to all new development, and redevelopment where building space 
increases overall, and be applied to all land uses, residential and non-residential as listed 
below: 

o Single Family 
o Senior/Single Room Occupancy 
o Multi-Family, 0 to 1 bedrooms 
o Multi-Family, 2 or more bedrooms 
o Civic, Institutional, Educational 
o Motel-Hotel 
o Medical 
o Office 
o Retail 
o Industrial 
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IV. THE NEEDS LIST 

Identification of the facilities to be financed is a critical component of any development impact 
fee program. In the broadest sense the purpose of impact fees is to protect the public health, 
safety, and general welfare by providing for adequate public facilities . The Needs List is 
intended to be the official public document identifying the facilities eligible to be financed, in 
whole or in part, through the levy of a Recreation and Park Fee. The Needs List is organized by 
facility element (or type) and includes a cost section consisting of five columns, which are listed 
below: 

TABLE2 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO NEEDS LIST 

EXPLANATION OF COST SECTION 

I 
Column Title 

I 
Contents 

I 
Source 

I 
The total estimated facility cost Recreation and 

Total Cost for including construction, land Parks 
Facility acquisition, and equipment (as Department 

applicable). andDTA 
Any funds on hand that are 
allocated for a given facility, such 
as funds from prev10us 

Off-Setting 
Development Impact Fee programs Recreation and 
earmarked for facilities identified Parks 

Revenues 
on this needs list. This column does Department 
not include potential funding from 
Federal & State sources that cannot 
be confirmed. 
The difference between the Total 

Calculated by 
Net Cost to City Cost and the Off-Setting Revenues 

(column 1 minus column 2). 
DTA 

Percent of Cost Percentage of facility cost allocated 
Calculated by 

Allocated to New to new development as calculated 
DTA 

Development in Appendix A. 
Dollar amount representing the 

Cost Allocated to roughly proportional impact of new Calculated by 
New Development development on the needed DTA 

facilities. 

DT A worked closely with the Recreation and Parks Department staff to determine what public 
facilities would be needed to meet increased demand resulting from new development in the 
City. For purposes of the Fee Study, it was determined that a planning horizon though 2025 
would be appropriate. The Needs List (Table 3) identifies those facilities needed to serve future 
development through 2025. 
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In many jurisdictions the capital improvement plan is the basis for the needs list. The City's 10-
year Capital Plan2 proposes an investment of $68 million in renewal and maintenance for at least 
200 recreation and park facilities that currently suffer from deferred maintenance, structural 
problems, disability access, and other programmatic deficiencies. The Recreation and Parks 
Department has reviewed the improvements in the Capital Plan and has determined that they are 
primarily needed to meet the needs of existing development. Therefore, in preparing the Fee 
Study, DTA and the Recreation and Parks Department have developed a Needs List that focuses 
on improvements that are needed to serve new development. 

Pursuant to Section 16.107 of the City Charter, five percent of the funds deposited in the Park, 
Recreation & Open Space Fund each year are dedicated to the acquisition of real property 
identified in the Capital Plan. Since the Needs List is not based on the Capital Plan, the 
Recreation and Parks Department has determined that it would not be appropriate to apply such 
revenues to offset the costs on the Needs List. However, the Recreation and Parks Department 
has identified approximately $7.4 million in other sources that can be used to reduce the costs 
allocated to new development. 

Currently, there are approximately 5,876 acres of parkland and open spaces available for use in 
the City, which is equivalent to 7.56 acres per 1,000 residents. However, when only Recreation 
Park Department-owned land is considered, the total is reduced to 3,357 acres, which results in 
4.32 acres per 1,000 residents. 

All of these numbers are less than the standard determined by the National Park and Recreation 
Association, which calls for 10 acres of open space per 1,000 residents in cities. Given the City's 
existing development patterns, high population density, and small land mass (28,918 acres), the 
National Park and Recreation Association standard will be difficult to achieve within the City 
limits. Nevertheless, according to the City's General Plan3 to the extent it reasonably can, the 
City is aiming to increase the per capita supply of public open space within the City. 

For purposes of this Fee Study, the Recreation and Parks Department has identified the need for 
241 park land and open space acres to serve new development in the City. This is based on 
maintaining a standard of 4.32 acres per 1,000 residents. However, given the constraints 
discussed above, the Recreation and Parks Department has estimated that there are only 
approximately 55.1 acres of land that can be realistically acquired for recreation and park 
facilities during the period through 2025. Due to the high cost of land within the City, it has 
been determined that the imposition of a fee based on acquisition of 55.1 acres would be overly 
burdensome to new development. Therefore, the Recreation and Parks Department has decided 
to base the fee on the acquisition of 5. 9 acres of park land and open space. 

In lieu of acquisition of additional park land, the City intends to add new or expand existing 
facilities on approximately 242 acres of existing City-owned recreation and park land in order to 
accommodate increased demand. Examples of such expansions or new improvements may 
include, but not be limited to, new park recreation centers, community garaens, playgrounds for 
children, and other facilities. 

2 Based on City's Capital Plan dated February 26, 2007 at http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/cpp/CCSF _FY2008-2017 _Proposed_Plan_3-
5-07(2).pdf 
3 

Based on the City's General Plan (www.sfgov.org/site/planning_index.asp?id=41423) 
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The Recreation and Parks Department .has also identified the need for the following park 
facilities improvements to serve the new growth of 55,871 new residents within the City: 13 
multi-use fields (softball/baseball/soccer), 11 tennis courts, 11 outdoor basketball courts, and 
14.51 miles of walkway and bikeway trails. The needs are based on the recommended standard 
of 1 baseball/softball field per 8,000 new residents, 1 multi-use/soccer field per 10,000 new 
residents, 1 tennis court per 5,000 new residents, and 1 basketball court per 5,000 new residents 
as identified on page 21 of the City of San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department August 
2004 Recreation Assessment Report. 

The need for additional trails to serve existing residents and new growth is based on a proposed 
trail network in the City that will include 14.51 miles of walkway and bikeway trails. 

Please note that the facilities described in the needs list and the estimated costs herein are 
estimates only based upon current expectation of needs, and actual costs may differ from those 
estimates herein. While the Recreation and Park Fees have been calculated based on only those 
facilities shown on the Needs List, the Recreation and Park Fees may fund other recreation and 
park improvements such as maintenance of other park facilities based on actual future needs. 
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FACILITY NAME SIZE/UNIT 
-

1. Park Land [1] 5.9 acres 

2. Open Space & Facilities Improvements 241 .7 acres [8] 

3. Park Facilities Improvements [2] 
Multi-Use Fields 13 each 
Tennis 11 each 
Outdoor Basketball 11 each 

4. Walkway and Bikeway Trails 14.51 Miles 

TOTAL RECREATION AND PARKS FACILITIES 

Notes: 

[1] Estimated acres provided by the San Francisco Recreation & Parks Department. 

TABLE 3 
CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

RECREATION AND PARKS DEPARTMENT 
FUTURE FACILITY NEEDS LIST THROUGH 2025 

TOTAL COST OFFSETTING 
FOR FACILITY REVENUES 

$102,801,600 [3] ($7,424,000) 

$46,475,000 [5] $0 

$19,398,787 [6] $0 
$2, 166,912 [6] $0 
$1,359,737 [6] $0 

$12,616,072 [7] $0 

$184,818',108 ($7,424,000) 

NET COST 
TO CITY 

[4] $95,377,600 

$46,475,000 

$19,398,787 
$2,166,912 
$1,359,737 

$12,616,072 

$177,394,108 

[2] Based on existing facility standards and recommended future standards from the San Francisco Recreation & Parks Department August 2004 Recreation Assessment Report. 

%0FCOST COST ALLOCATED 
ALLOCATED TO NEW TO NEW 
DEVELOPMENT DEVELOPMENT 

100.00% $95,377,600 

100.00% $46,475,000 

100.00% $19,398,787 
100.00% $2,166,912 
100.00% $1,359,737 

7.11% $897,358 

93.39% $165,675,395 

[3] Costs per Acre for Land Acquisition based on $400/square foot as estimated by the City and County of San Francisco Department of Real Estate and provided to OTA by the San Francisco Recreation & Parks Department. 

[4] Offsetting revenues provided by the San Francisco Recreation & Parks Department. 

[5] Park Land Improvement Costs based on $192,258 per acre estimated by OTA. 
[6] All Park Facilities Improvement Costs based on the average cost per square foot of $27.36 provided by San Francisco Recreation & Parks Department. Average facility size provided by San Francisco Recreation & Parks Department. 
[7] 11.51 number of miles of trails and trail costs based on information dated 3/22107 provided by San Francisco Recreation & Parks Department. In addition , OTA estimated the miles of trails for two proposed trail networks equal to 79,200 
square feet of trail and 15,840 square feet of trail, assuming the trails are 6 feet t ide. Trail costs for the two trails based on information dated 10/6/06 provided by San Francisco Recreation & Parks Department. 

[BJ Based on the construction of new or expansion of existing facilities on appro imately 242 acres of park land as provided by the San Francisco Recreation & Parks Department. 



V. METHODOLOGY UTILIZED TO CALCULATE IMPACT FEE 

There are many methods or ways of calculating fees, but they are all based on determining the 
cost of needed improvements and assigning those costs equitably to various types of 
development. The Recreation and Park Fee has been calculated utilizing the methodology 
discussed below. The methodology employs the concept of an Equivalent Dwelling Unit to 
allocate benefit among the ten land use classes. Equivalent Dwelling Units are a means of 
quantifying different land uses in terms of their equivalence to a residential dwelling unit, where 
equivalence is measured in terms of potential infrastructure use or benefit for each type of public 
facility. For the Recreation and Park Fee, Equivalent Dwelling Units are calculated based on the 
number of residents and/or employees, adjusted to reflect estimated park usage, generated by 
each land use class. 

Step 1: DETERMINE FACILITIES COSTS 

The total cost of recreation and park facilities as identified on the Needs List is approximately 
$177 million. In addition, we have included total administrative costs of $2 million which will 
pay for the annual administration of the new impact fee through 2025. The total administrative 
costs is based on one Full Time Equivalent at $110,309 per year, as needed to administer the new 
impact fee through 2025. 

Step 2: ALLOCATION OF COSTS TO NEW AND EXISTING DEVELOPMENT 

The Recreation and Parks Department has determined that the land acquisition, park 
improvements, baseball/softball fields, multi-use/soccer fields, tennis facilities, and outdoor 
basketball facilities as identified on the Needs List are all needed to serve new development, and 
that no portion of the cost of such facilities should be borne by existing development. 

As shown in Table 4 below, there are currently 7.56 acres of park land per 1,000 residents in the 
City and the Recreation and Park Fee calculated in this report includes costs for only 0.11 acres 
of park land per 1,000 new residents. Since new development is paying for fewer facilities than 
what is currently being provided to existing development, all costs for future facilities have been 
allocated to new development. 

The table below shows the existing and future recreation and park land service standards per 
1,000 residents: 

TABLE4 
Park Land Total 

Acres Residents 

Existing 5,876 [1] 777,121 

Proposed 241 55,871 

For the Fee 5.9 55,871 
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[I] Estimated based on all current Recreation Park Department-owned 
land plus all other non-Recreation Park Department-owned open spaces. 
Current Recreation Park Department-owned land equals 3,357.4 acres 
which results in 4.32 acres per 1,000 residents. 

In addition, the Recreation and Parks Department has determined that the expansion of walking 
and biking trails are needed to serve new development, but that existing residents would benefit 
from such improvements as well. Therefore, the costs for these improvements have been 
allocated to both existing and new development based on their applicable share of the total 
number of existing and future Equivalent Dwelling Units as shown in Sections I and III of 
Appendix A. Based on this share of total Equivalent Dwelling Units, costs of new trails 
allocated to new development is $897,358. 

The total costs for new facilities allocated to existing and new development is $11, 718, 714 and 
$165,675,394, respectively. 

STEP3: ALLOCATION OF COSTS TO NEW DEVELOPMENT 

To allocate the costs, we have first assumed that both residents and workers are considered to be 
users of recreation and park facilities in the City. Demand for parks and related facilities are 
based on the City's combined resident-worker service population. However, we have discounted 
the number of expected employees to account for (i) workers can utilize park facilities near their 
home or place of employment, and (ii) workers who live and work within the City should not be 
double counted. 

In order to estimate the park usage of an employee versus a resident, we have relied on the usage 
factors presented in the Phoenix Park and Library Equivalent Dwelling Unit Factors study 
prepared by the Hausrath Economics Group 4. According to this study, park usage for an 
employee is equal to 0.19 of the park usage for a typical resident. Therefore, in determining 
Equivalent Dwelling Unit factors, the number of expected employees is multiplied by 0.19. In 
order to avoid double counting, the number of expected residents who work in the City is 
multiplied by 0.81 (1.00 minus 0.19). Please note that we have assumed that 55.2% of the 
employees working within the City also reside in the City based on data from the 2000 U.S. 
Census5

• 

Each of the ten 'land use categories (Single Family, Senior/Single Room Occupancy, Multi­
Family (0 to 1 bedrooms), Multi-Family (2 or more bedrooms), Commercial 
(Civic/Institutional/Educational), Commercial (Motel/Hotel), Commercial (Medical), 
Commercial (Office), Commercial (Retail), and Industrial) is assigned an Equivalent Dwelling 
Unit factor derived from (i) the number of persons per household (for residential units) or (ii) the 
number of employees per 1,000 square feet of non-residential development, adjusted to reflect 
estimated park usage. 

To establish the Equivalent Dwelling Unit factor for each land use, we first assumed that 2.95 
park using residents residing within a Single Family Unit is equal to 1.00 Equivalent Dwelling 

4 Phoenix Park and Library Equivalent Dwelling Unit Factors dated September 1998 prepared by Hausrath 
Economics Group 
5 Based on "Residence County to Workplace County Flows for California" data from US Census (www.census.gov) 

City and County of San Francisco Page VII-12 
Recreation and Parks Development Impact Fee Justification Study September 18, 2007 



Unit. The Equivalent Dwelling Unit factor for all other land uses are then compared to the 
standard of 2.95 residents per unit. For instance, the Equivalent Dwelling Unit factor for a 
Senior/Single Room Occupancy unit is equal to 1.16 residents per unit divided by 2.95 residents 
per unit, or 0.39 Equivalent Dwelling Units per Senior/Single Room Occupancy unit. The 
Equivalent Dwelling Unit factor for non-residential property is deterinined the same way. For 
example, the Equivalent Dwelling Unit factor for Commercial (Civic/Institutional/Educational) 
property is equal to 0.84 employees who live outside the City but are likely to use park facilities 
per 1,000 square feet divided by 2.95 residents per unit, or 0.29 Equivalent Dwelling Units per 
1,000 square feet. This allows us to quantify the demand for recreation and park facilities by 
each land use as it relates to the demand from a single family residential unit. 

We can then estimate the total number of future Equivalent Dwelling Units based on the future 
growth projections (i.e., number of residential units and non-residential square feet) multiplied 
by the Equivalent Dwelling Unit factors as explained above. Based on the future growth 
projections, we have calculated a total of approximately 17,596 future Equivalent Dwelling 
Units, as indicated in Section VII of Appendix A and Table 5 below. 

Total costs are then divided by total future Equivalent Dwelling Units (including Mission Bay, 
Rincon Hill, and Visitation Valley development) to arrive at a maximum Recreation and Park 
Fee per Equivalent Dwelling Unit of $7,845. Section XI of Appendix A and Table 5 below show 
the total costs financed by the Recreation and Park Fee and the costs allocated to the Mission 
Bay, Rincon Hill, and Visitation Valley areas. 

STEP4: APPORTIONMENT OF RECREATION AND PARKS IMPROVEMENT COSTS 

All new development (except development occurring in Mission Bay, Rincon Hill, and Visitation 
Valley) and redevelopment where building space increases overall, may be required to pay its 
"fair share" of the cost of the new infrastructure through the Recreation and Park Fee calculated 
in this Fee Study. 

While new development in Mission Bay, Rincon Hill and Visitation Valley will be served by the 
Future Facilities, these areas are already subject to project specific development impact fees, and 
are excluded from the development assumed to be subject to any of the new fees analyzed in this 
report. Therefore, costs have been allocated to development within Mission Bay, Rincon Hill, 
and Visitation Valley, but it is anticipated that the funding will come from other sources. 

Table 5 below presents a summary of the derivation of Equivalent Dwelling Units, maximum 
Recreation and Park Fee amounts, and the costs financed by Recreation and Park Fees for 
facilities identified on the Needs List. Calculation details are presented in Appendix A. 
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TABLES 

RECREATION AND PARKS IMPROVEMENTS 

MAXIMUM FEE DERIVATION SUMMARY 

(A) (B) =(A)/ 2.95111 (C) (D) = $7,845121 x (B) (E) = (D) x (C) 

Maximum 
Residents per Equivalent Recreation and Cost 

Unit/Employees Dwelling Units Number of Park Fee Per Financed by 
per 1,000 Non- per Unit/1,000 New Unit/Non- Maximum 

Residential Non-Residential Units/Square Residential Recreation 
Land Use Type Square Feet Square Foot 6 Feet Square Foot and Parks Fee 

Residential 
./ 

Single Family 
' 

2.95 1.00 477 $7,845 $3,742,087 

Senior/Single 
1.16 0.39 721 $3,078 $2,219,232 Room Occupancy 

Multi-Family 
1.94 0.66 10,806 $5,170 $55,864,925 

(0 to I bedrooms) 
Multi-Family 

2.22 0.75 7,142 $5,899 $42, 133,432 
(2 or more bedrooms) 

Non-Residential 

Civic/Institutional/Educational 0.84 0.29 20,083 $2.25 $45, 160 

Motel/Hotel 0.48 0.16 938,640 $1.26 $1 ,187,297 

Medical 0.84 0.29 866,036 $2.25 $1 ,947,483 

Office 0.84 0.29 9,148,963 $2.25 $20,573,576 

Retail 0.63 0.21 2,103,296 $1.69 $3,547,314 

Industrial 0.54 0.18 4,693,269 $1.45 $6,784,656 

Total $138,045,161 

Cost Allocated to Existing Development & Funded Through Other Sources $11,718,714 
Cost Allocated to Mission Bay, Rincon Hill, and Visitation Valley Development $29,726,106 

Total Cost of Recreation and Park Facilities $179,489,979 

[1] 2.95 represents number ofresidents per single family residential unit. 
[2] $7,845 represents maximum Recreation and Park Fee per equivalent dwelling unit. 

If development takes place as projected in Appendix B, the maximum fee amounts presented in 
Table 5 are expected to finance 77% of the recreation and park facilities on the Needs List. As 
discussed in Section I, the remaining costs have been allocated to existing development and the 
Mission Bay, Rincon Hill, and Visitation Valley areas which are already subject to project 
specific development impact fees. 

6 Factors have been rounded to two decimals 
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VI. SUMMARY OF RECREATION AND PARKS FEE 

Table 6 below summarizes the schedule of maximum justified recreation and park fees based on 
the analysis contained in the Fee Study. These fees will ensure that each new development 
project would fund the same proportionate share of recreation and parks costs. 

TABLE6 

MAXIMUM RECREATION AND PARK FEE SUMMARY 

Administration Land Costs Improvement 
Maximum 

Recreation & 
Land Use Type 

Costs per per Costs per 
Park Fee per 

Unit/Square Unit/Square Unit/Square 
Foot Foot Foot 

Unit/Square 
Foot 

Residential 

Single Family $98 $4,460 $3,287 $7,845 

Senior/Single Room Occupancy $38 $1 ,750 $1,290 $3,078 

Multi-Family (0 to 1 bedrooms) $65 $2,939 $2,166 $5,170 

Multi-Family (2 or more bedrooms) $74 $3,354 $2,472 $5,899 

Non-Residential 

Commercial (Civic, Institutional, Educational) $0.03 $1.28 $0.94 $2.25 

Commercial (Motel/Hotel) $0.02 $0.72 $0.53 $1.26 

Commercial (Medical) $0.03 $1.28 $0.94 $2.25 

Commercial (Office) $0.03 $1.28 $0.94 $2.25 

Commercial (Retail) $0.02 $0.96 $0.71 $1.69 

Industrial $0.02 $0.82 $0.61 $1.45 

Please note that the facilities described in the needs list and the estimated costs herein are 
estimates only based upon current expectation of needs, and actual costs may differ from those 
estimates herein. While the Recreation and Park Fees have been calculated based on only those 
facilities shown on the Needs List, the Recreation and Park Fees may fund other recreation and 
park improvements such as maintenance of other park facilities based on actual future needs. 

K:\CLIENTS2\San Francisco\AB 1600\Park Fee\Fee Study\ParksDIFReport_ l l .doc 
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CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
RECREATION AND PARK FACILITIES FEE CALCULATION 

I. Existing Recreation and Park Facilities EDU Calculation Number of Residents 
Employed within City I 

Number of Number of Employees Number of Employees Number of Employees Adjusted Number of 
Land Use Type Residents/Employees [3J Residing within City [4J (Not Residing within City) (Utilizing Facilities) [SJ Residents/Employees 

Single Family 291,000 (114,083) NA 92,407 269,324 
Senior/Single Room Occupancy 22,400 (224) NA 181 22,357 
Multi-Family (0 to 1 bedrooms) 274,721 (107,701) NA 87,238 254,258 
Multi-Family {2 or more bedrooms) 189 000 (74 095) l'J8 60 017 174 922 
Subtotal 777,121 (296,103) 0 239,843 720,861 

Civic, Institutional. Educational 94,127 (51 ,977) 42,150 17,884 17,884 
Motel/Hotel 18,761 (10,360) 8,401 3,565 3,565 
Medical 36,772 (20,305) 16,466 6,987 6,987 
Office 225,676 (124,618) 101,058 42,878 42,878 
Retail 97,205 (53,676) 43,528 18,469 18,469 
Industrial 63 684 (35166) 28 518 12100 12100 
Subtotal 536,224 (296,103) 240,121 101,883 101 ,883 

Total 1,313,345 NA 240,121 581,569 1,543,605 

II. Inventory of Existing Facilities 
Facility Units 

Facility Type Quantity Facili ty Unit Per 1,000 Residents 

All Park Land [1J 5,875.68 Acres 8.15 
Park Facilities Improvements [2J 

Baseball/Softball Fields 66 Each 0.09 
Multi-use/Soccer Fields 41 Each 0.06 
Tennis 156 Each 0.22 
Outdoor Basketball 82 Each 0.11 

Trails NA[7J Miles NA 

Ill. Future Recreation and Park Facilities EDU Calculation (Including Mission Bay, Rincon Hill and Visitation Valley Areas) 
Number of Residents 

Employed within City I 
Number of Number of Employees Number of Employees Number of Employees Adjusted Number of 

Land Use Type Residents/Employees [3J Residing within City [4J (Not Residing within City) (Utilizing Facilities) [SJ Residents/Employees 

Single Family 1,733 (1,458) NA 1,181 1,456 
Senior/Single Room Occupancy 860 (9) NA 7 858 
Multi-Family (0 to 1 bedrooms) 30,464 (25,623) NA 20,755 25,596 
Multi-Family {2 or more bedrooms} 22 814 (19189) NA 15543 19168 
Subtotal 55,871 (46,278) 0 37,485 47,078 

Civic, Institutional, Educational 4,442 (2,453) 1,989 844 844 
Motel/Hotel 2,347 (1,296) 1,051 446 446 
Medical 3,855 (2,129) 1,726 732 732 
Office 51,122 (28,230) 22,893 9,713 9,713 
Retail 8,297 (4,582) 3,715 1,576 1,576 
Industrial 13 744 17 590) ~ £§11 £§11 
Subtotal 83,807 (46,278) 37,529 15,923 15,923 

Total 139,678 NA 37,529 53,409 63,001 

Number of Units I 
Non-Residential 

Square Feet 

93,520 
22,292 

135,152 
90089 

341 ,053 

19,295,974 
7,279,093 

10,810,895 
90,270,440 
31,494,307 
30186311 

189,337,019 

NA 

Number of Units I 
Non-Residential 

Square Feet 

490 
735 

13,968 

M1l 
24,505 

999,400 
938,640 
867,404 

11 ,502,528 
2,489,072 
4 810 529 

21,607,571 

NA 

Residents per Unit I 
Employees per 

1,000 Non-Residential 
Sauare Feet [6J 

2.88 
1.00 
1.88 

1M 
NA 

0.93 
0.49 
0.65 
0.48 
0.59 
0.40 

NA 

NA 

Residents per Unit I 
Employees per 

1,000 Non-Residential 
Square Feet [6J 

2.97 
1.17 
1.83 
2.06 

NA 

0.84 
0.48 
0.84 
0.84 
0.63 

QM 
NA 

NA 
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EDUs per Unit/ 
1,000 Non-Residential Total Number 

Square Feet of EDUs 

0.98 91,421 
0.34 7,589 
0.64 86,307 
0.66 59 377 

NA 244,694 

0.31 6,071 
0.17 1,210 
0.22 2,372 
0.16 14,555 
0.20 6,269 
0.14 ilQI 

NA 34,584 
-
NA 279,278 

EDUs per Unit I 
1,000 Non-Residential Total 

Square Feet Number of EDUs 

1.01 494 
0.40 291 
0.62 8,688 
0.70 Mm: 

NA 15,981 

0.29 286 
0.16 151 
0.29 249 
0.29 3,297 
0.21 535 
0.18 886 

NA 5,405 

NA 21 ,386 
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APPENDIX A 

CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
RECREATION AND PARK FACILITIES FEE CALCULATION 

IV. Future Recreation and Park Facilities EDU Calculation (Mission Bay Area) 
Number of Residents Residents per Unit I 

Employed within City I Number of Units I Employees per EDUs per Unit I 
Number of Number of Employees Number of Employees Number of Employees Adjusted Number of Non-Residential 1,000 Non-Residential 1,000 Non-Residential Total 

Land Use Type Residents/Employees (3) Residing within City (4) (Not Residing within City) (Utilizing Facilities) (5) Residents/Employees Square Feet Square Feet(S) Square Feet Number of EDUs 

Single Family 0 0 NA 0 0 0 NA NA NA 
Senior/Single Room Occupancy 0 0 NA 0 0 0 NA NA NA 
Multi-Family (0 to 1 bedrooms) 2,227 (2,071) NA 1,677 1,834 1,190 1.54 0.52 622 
Multi-Family (2 or more bedrooms) ~ lLlfill NA Ll.1l! !.m 793 1.54 0.52 415 
Subtotal 3,712 (3,451) 0 2,795 3,056 1,983 NA NA 1,037 

Civic, Institutional, Educational 4,220 (2,330) 1,890 802 802 949,392 0.84 0.29 272 
Motel/Hotel 0 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA 
Medical 5 (3) 2 1 1 1,026 0.84 0.29 0 
Office 9,598 (5,300) 4,298 1,824 1,824 2,159,598 0.84 0.29 619 
Retail 1,026 (567) 459 195 195 307,800 0.63 0.21 66 
Industrial 270 illfil ill ~ ~ 94 539 0.54 0.18 1l 
Subtotal 15,118 (8,348) 6,770 2,872 2,872 3,512,355 NA NA 975 

Total 18,830 NA 6,770 5,668 5,929 NA NA NA 2,012 

V. Future Recreation and Park Facilities EDU Calculation (Rincon Hill Area) 
Number of Residents Residents per Unit I 

Employed within City I Number of Units I Employees per EDUs per Unit/ 
Number of Number of Employees Number of Employees Number of Employees Adjusted Number of Non-Residential 1,000 Non-Residential 1,000 Non-Residential Total 

Land Use Type Residents/Employees (3) Residing within City (4) (Not Residing within City) (Utilizing Facilities) (5) Residents/Employees Square Feet Square Feet (6) Square Feet Number of EDUs 

Single Family 0 0 NA 0 0 0 NA NA NA 
Senior/Single Room Occupancy 0 0 NA 0 0 0 NA NA NA 
Multi-Family (0 to 1 bedrooms) 2,886 (2,683) NA 2,173 2,376 1,860 1.28 0.43 807 
Multi-Family (2 or more bedrooms) ~ (1 789) NA M-12 Ll§1 U1Q 1.28 0.43 538 
Subtotal 4,810 (4,472) 0 3,622 3,960 3,100 NA NA 1,344 

Civic, Institutional, Educational 123 (68) 55 23 23 27,702 0.84 0.29 8 
Motel/Hotel 0 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA 
Medical 2 (1) 1 0 0 342 0.84 0.29 0 
Office 814 (449) 364 155 155 183,100 0.84 0.29 52 
Retail 226 (125) 101 43 43 67,944 0.63 0.21 15 
Industrial I ill. ;)_ 1 1 ~ 0.54 .Qj_§. Q 
Subtotal 1,172 (647) 525 223 223 281,610 NA NA 76 

Total 5,982 NA 525 3,845 4,183 NA NA NA 1,420 
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CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
RECREATION AND PARK FACILITIES FEE CALCULATION 

VI. Future Recreation and Park Facilities EDU Calculation (Visitation Valley Area) 
Number of Residents Residents per Unit I 

Employed within City I Number of Units I Employees per EDUs per Unit/ 
Number of Number of Employees Number of Employees Number of Employees Adjusted Number of Non-Residential 1,000 Non-Residential 1,000 Non-Residential Total 

Land Use Type Residents/Employees [3] Residing within City [4] (Not Residing within City) (Utilizing Facilities) [5] Residents/Employees Square Feet Square Feet [6] Square Feet Number of EDUs 

Single Family 62 (59) NA 48 51 13 3.91 1.33 17 
Senior/Single Room Occupancy 25 0 NA 0 25 14 1.79 0.61 8 
Multi-Family (0 to 1 bedrooms) 497 (472) NA 382 407 112 3.64 1.23 138 
Multi-Famil~ (2 or more bedrooms} 658 l§W NA 506 539 137 3.94 1.34 183 
Subtotal 1,242 (1 ,155) 0 935 1,023 276 NA NA 347 

Civic, Institutional, Educational 10 (5) 4 2 2 2,223 0.84 0.29 1 
Motel/Hotel 0 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA 
Medical 0 0 0 0 0 0 NA NA NA 
Office 48 (27) 22 9 9 10,867 0.84 0.29 3 
Retail 33 (18) 15 6 6 10,032 0.63 0.21 2 
Industrial ~ ml ~ 11 11 20 199 0.54 0.18 1 
Subtotal 149 (82) 67 28 28 43,321 NA NA 10 

Total 1,391 NA 67 964 1,051 NA NA NA 357 

VII. Future Recreation and Park Facilities EDU Calculation (Excluding Mission Bay, Rincon Hill and Visitation Valley Areas) 
Number of Residents Residents per Unit I 

Employed within City t Number of Units I Employees per EDUs per Unit I 
Number of Number of Employees Number of Employees Number of Employees Adjusted Number of Non-Residential 1,000 Non-Residential 1,000 Non-Residential Total 

Land Use Type Residents/Employees [3] Residing within City [4] (Not Residing within City) (Utilizing Facilities) [5] Residents/Employees Square Feet Square Feet (6] Square Feet Number of EDUs 

Single Family 1,671 (1,399) NA 1,133 1,405 477 2.95 1.00 477 
Senior/Single Room Occupancy 835 (9) NA 7 833 721 1.16 0.39 283 
Multi-Family (0 to 1 bedrooms) 24,854 (20,398) NA 16,522 20,978 10,806 1.94 0.66 7,121 
Multi-Famil~ (2 or more bedrooms} 18 747 (15 395) NA 12470 15 822 Lill. 2.22 0.75 ~ 
Subtotal 46,107 (37,200) 0 30,132 39,039 19,146 NA NA 13,252 

Civic, Institutional, Educational 89 (49) 40 17 17 20,083 0.84 0.29 6 
Motel/Hotel 2,347 (1,296) 1,051 446 446 938,640 0.48 0.16 151 
Medical 3,849 (2 ,125) 1,724 731 731 866,036 0.84 0.29 248 
Office 40,662 (22,454) 18,208 7,726 7,726 9,148,963 0.84 0.29 2,622 
Retail 7,011 (3,871) 3,140 1,332 1,332 2,103,296 0.63 0.21 452 
Industrial 13409 (7 405) §.QQ9. ~ ~ 4 693 269 0.54 0.18 865 

67,367 (37,200) 30,167 12,800 12,800 17,770,285 NA NA 4,345 

Total 113,474 NA 30,167 42,932 51 ,839 NA NA NA 17,596 
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VIII. Proposed Inventory and Costs 

Description Quantity 

Park Land [8] 203 
Adjusted Park Land [9] 5.9 
OS & Facility Improvements [1 OJ 242 
Park Facilities Improvements (2] 

Multi-Use Fields 13 
Tennis 11 
Outdoor Basketball 11 

Walkway and Bikewav Trails[111 14.~ 1 

IX. Allocation of Costs to Existing & New Development 

Facility Unit 

Acres 
Acres 
Acres 

Each 
Each 
Each 

APPENDIX A 
CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

RECREATION AND PARK FACILITIES FEE CALCULATION 

Facility Units 
Per 1,000 Residents 

4.32 
0.11 
4.33 

0.23 
0.20 
0.20 

Cost per 
Facility Unit[13, 14] 

$17,424,000 
$17.424,000 

$192,256 

Offsetting Revenues (15] 

NA 
($7,424,000) 

$0 

Facility 
Cost 

NA 
$95,377,600 
$46,475,000 

$1,492,214 $0 $19,396,767 
$196,992 $0 $2, 166,912 
$123,612 $0 $1 ,359,737 

~,,; . .,,.,. n rya ""'"" --~- $669.474 $0 $12,616,072 
$177,394,106 

A. Park Land, Park Land Improvements, Baseball/Softball Fields, Multi-use/Soccer Fields, Tennis, and Outdoor Basketball 
Cost Allocated to New Development 

% of Cost Allocated Facility Cost to 
Facility to Future Development Future Development 

Adjusted Park Land 100.00% $95,377,600 
OS & Facility Improvements 100.00% $46,475,000 
Park Facilities Improvements 

Multi-Use Fields 100.00% $19,396,767 
Tennis 100.00% $2, 166,912 
Outdoor Basketball 100.00% $1 ,359,737 

Total $164,776,036 

B. Walkway and Bikeway Trails 
Cost Allocated to Existing and New Development 

Percentage of 
Trails ED Us Cost Allocated Facility Cost 

Existing 279,278 92.89% $11,716,714 
New Development 21,386 7.11 % $897,356 

Total 300,663 100.00% $12,616,072 

X. Summary Cost Data 
, Cost Allocated to Total Maximum Cost 

Description New Development Future EDUs per EDU 

A. Adjusted Park Land $95,377,600 21,366 $4,460 
OS & Facility Improvements $46,475,000 21,366 $2,173 
Park Facilities Improvements 

Multi-Use Fields $19,396,787 21,366 $907 
Tennis $2,166,912 21,386 $101 
Outdoor Basketball $1,359,737 21,366 $64 

B. Walkway and Bikeway Trails $697,358 21 ,386 $42 
C. Administrative Costs [12] $2,095,671 21,386 $96 

Total $167,771 ,266 NA $7,845 
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CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
RECREATION AND PARK FACILITIES FEE CALCULATION 

XI. Recreation and Parks Facilities Costs per Unit or Non-Res SF (Seperating Amount Allocated to Mission Bay, Rincon Hill and Visitation Valley Areas) 

Land Use Type 

Single Family 
Senior/Single Room Occupancy 
Multi-Family (0 to 1 bedrooms) 
Multi-Family (2 or more bedrooms> 
Subtotal 

Civic, Institutional, Educational 
Motel/Hotel 
Medical 
Office 
Retail 
Industrial 
Subtotal 

Total Financed by Development Impact Fee 
Amount Allocated to Mission Bay Area 
Amount Allocated to Rincon Hill Area 
Amount Allocated to Visitation Valley Area 
Outside Funding Responsibility 

Total Cost of Recreation and Park Facilities 

EDUs per Unit/ 
Cost Per 1,000 Non-Residential 

EDU Square Feet 
--
$7,845 1.00 
$7,845 0.39 
$7,845 0.66 
$7 845 0.75 
$7,845 NA 

$7,845 0.29 
$7,845 0.16 
$7,845 0.29 
$7,845 0.29 
$7,845 0.21 
$7 845 QJJ! 
$7,845 NA 

[1 ] Estimated based on current all Park Lands standard of 7.56 acres per 1,000 residents. 

Administration Land Acquisition 
Costs Per Unit I Costs Per Unit I 
Non-Residential Non-Residential 

Square Foot Square Foot 

$98 $4,460 
$38 $1,750 
$65 $2,939 

ill $3.354 
NA NA 

$0.03 $1.28 
$0.02 $0.72 
$0.03 $1.28 
$0.03 $1.28 
$0.02 $0.96 

~ ~ 
NA NA 

Improvement 
Costs Per Unit I 
Non-Residential 

Square Foot 

$3,287 
$1,290 
$2,166 
$2.472 

NA 

$0.94 
$0.53 
$0.94 
$0.94 
$0.71 

1Q&1 
NA 

[2] Based on existing facility standards and recommended future standards from the San Francisco Recreation & Parks Department August 2004 Recreation Assessment Report. 

[3] Existing Residents per Residential land use class estimated by DTA. Future Residents per Residential land use class and number of of employee figures per Non-Residential land 
use class based on data provided by Brion & Associates and City of San Francisco Planning Department. 
[4] Employees residing within the City based on "Residence County to Workplace County Flows for California" data from the 2000 U.S. Census. We have estimated that 55% of the 
City's employees bolh live and work in the City. 

[5] Based on number of residents employed within City utilizing park facilities and number of total employees within City utilizing park facilities. Assumes that workers have 0.19 of the 
impact of one resident based on the Phoenix Park and Library EDU Factors study prepared by the Hausrath Economics Group. Therefore, residents who live and work in the City 
are counted as 0.81 since 0.19 is charged at their place of employment. 
[6] Residents per Unit and employees per 1,000 Non-Residential square feet based on data dated 4/27/07 provided by Brton & Associates. 
[7] Existing trail system is minimal and accurate data is difficult to obtain. 

[8] Estimated based on maintaining existing all Recreation Park Lands standard of 4.32 acres per 1,000 residents. 
[9] Total acres estimated by the San Francisco Recrealion & Parks Department. 
[10] Based on the construction of new or expansion of existing facilities on approximately 242 acres of park land as provided by the San Francisco Recreation & Parks Department. 
[11] 11 .51 number of miles of lrails and trail costs based on infonmation dated 3/22/07 provided by San Francisco Recreation & Parks Department. In addition, DTA estimated the 
miles of trails for two proposed trail networks equal to 79,200 square feet of trail and 15,840 square feet of trail, assuming the trails are 6 feet wide. Trail costs for the two trails based 
on information dated 10/6/06 provided by San Francisco Recreation & Parks Department. 
[12] Based on annual administralive costs of $110,309 per Full Time Equivalent needed to administer the development impact fee from 2006 to 2025. 

[13] Costs per Acre for Land Acquisition based on $400/square foot as estimated by City and County of San Francisco Department of Real Estate and provided to DTA by the San 
Francisco Recreation & Parks Department. 
[14] All Park Facilities Improvement Costs based on the average cost per square foot of $27.36 provided by San Francisco Recreation & Parks Department. Average facility size 
provided by San Francisco Recreation & Parks Department. Park Open Space and Facility Improvement Costs based on $192,258 per acre estimated by San Francisco Recreation 
& Parks Department. 

[15] Offsetting revenues provided by the San Francisco Recreation & Parks Department. 

K:\CLIENTS2\Sao Francisco\AB 1600\Park Fee\Fee study\(Parks_Model 15.xls]Final_ParksCalc 

Maximum 
Fee Per Unit/ 

Non-Residential 
Square Foot 

$7,845 
$3,078 
$5,170 
$5.899 

NA 

$2.25 
$1.26 
$2.25 
$2.25 
$1.69 

11& 
NA 

Number of Units I 
Non-Residential 

Square Foot 

477 
721 

10,806 

Lill. 
19,146 

20,083 
938,640 
866,036 

9,148,963 
2,103,296 
4 693 269 

17,770,285 

Cost Financed by 
Maximum 

Development Impact Fee 

$3,742,087 
$2,219,232 

$55,864,925 
$42 133 432 

$103,959,675 

$45,160 
$1,187,297 
$1,947,483 

$20,573,576 
$3,547,314 
$6 784 656 

$34,085,485 

$138,045,161 
$15,788,154 
$11 ,139,241 

$2,798,711 
$11,718,714 

$179;489,979 
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APPENDIX C TABLES 
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Data, Citywide Forecast 

Table C-2 Land Use Breakdown Based on SF Planning Department Demographic 
Data, Moody's Mission Bay Area Only 

Table C-3 Land Use Breakdown Based on SF Planning Department Demographic 
Data, Moody's Rincon Hill Area Only 
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The City and County of San Francisco (City) expects to add about 55,900 new residents 
and 83,800 new employees between 2006 and 2025, including development expected at 
Mission Bay, Rincon Hill, and Visitation Valley. A portion of these new residents and 
employees will need child care for their children 0 to 13 years of age. Based on a variety 
of demand factors that are discussed in this chapter, the following findings are made 
concerning the need for and the nexus to establish a citywide child care linkage fee in San 
Francisco. The Department of Children, Youth, and Their Families proposes to expand 
the Child Care Linkage Fee Program to apply to all land uses citywide. This is in 
contrast to the existing child care fee that only applies to office and hotel uses in the 
downtown area. 

This child care nexus analysis estimates the number of children associated with 
residential growth (including residents that work in the City) and employees that work in 
the City but live elsewhere. The need for these children to have licensed child care is 
based on a variety of demand factors that are described in more detail below. In 
summary, 44% of 0 to 13 year old children ofresidents are assumed to need formal child 
care and 5% of the children of non-resident employees are assumed to need child care, 
assuming one child per employee. The analysis does not double-count residents that also 
work in the City. 

The analysis estimates child care demand for three age groups-infants, preschool, and 
school age-based on industry standards of categorizing care. Child care supply 
analyzed in this report includes licensed child care centers, family child care homes, 
school age programs, both licensed and license-exempt, and some private afterschool 
care facilities. 1 

In general, under the proposed child care program, new development would have two 
choices: 1. provide child care space on- or offsite at certain rates that vary by land use; or 
2. pay a linkage fee that would vary by land use. Monies generated by the fee program 
would be used to fund new child care facilities throughout the City. These options are 
currently available in the existing child care fee program. 

To summarize, the following steps and assumptions are used to estimate the nexus for 
establishing the child care linkage fee by land use: 

+ Total population and non-resident employment growth are estimated by land 
use category. 

1 It also includes spaces in the San Francisco Unified School District' s afterschool program spaces and in 
the Recreation and Park Department' s Latchkey program. 
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+ Density assumptions are applied to estimate new dwelling units and square 
feet of non-residential space (i.e., persons per household and square feet per 
employee). 

+ Child care demand factors are applied to this estimate of new population and 
employment growth by land use category to estimate number of total children, 
0 to 13 years old, needing licensed care. 

+ An assumption is made regarding San Francisco's policy target for child care. 
This assumption is that San Francisco plans to fund 100% of the need for new 
licensed child care created by growth in population and employment. This is 
consistent with most other cities' child care fees, including the proposed fee in 
Alameda County and the current fee in Palm Desert. 

+ The State licensing requirements for child care indoor and outdoor space are 
applied to the estimated need for child care spaces by land use. 

+ The total child care space requirements are divided by the amount of 
development expected in each land use category, i.e., units of residential and 
by 1,000 square feet for non-residential. This becomes the child care space 
requirement per land use for indoor and outdoor space. 

+ The average cost per child care space2 is applied to the estimated demand for 
child care spaces by land use to derive total costs by land use. 

+ The total cost of child care by land use is divided by the number of units or 
amount of square footage of new development in each land use category to 
derive the maximum linkage fee rate by land use justified by this nexus study. 

+ An administration fee is added to fund the cost of administering the linkage 
fee program, which is estimated at 5% of total facility costs. The total child 
care facility costs, including administrative costs, is estimated by land use and 
then divided by the amount of development in each land use category to 
estimate the maximum possible linkage fee on a per unit or per square foot 
basis. This is the maximum child care linkage fee that could be charged to 
new development at the issuance of building permits. 

The following items summarize and highlight the results of the child care nexus analysis 
for the City and County of San Francisco.3 

2 See Table 10. 
3 Please note that many figures throughout this document are rounded to the nearest I 00. 
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+ As shown in Table S-1, the City will experience a need for an additional 
3,780 formal child care spaces between 2006 and 2025. About 60% of these 
will come from residential uses or 2,271 spaces and about 40% or 1,509 
spaces from non-residential uses. 

+ On average, the City will need to add about 199 new child care spaces per 
year to address demand from expected new development. These spaces are 
expected to cost an average of about $2.57 million per year to construct (see 
Table S-1). 

+ Table S-2 summarizes the demand for child care spaces as allocated to 
different types of child care and the associated cost for each type of care. As 
shown, child care centers are the most costly type of child care to build with 
an average cost per space of about $27,400. Because the City wants to 
provide a mix of different types of care with varying costs and settings, the 
average cost per space overall would be $12,325, or significantly less than the 
average center-based space. 

+ Table S-3 summarizes the costs of providing child care by land use based on 
the demand factors for each land use, which vary based on resident and 
·employee densities. Residential uses will generate about 60% of the new cost 
of child care or about $29.4 million, and non-residential uses will generate the 
remaining 40% of revenues or $19 .5 million. These revenues will cover the 
total combined costs of $48.9 million needed to provide new child care 
facilities (including administrative costs) to serve child care needs associated 
with new development. 

+ Table S-4 summarizes the child care requirements for residential and non­
residential uses. The requirements are expressed as square feet per dwelling 
unit by type of unit and square feet per 1,000 square feet of non-residential 
building space. The child care requirement would include indoor and outdoor 
space, as shown. 

o Residential uses would fund a range of 12.6 to 19.1 square feet of indoor 
child care space and 8.7 to 13.2 square feet of outdoor space per dwelling 
unit based on the nexus analysis. 

o Non-residential uses would fund an average of 9.3 square feet of indoor 
child care space and 6.4 square feet of outdoor space per 1,000 square feet 
of building space based on the nexus analysis. Actual rates vary by land 
use category. 
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Table S-5 shows the maximum child care linkage fee rates based on this nexus study, 
which include the following: 

o Single Family: 
o Multi-Family, 0 to 1 bedrooms: 
o Multi-Family, 2+ bedrooms: 

$2,272 per unit 
$1,493 per unit 
$1,704 per unit 

o Average, Residential $1,595 per unit or $1. 72 per sqft4 

o Civic, Institutional, Educational: 
o Hotel: 
o Industrial: 
o Medical: 
o Office: 
o Retail: 

$1.29 per square foot 
$0.72 per square foot 
$0.83 per square foot 
$1.29 per square foot 
$1.29 per square foot 
$0.97 per square foot 

These fee rates include 5% for administrative costs. 

+ The City has the option to adopt fee rates that are lower than those included in this 
nexus study. The fee rates discussed in this study reflect the maximum amount of 
fee that could be charged based on nexus requirements for establishing fees. 

Thus, a 100-unit new multi-family (0 to 1 bedrooms) residential project would generate 
about $149,000 in linkage fees to be used to construct new child care or expand existing 
child care facilities. The average residential fee of $1,595 per unit is also estimated at 
$1. 72 per square foot for comparison purposes and is based on the assumption that the 
average size of a new residential unit is 925 square feet. A new 100,000-square foot 
office project would generate about $129,000 in linkage fee revenue. The existing child 
care fee for an office in the downtown district is $1.00 per square foot, and that fee has 
not been increased since its adoption in 1986, although changes have been made to the 
ordinance for administration purposes. The potential maximum child care linkage impact 
fee represents a 29% increase over the prior child care fee for office space, and also 
expands coverage to a full range of non-residential uses located throughout San 
Francisco. 

Policy Options 

Several policy options developed by the Department of Children, Youth, and Their 
Families and the Consultant are included in this nexus study, which would be at the 
discretion of the Board of Supervisors to consider and adopt as part of implementing the 
updated Child Care Linkage Fee. These include: 

4 This is for comparison only and assumes an average sized dwelling unit of925 square feet. The fee 
would be a "per dwelling unit" fee. 
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1. The child care impact fee will address 100% of the needfor projected child 
care demand.from 2006 to 2025. 

2. The child care fee would apply to all land uses citywide. The current child 
care fee applies to office and hotel uses located only in the downtown area. 

3. The provision of child care facilities instead of paying the in-lieu fee is limited 
to non-residential projects that generate demand for at least 14 child care 
spaces (the equivalent of a large family child care home) or a residential 
project that wanted to provide a small family child care home within the 
project, which serves up to 8 children. 

Table S-1 
Child Care Requirement and Costs for Residential and Non-Residential Uses 

From Net New Growth 2006 to 2025 
San Francisco Child Care Linkage Fee Nexus Study 

Required Total Cost of Average per Year 
Child Care S~aces (1) New of Child Care (2) 2006-2025 

Land Use Amount Percent Amount Percent Spaces Funding 

Residential 2,271 60% $29 ,392,103 60% 120 $1,546,953 

Non Residential 1,509 40% $19,522,825 40% 79 $1,027,517 

Totals 3,780 100% $48,914,928 100% 199 $2,574,470 

(1) Based on incremental growth in population and employment as estimated in Tables 1 through 8. 
(2) Costs includes administrative cost of 5%. 

Source: Brion & Associates. 
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Average 

Type of Child Care 
Number of 

Child Care Spaces 
Cost Per Total 

Space (1) Child Care Costs 

1 Build New Centers: Spaces 
2 New Centers in Existing or New Commercial Space 
3 Expand at Existing Centers: Spaces 
4 New Small Family Child Care Homes: Spaces 
5 New Large Family Child Care Home Spaces 
6 Expand FCCH from 8 to 14: Spaces 
7 School Age at Existing Schools 

Average Child Care Cost per Space 

Total Spaces and Costs 
Administrative Costs (5%) 

Total Child Care Costs 

1,070 $27,406 
344 $13,703 
397 $13,703 
756 $500 
378 $1,429 
155 $3,333 
679 $8,333 

$12,325 

3,780 

(1) See Table 10 for detailed estimates of demand by type of facility and cost factors. 
Source: Brion & Associates. 
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$29,335,081 
$4,713,908 
$5,442,160 

$377,963 
$539,947 
$516,741 

$5,659,846 

$46,585,646 
$2,329,282 

$48,914,928 
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Table S-3 
Summary of New Child Care Costs Generated by New Development by Land Use 
San Francisco Child Care Linkage Fee Nexus Study 

Allocated Costs by 
Type of Development Density Assumptions (1) Land Use 

Factor Type 

Residential Uses 
Single-Family 3.50 persons/household . $1,084,959 

Multi-Family, 0 to 1 Bedroom 2.30 persons/household $16,135,758 
Multi-Family, 2 + Bedrooms 2.63 persons/household $12, 171,386 
Total Residential 2.35 persons/household $29,392,103 

Non-Residential Uses 
Civic, Institutional, Education 225 sqft per employee $25,867 
Hotel 400 sqft per employee $680,037 
Industrial/PDR 225 sqft per employee $3,885,985 
Medical 225 sqft per employee $1,115,442 
Office 300 sqft per employee $11 ,783,734 
Retail 350 sqft per employee $2,031.761 
Total Non-Residential $19,522,825 

Total Child Care Costs with Admin. Costs $48,914,928 

(1) Costs are allocated to land uses based on their population and employment densities. 
See Tables 14 and 15. 

Source: Brion & Associates. 
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2% 
33% 
25% 
60% 

0% 
1% 
8% 
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24% 
4% 

40% 
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Table S-4 
Summary of New Child Care Space Requirements by Land Use 
San Francisco Child Care Linkage Fee Nexus Study 

Child Care Reguirements 
Type of Development Indoor Outdoor 

Space Space 

Residential Uses 
Single-Family 19.1 13.2 
Multi-Family, 0 to 1 Bedroom 12.6 8.7 
Multi-Family, 2 +Bedrooms 14.4 9.9 

Non-Residential Uses 
. Civic, Institutional, Education 10.8 7.5 

Hotel 6.1 4.2 
Industrial/PDR 7.0 4.8 
Medical 10.8 7.5 
Office 10.8 7.5 
Retail 8.1 5.6 

Average Non-Residential (1) 9.3 6.4 
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sqft per dwelling unit 
sqft per dwelling unit 
sqft per dwelling unit 

sqft per 1,000 sqft of gross building space 
sqft per 1,000 sqft of gross building space 
sqft per 1,000 sqft of gross building space 
sq ft per 1,000 sq ft of gross building space 
sqft per 1,000 sqft of gross building space 
sqft per 1,000 sqft of gross building space 

sqft per 1,000 sqft of gross building space 

Note: Child Care demand by land use is based on population and employment densities 
and other child care demand factors. 

( 1) The average would apply to uses that do not fit in the above land use categories. 

Source: Brion & Associates. 
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Summary of Maximum New Child Care Linkage Fees by Type of Development 
San Francisco Child Care Linkage Fee Nexus Study 

Type of Development 

Residential Linkage Fee (1) 

Single-Family 
Multi-Family, 0 to 1 Bedroom 
Multi-Family, 2 +Bedrooms 
Average, All Units 
Average Per Sqft of Residential Space 

Non-Residential Linkage Fee (1) 

Civic, Institutional, Education 
Hotel 
Industrial/PDR 
Medical 
Office 
Retail 

Average Non-Residential (2) 

Maximum Potential 

Child Care 
Linkage Fee 

$2,272 per dwelling unit 
$1,493 per dwelling unit 
$1, 704 per dwelling unit 
$1,595 per dwelling unit 

$1.72 (3) 

$1 .29 per sqft of gross building space 
$0. 72 per sq ft of gross building space 
$0.83 per sqft of gross building space 
$1.29 per sqft of gross building space 
$1.29 per sqft of gross building space 
$0.97 per sqft of gross building space 

$1.06 per sqft of gross building space 

Note: Costs are allocated to land uses based on their population and employment densities. 
While the non-residential requirement is p er I , 000 sqft, the fee is $per sqft of space. 
( 1) Residential fees are by unit type; non-residential fees are per square foot. 
(2) The average would apply to uses that do not fit in the above categories. 
(3) Assumes the average size unit is 925 sqft per dwelling unit. 
Source: Brion & Associates. 
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1. Introduction and Purpose of Study 

The City and County of San Francisco (City) currently has a child care inclusionary 
zoning ordinance with a linkage fee option, which was adopted in 1986. The child care 
program applies to office and hotel uses only in the downtown district at $1.00 per square 
foot for projects with a net addition of 50,000 square feet of gross building space or more. 
The goal of the program is to "foster the expansion of and ease access to child care 
facilities affordable to households of low or moderate income."5 

The child care requirement was originally adopted in 1986, prior to the adoption of 
AB1600 in 1987, which is now commonly called The Mitigation Fee Act (Government 
Code 66000). This Act generally requires that a nexus be established for a public entity 
to adopt a development impact fee. While it is the City' s position that a nexus analysis is 
not needed for the Child Care Linkage Fee Program, the City does want to ensure that the 
fee is fair and equitable and meets the principles of nexus. The City's child care 
ordinance was last updated and revised in 2003.6 

The requirements of the existing zoning ordinance can be summarized as follows: 

+ Overall, the child care requirement is for a minimum of 3,000 square feet of 
child care facility space onsite. 

+ For hotel or office projects less than 300,000 square feet, a 2,000 square foot 
child care facility is required onsite. 

+ The child care facility must be a licensed facility. 

+ The formula for determining the amount of child care space is: 

net addition gross square feet of hotel/office space x .01 =square feet of child 
care space facility required or the minimums listed above. 

+ A project sponsor or group of project sponsors within 0.5 miles of each other 
may elect to provide a child care facility at the above rates offsite, within 1.0 
miles of the project(s) to meet the requirement. 

+ The child care facility must be provided for the life of the development project 
for which the facility is required or as long as there is demonstrated demand. 

+ The child care facility must be reasonably accessible to public transportation 
or transportation provided by the project sponsors. 

5 See Section 314.4.(a)(l) Imposition of Child Care Requirement, page 42, dated April , 9, 2003. 
6 This update included changes to the Transit Impact, Housing, Child Care, Park, and Inclusionary Housing 
Fees to transfer the collection and enforcement of the said fees to the City Treasurer' s Office. 
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+ In all cases above, proof must be provided that the child care facility is leased 
to a non-profit child care provider without charge for rent, utilities, property 
taxes, building services, repairs, or any other charges of any nature for a 
minimum of three years. 

+ The project sponsor may elect to pay an in-lieu fee at the following rate: 

net addition of gross hotel/office space x $1. 00 =total in-lieu fee requirement. 

+ Payment of the in-lieu fee is made to the City Treasurer, and the Treasurer 
prepares a certification which the project sponsor submits to the Planning 
Department as proof of child care mitigation prior to the issuance of the 
project's building permit. 

+ A project sponsor may elect to provide a combination of child care space and 
an in-lieu fee, singly or in conjunction with other project sponsors. 

+ A project sponsor may enter into an agreement with a nonprofit child care 
provider to provide a child care facility within the city to meet the conditions 
of the requirement; the agreement must be for a period of 20 years, with the 
first three years being made available free of rent, utilities, property taxes, 
building services, repairs or other charges. To facilitate this agreement, the 
project sponsor may pay to the nonprofit an amount equal to or in excess of 
the sum of the jp-lieu fee due for the development project. 

Since 1986, the City has collected approximately $4.8 million in child care in-lieu fees. 
Over this period, no revenue was collected during seven of the years. The average annual 
amount of revenue collected in the last 20 years was $241,000 per year. During the years 
when revenue was generated, the largest amount of revenue collected in one year was 
$1.01 million in Fiscal Year 1990/91 and the lowest amount collected was about $26,000 
in Fiscal Year 1992/93. Given that the existing fee only applies to downtown office and 
hotel development, much of the new development in the City over the last 20 years has 
not paid child care impact fees. 
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This section describes the findings which establish the nexus between the need for the 
Child Care Linkage Fee, the maximum amount of the fee, the need for the facilities to be 
funded with the fee, and new development. The City's current position is that the present 
Child Care Linkage Program, including the in-lieu fee provision offered as an alternative 
to providing child care on- or off site, is not subject to the requirements of the Mitigation 
Fee Act or Government Code Section 66000. The City does not expect to alter its 
position on this matter. However, because the City agreed to sponsor a supporting nexus 
analysis as part of the citywide fee study effort, and because there is interest in 
determining whether the Inclusionary Program can be supported by a nexus type analysis 
as an additional support measure, the City has contracted for the preparation of a nexus 
analysis at this time. The nexus findings include: 

1. The purpose of the fee and related description of the child care facilities for 
which the revenue will be used; 

2. The specific use of the child care fee; 

3. The reasonable relationship between the child care facility to be funded and 
the type of development to be charged the fee; 

4. The need for the child care facility and the type of development; and 

5. The reasonable relationship between the amount of the child care fee and the 
proportionality of the cost specifically attributable to new and existing 
development. 

Each of these findings is addressed below. 

Purpose of the Child Care Linkage Fee 

The purpose of the Child Care Linkage Fee is to fund required capital improvements to 
create new child care facilities or new spaces at existing child care facilities. These 
facilities will be available to serve all new residents and employees that require child care 
in San Francisco. 

Use of the Child Care Linkage Fee 

The Child Care Linkage Fee revenue will be used by the City and County of San 
Francisco to construct new child care facilities or provide funding for the expansion of 
existing child care facilities in the City. This study identifies seven potential options for 
creating new child care spaces and the fee revenue that will be used to fund these options 
in the City over the next 19 years, including: 
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1. Build new centers (free standing); 
2. Build new centers in existing or new commercial space; 
3. Expand existing centers; 
4. Assist new small Family Child Care Homes; 
5. Assist new large Family Child Care Homes; 
6. Expand Family Child Care Homes from 8 to 14 spaces; and 
7. Support school age care at existing schools or community facilities. 

The Child Care Linkage Fee revenue will be combined with other City revenues and 
private funding to fund new child care facilities. A series of grants and loans will be used 
to allocate funding to child care providers, as is the City's practice with the current child 
care fee program. 

Relationship of the Child Care Linkage Fee to New Development 

New child care facilities are required to serve existing development as well as new 
development. The demand for new child care spaces is based on current projections of 
child care need prepared as part of this nexus study. The demand for child care from new 
development uses the same assumptions that have been used for existing development 
and is based on the methodology discussed at the beginning of this chapter and other 
research conducted for this study. The fee revenue will be used to fund new 
development's fair share of required child care facilities and/or new spaces at existing 
facilities. For development projects which require more than 14 spaces, the developer 
would have the option of providing the facility on- or off site or paying the linkage fee. 
The City's current child care fee allows for either providing child care space or paying an 
in-lieu linkage fee. 

Need for the Child Care Linkage Fee 

Each new residential or commercial project that is developed in the City and County of 
San Francisco will generate new residents and non-resident employees. Current data on 
the supply of child care in the City shows that approximately two-thirds (or 64%) of the 
children needing licensed care have an available space. New development will add to 
this unmet demand for child care and aggravate the existing shortage of child care. The 
Child Care Linkage Fee will provide or fund new development's share of required child 
care facilities and spaces over the next 19 years. The linkage fee, however, will not be 
used to address existing deficiencies. 

Prepared by Brion & Associates V-4 



Proportionality of the Child Care Linkage Fee 

Final Chila ~are Linkage Fee Nexus Study 
City and County of San Francisco 

May JO, 2007 

This analysis assumes that the City and County of San Francisco will fund 100% of the 
total potential demand for child care in the City arising from new development through 
the Child Care Linkage Fee program. New development is being assessed fees only for 
their proportional share of the cost of providing new child care facilities and spaces in the 
City, assuming the same cost and demand factors that are applied to existing 
development. The child care linkage fee program addresses the impact of new 
development and not existing development. This study presents the maximum amount of 
fees by land use that could be charged to new development based on its impacts. 
However, the City can choose to adopt a fee rate that is less than the amounts discussed 
in this study. 
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3. Summary of Study Approach 

This study estimates the clirrent number of children ages 0 to 13 years old who require 
child care and the future demand for child care from new development, both residential 
and non-residential, through 2025. 

+ Children are analyzed in three age groups: 

1. Birth to 24 months old, or Infants 
2. 2 to 5 years old, or Preschool 
3. 6 to 13 years old or School Age 

+ Several types of child care spaces and providers are discussed: 

o Small Family Child Care Home that serves up to 8 children and can 
serve all age groups with limits on number of spaces per age group; 

o Large Family Child Care Home that serves up to 14 children and can 
serve all age groups with limits on number of spaces per age group; 

o Child Care Center that can serve all age groups, depending on its 
license(s); infants require a separate license from other age groups; and 

o School Age, which typically just serve school age children but may also 
serve preschool-age children 

+ Children as a percent of total population is a key factor in the child care 
demand analysis. These rates are taken from the California Department of 
Finance's P-3 Report, which forecasts population by age. The following 
represents a summary of the rates assumed in the analysis: 

Year Infants Preschool School Age Total, 0 to 13 
2006 2.3% 4.1% 6.1% 12.5% 
2006-2025 1 1.5% 3.3% 7.2% 12.1% 

+ While the overall rate does not change very much during the analysis period, 
the rate by age group does change significantly. In particular, infants and 
preschool-age children decrease, and school age children increase. 

7 These rate; are the average by age over the time period (to 2025). 
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+ All child care spaces analyzed in this report are either licensed or license­
exempt8 child care and spaces provided by the City's Latchkey program run 
by the Recreation and Park Department. The City's Recreation and Park 
Department's program is also not considered formally license-exempt but is a 
main source of school age care in the City. Private school afterschool spaces 
are not included in the supply data, because it is not possible to determine if 
they are already counted in other license or license exempt supply data. 

+ This analysis estimates that 37% of infants with working parents need 
licensed child care,9 and 66% of school age children with working parents10 

require licensed child care. For preschool, a total of 100% of all preschool­
age children with working parents are assumed to need a licensed preschool 
space. 

+ In addition to residents, this study also estimates that 5% of non-resident 
employees in San Francisco need licensed care, and each of these employees 
generates one child needing a licensed child care space on average. This 
factor is based on data derived from child care nexus studies from South San 
Francisco and Santa Monica. 11 

+ The Department of Children, Youth, and Their Families proposes that the 
child care inclusionary requirement and linkage fee will apply citywide to all 
new development-and redevelopment where building space increases 
overall-and will apply to all land uses, residential and non-residential, 
including: 

o Single Family 
o Multi-Family, Units with 0 to 1 bedroom 
o Multi-Family, Units with 2 or more bedrooms 
o Civic, Institutional, Educational 
o Hotel 
o Industrial 

8 License-exempt spaces are child care providers that are generally associated with a public agency such as 
a unified school district; typically only school age care is license-exempt. This is a different status than 
unlicensed care. The local Child Care Resource & Referral Agency collects some data on license-exempt 
providers, but these providers are not required to register with the State. This analysis uses data collected 
by the Low Income Investment Fund (LIIF) on license-exempt providers, and from City's Recreation and 
Park Department's Latchkey program. 

-
9 Based on a study prepared for Santa Clara County, which surveyed 1,400 working families. Also see 
Appendix A for more information. 
10 Based on local San Francisco surveys and other child care studies. See Appendix A for more 
information. 
11 Information on South San Francisco is from "South San Francisco Child Care Facility Impact Free 
Study" by Brion & Associates, 2002. For the City of Santa Monica, see "Child Care Linkage Program," 
prepared for the City of Santa Monica by Keyser Marston Associates, Inc., November 2005. 
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For this analysis, single resident occupancy (SRO) units and senior units are 
not assumed to generate any children by definition and are thus not included 
in the fee calculations.12 

+ The Consultant and the Department of Children, Youth, and Their Families 
suggest that a new non-residential project would have to generate the need for 
at least 14 child care spaces in order to provide child care space to meet its 
impact or for a residential project, a unit could be set aside for a small family 
child care home, serving up to 8 children. It is suggested that any project with 
an impact lower than 14 spaces would pay the linkage fee with the exception 
of the residential project that prefers to provide a unit onsite for a small family 
child care home. It is further suggested that projects with an impact of over 
14 spaces could choose either option, i.e., pay the fee or build the space, 
onsite or offsite, consistent with the current child care fee ordinance. It also 
suggested that residential projects could have the option, at the City's 
discretion, of setting aside units that could be designated for family child care 
home units, either small or large, as a means of meeting the requirements of 
the child care ordinance. The rationale for 14 spaces is that this represents the 
size of a large family child care home. 

+ For indoor child care space requirements, a factor of 109 square feet of gross 
building space per child is required based on the average of 13 recent San 
Francisco child care projects partially funded through the City's existing Child 
Care Facilities Fund. This factor includes the 35 square feet of play space per 
child based on State licensing requirements combined with additional 
ancillary space, such as kitchens, halls, bathrooms, storage, and lobbies. For 
outdoor space requirements, a total of 75 square feet of outdoor space per 
child is required based on State licensing requirements. 

12 It is recognized that some single resident occupancy units do house children, but the intent of this type of 
housing is not family housing, and, thus, they are excluded; senior housing generally has age restrictions 
that exclude children. 
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4. Existing and Projected Demographics 

Table 1 shows current (2006) and future (2025) data on population, households/housing 
units, and employment for San Francisco. The forecast and land use data are based on a 
recent forecast by Moody's "Economy.com" and adjusted by Brion & Associates, and 
other land use information and data from the City and County of San Francisco Planning 
Department. (For further information, refer to the separate section of the consolidated 
report for the Citywide Development Impact Fee Study: "City Growth Forecast and 
Demographic Data.") There are an estimated 777,000 residents and 536,000 jobs as of 
2006. Future population is estimated at about 833,000 residents and 620,000 jobs by 
2025. 

Total new development expected to occur from 2006 to 2025 would include the 
following: 

+ 55,871 new residents; 
• 24,505 new dwelling units; and 
• 83,807 new employees. 

Given that Mission Bay, Rincon Hill, and Visitation Valley, unlike other areas of the 
City, are already subject to project specific development impact fees and are therefore 
excluded from the development assumed to be subject to any of the new fees analyzed in 
this report, as shown in Table 1. 

Net new development without Mission Bay, Rincon Hill, and Visitation Valley from 
2006 to 2025 that would be subject to the child care fee includes: 

+ 46, 108-ne-w residents; 
• 19,146 new dwelling units; and 
• 67,367 new employees. 

Table 2 presents the number of children in San Francisco based on 2000 U.S. Census 
data. The percentage of children by age group is based on the .breakdown of children by 
age group from the Census and divided by the total population. Overall, children 0 to 13 
years old comprise 11.3% of the population as of 2000. This table also shows the labor 
force participation rates of parents with children for each age group as of2000. In 
calculating these rates, we count households with children in which there are two 
working parents or a single working parent. The Census breaks this down for households 
with children under the age of 6 and children ages 6 and over. On average, 57.6% of 
children under the age of 6 have working parents, and 63.2% of children ages 6 and over 
have working parents in San Francisco. 

For this analysis, the number of children by age for children 0 to 13 years old is estimated 
based on percentages from the California Department of Finance P-3 Report for the City 
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and County of San Francisco. Table 3 first applies the percent of children by age group 
to the total 2006 population estimate of 760,673 (excluding Mission Bay, Rincon Hill, 
and Visitation Valley13

). This 2006 population estimate is based on data from the City's 
Planning Department and the forecast prepared for the Citywide Development Impact 
Fee Project and has been adjusted to be in-line with the employment estimates which are 
from Moody's "Economy.com." Next, the percent of total estimated employed residents 
in the City and residents who work outside the City (based on 2000 Census data) is 
applied to the 2006 population estimate to determine the number of children who might 
need care outside of San Francisco and those that require care in San Francisco. The 
"Net Residents" or those residents who are presumed to require care for their children in 
San Francisco is approximately 753,500. Based on this methodology, which discounts 
the population of those needing care outside of the City, it is estimated that there are 
approximately 88,000 children between the ages of 0 and 13 in San Francisco as of 2006. 

13 The number of children for Mission Bay, Rincon Hill, and Visitation Valley is included for information 
purposes in Appendix B, Table F. 
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Table 1 
Projected Growth in San Francisco from 2006-2025 
San Francisco Child Care Linkage Fee Nexus Study 

Existing 
Conditions 

Item 2006 

Total PoQulation (I) 777,121 
Visitation Valley 11,501 
Mission Bay 2,1 12 
Rincon Hill 2,835 
Subtotal 16,448 

Total w/out MB/RHNV (2) 760,673 

Total Housing Units (1) 341,052 
Visitation Valley 3,100 
Mission Bay 1,200 
Rincon Hill 1,500 
Subtotal 5,800 

Total w/out MB/RHNV (2) 335,252 

Total Emnlol'.ment ( 1) 536,224 
Visitation Valley 1,268 
Mission Bay 8,901 
Rincon Hi ll 17,811 
Subtotal 27,981 

Total w/out MB/RHNV (2) 508,243 

Projected Growth 
2006-2025 

Amount Avg. Annual 
(3) Growth Rate 

55,871 0.37% 
1,242 0.54% 
3,711 5.48% 
4,810 5.36% 
9,763 

46,1081 0.31% 

24,505 0.37% 
276 0.45% 

1,983 5.27% 
3,100 6.08% 
5,359 

19,1461 0.29% 

83,807 0.77% 
149 0.59% 

15,118 5.36% 
1,!72 0.34% 

16,440 

67,3671 0.66% 

(1) Employment Projections are from Moody's Economy.com for 2006 to 2025 by industry sector. 

Incremental 
Average 

Persons per 
Household 

2.28 
4.51 
l.87 
1.55 

2.27 

Residential (population and household) projections are adjusted to be in line with the employment projections by 

Total 
At 

2025 

832,992 
12,743 
5,823 
7,645 

26,211 

806,781 

365,557 
3,376 
3,183 
4,600 

11,159 

354,399 

620,031 
1,417 

24,020 
18,983 
44,420 

575,6ll 

Economy.com; base data are from the San Francisco Planning Department (October, 2006) based on the Land Use Allocation Study - 2002. 

(2) Mission Bay, Rincon Hill and Visitation Valley/Executive Park have separate agreements in tenns offees and have requirements 

to meet their child care impacts through project mitigation and are excluded from the fee analysis. 

(3) The amount of growth shown in boxes would be subject to the Child Care Requirement and Linkage Fee, after 

additional adjustments in subsequent tables. 

Sources: Moody's Economy.com; San Francisco Department of City Planning; David Taussig & Associates, Inc.; Brion & Associates. 
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Project Area 
Percent 
Buildout 

na 
90% 
65% 

100% 

na 

na 
91% 
65% 

100% 

na 

na 
100% 
100% 
100% 

na 
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Table 2 
Children as Percent of Total Population in 2000 and 
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Labor Force Participation Rates for Parents with Children Under 6 and 6-17 Years in 2000 
San Francisco Child Care Linkage Fee Nexus Study 

Population by Age as of2000 
0 to 24 Mos. 2 to 5 6 to 9 10 to 13 Total 0-13 

2000 
Total 

2000 Census Data Years Years Years Years Years Population 

San Francisco Population 13,001 24,267 25,140 25,501 87,909 776,733 

Percentage of Total Population 1.7% 3.1% 3.2% 3.3% 11.3% 

Labor Force Participation Rates (I) 57.6% 57.6% 63.2% 63.2% 

(1) Labor Force Participation Rates are calculated for children with two working parents or a working single parent. 
LFPRs are calculated for children under age 6 and for children ages 6 to 17. 

Sources: Census 2000; Brion & Associates. 
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Table 3 
Number of Children and Total Population of San Francisco for 2006 and 2006 to 2025 
San Francisco Child Care Linkage Fee Nexus Study 

Population by Age (1) 
San Francisco 2to5 6to13 Total Population 

All Ages 
0 to24 Mos. 

(infants) (preschool) (school age) 

Children as of 2006 (w/out MB, RH, VV) 
Children as % of Population by Age Group ( 1) 
Total Population at 2006 (2) 

Total Estimated Employed Residents in City 
SF Employed Residents Working 

Outside SF (5) 
Those Needing Child Care Outside SF (5) 
Net Residents 

Estimated Children at 2006 (5) 

New Children 2006-2025 (w/out MB, RH, VV) 
Children as% of Population by Age Group (6) 

Net New Population 
Senior and SRO Population 
Net Population with Children 
Estimated Children of New Residents 
New Employed Residents (7) 
New Employed Residents Working Outside SF 
Those Needing Child Care Outside SF (5) 
Net New Residents Possibly Needing Care 

Net New Children 2006 to 2025 

Total Children at 2025 (w/ MB, RH, yYl (8) 
Total Population 
Senior and SRO Population 
Net Population with Children 
Children as Percent of Total Population at 2025 
Estimated Children ofNew Residents 
New Employed Residents 
New Employed Residents Working Outside SF 
Those Needing Child Care Outside SF (5) 
Total Residents Possibly Needing Care 

Total Children 2025 

41% 

23% 
5% 

50% 
23% 

5% 

50% 
23% 

5% 

760,673 
315,351 (3) 

72,739 
7,214 (4) 

753,459 

46,108 
1,081 

45,027 

22,432 
5,174 

259 
.-------~ 

44,768 I 

832,992 
24,990 

808,003 

402,546 
92,852 
4,643 

803,360 I 1.----~--. 

(I) Based on the percent of children by age group for San Francisco from DOF P-3 Report 

2.3% 
17,261 

3,607 

13,654 I 

1.5% 

696 

129 

566 I 

1.2% 
9,480 

2,321 

7,158 I 

and applied to DCP's estimate of existing population as of2006 (See Appendix Table D). 

4.1% 
31 ,182 

3,607 

27,575 I 

3.3% 

1,505 

129 

1,375 I 

2.3% 
18,666 

2,321 

16,345 I 

(2) Excludes Mission Bay, Rincon Hill and Visitation Valley areas as they have special agreements regarding child care. 
(3) Based on Employed Residents as percent of total population as of2000 Census and this rate times 2006 Population estimate. 
(4) Based on non-resident employee demand for child care in SF. See Table 6. 
(5) Based on Journey to Work data - see Table 5 and Table 6. 
(6) Based on total population as estimated times the average percentage of children per age group from above. 
(7) Based on forecasts ofEmployed Residents at 2025 by ABAG. 

6.1% 
46,569 

46,569 I 

7.2% 

3,244 

3,244 I 

5.8% 
47,102 

47,102 I 

Total 0-13 

12.5% 
95,012 

87,798 I 

12.1% 

5,445 

259 

S,186 I 

9.3% 
75,248 

4,643 

10,6os I 

(8) Note that the analysis for 2025 is based total population at 2025 and includes Mission Bay, Rincon Hill and Visitation Valley to provide an estimate 
of total demand for child care; these figures are not used in the impact fee calculations but rather for information of total future conditions. 

Sources: California Department of Finance; SF City Planning Department; Brion & Associates. 
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Table 3 also estimates the number of children expected in San Francisco between 2006 
and 2025, based on the changes in the percent population that are children, 0 to 13, 
through 2025. Not including the Single Resident Occupancy population and excluding 
children assumed to need care outside of San Francisco, it is estimated that there will be 
5,186 additional children associated with new development from 2006 to 2025. Using 
the same methodology, and as shown at the bottom of Table 3, the number of total 
children at 2025 is expected to total approximately 70,605. 

Overall, children 0 to 13 in the City as a percent of total population will decline from 
12.5% to 9.3% by 2025. This trend is forecast by the California Department of Finance 
based on changes in demographics, such as the age women have children and the number 
of children they have. The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) forecasts a 
reduction of 16,000 in children 0 to 5 for the nine-county region. 14 Almost all counties 
are forecast to have a net reduction in children ages 0 to 14 by 2025. For instance; Marin 
County is forecast to lose about 3,200 children 0 to 14, Santa Clara County will lose 
about 3,900 children 0 to 5, San Mateo County will lose about 4,500 children 0 to 14, 
Alameda County will lose about 1,500 children 0 to 14, and Contra Costa County will 
lose 9,800 children 5 to 14. Only Solano and Napa Counties are expected to add children 
overall from 2005 to 2025. 

Even though the City will lose children overall, new development will generate new 
children, albeit at lower rates than currently, and generate new demand for child care. 
After accounting for the child care spaces planned to be funded through the proposed fee 
program, there will still be an unmet demand for child care as discussed further in this 
study (see Table 9). 

14 See ABAG Projections 2005, population by age and county. 
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5. Existing Child Care Demand and Supply 

Current Child Care Supply 

Table 4 presents the current supply of child care in San Francisco. This data are 
summarized by type of facility and number of spaces by age group and was provided by 
the San Francisco Department of Children, Youth, and Their Families and the 
Department of Human Services. These data are consistent with the supply data being 
used for preparation of the City's updated Child Care Needs Assessment. 

Overall, there are approximately 31,800 child care spaces at a total of 1,012 child care 
facilities. These facilities do not include the private afterschool programs for school age 
children. The breakdown of facilities and spaces is (see Table 4): 

+ 303 child care centers with 18,161 spaces; 
+ 562 small family child care homes with 4,430 spaces; 
+ 147 large family child care homes with 1,956 spaces; and 
+ 7 ,295 school age spaces through the San Francisco Unified School District 

and the City's Recreation and Park Department's Latchkey programs. 

Spaces at child care centers make up over half of all spaces (57%), with small and large 
family child care homes making up about 20% and school age license-exempt care 
making up the remaining 23%. The amount and distribution of existing supply includes: 

+ Infant spaces, at 2,646 or 8% of total; 
+ Preschool spaces, at 14,410 or 45% of total; and 
+ School age spaces, at 14,789 or 46% of total. 

Non-Resident Employees 

Table 5 uses Journey-to-Work data from the 2000 U.S. Census to determine the number 
of residents who both live and work in San Francisco and the number of residents who 
work outside of San Francisco. This is the total count of employed residents who live in 
San Francisco. Table 5 also shows the total estimated number of employees in San 
Francisco. Based on these numbers, it is estimated that 55.2% of employees live and 
work in the City, and 44.8% of employees who work in San Francisco live elsewhere. 

For 2006, it is estimated that there are 508,243 jobs in the City, excluding those in 
Mission Bay, Rincon Hill, and Visitation Valley. Of these jobs, 22 7, 616 are held by 
individuals that reside outside of the City or 44.8%. Based on employment projections 
(see Table 1) and the estimated percentage of employees who live outside of the City, it 
is estimated that of the total 575,611 jobs in 2025, the number of jobs held by individuals 
who do not live in the City will total 257,787. These estimates are used in Tables 6 
through 8 to calculate the estimated number of children of non-resident employees that 

Prepared by Brion & Associates V-15 



Fina/Child Care Linkage Fee Nexus Study 
City and County of San Francisco 

May30, 2007 

need licensed child care in San Francisco. Overall, there will be an increase in jobs held 
by individuals that do not live in the City, or non-resident employees of about 30, 170 
through 2025. 

In 2006, there are an estimated 227,600 employees who work in the City and live 
elsewhere. For this analysis, we estimate child care demand for non-resident employees 
who work in San Francisco. Employees who work and live in San Francisco are counted 
under population demand estimates below. It is estimated that 5% of these employees in 
San Francisco have children requiring licensed-based care in the City. This percentage is 
based on the South San Francisco child care fee nexus study and surveys of corporate 
employees as well as the recent Santa Monica child care nexus fee study .15 Of those 
needing licensed care, the analysis also assumes one child per employee ages 0 to 5. 
Based on this data, approximately 11,381 children, whose parents work in San Francisco 
but reside elsewhere, require child care in San Francisco in 2006. By 2025, this number 
will increase by approximately 1,509 to a total of 12,889 children needing spaces. 

Existing Child Care Demand and Supply Comparison 

Current child care demand, as well as the current supply of child care in San Francisco, is 
summarized in this section. Table 7 calculates the existing demand for child care based 
on the estimated number of children in 2006 and applying demand factors, including 
labor force participation rates of parents, and estimates of the need for licensed care by 
age group. This is calculated by taking the estimated number of children by age group 
and multiplying it by the labor force participation rates by age. The product of these 
numbers is considered the number of infant, preschool, and school age children with 
working parents who need some type of child care. 

The percent of children requiring licensed care is then calculated by applying percentages 
based on a review of several child care studies, including child care impact fee studies 
(see Appendix A). For this study, we assume that, for residents, 37% of infants, 100% of 
preschool, and 66% of school age children with working parents require licensed care. 

For non-resident employee child care demand, which is from 0 to 5 years old, we 
estimate that 25% of that demand is for infants, and 75% is for preschool-age children. It 
is assumed that school age children of non-resident employees receive care near their 
places of residence or near or at their neighborhood schools and not in San Francisco. 

15 Information on South San Francisco is fro~ "South San Francisco Child Care Facility Impact Free 
Study" by Brion & Associates, 2002. For the City of Santa Monica, see "Child Care Linkage Program," 
prepared for the City of Santa Monica by Keyser Marston Associates, Inc., November 2005. 
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Table 4 
Child Care Supply Data for San Francisco as of June 2006 
San Francisco Child Care Linkage Fee Nexus Study 

Number of Child Care Spaces by Age 

Type of Child Care Facility 

Child Care Center 
Percent Distribution 

Sm. Family Child Care Home 
Percent Distribution 

Lg. Family Child Care Home 
Percent Distribution 

School Age Care (2) 

(1) 

(1) 

SFUSD Programs (Excel/SF Team) 
Rec & Park LatchK.ey 

Total School Age 
·Percent Distribution 

Total, All Facilities 
Percent Distribution 

Number of 
Facilities -
Providers 

303 

562 

147 

na 
na 

1,012 

Birth to 24 
Mos. or 
Infant 

1,080 
6% 

1,124 
25% 

441 
23% 

2,646 
8% 

2 to 5 or 
Preschool 

11,248 
62% 

2,182 
49% 

978 
50% 

14,410 
45% 

6 to 13 or 
School 

Age 

5,833 
32% 

1,124 
25% 

537 
27% 

6,895 
400 

7,295 
100% 

14,789 
46% 

Total 
Spaces, 
0 to 13 

18, 161 
100% 

4,430 
100% 

1,956 
100% 

7,295 
100% 

31,842 
100% 

( 1) Distribution of these spaces is based on licensing restrictions by age; actual spaces by age may vary from these estimates. 
The ages served by FCCHs are not reported to the local Resource and Referral Agency. 

Percent 
Distribution 
of Spaces by 

Type 

57.0% 

13.9% 

6.1% 

22.9% 

100.0% 

(2) From Department of Children, Youth and Their Families (October 2006); excludes some unlicensed community based organizations 
such as Boys & Girls Clubs and other non licensed or licensed exempt care due to inability to verify total capacity at these programs. 
Excel/SF Team data is from the San Francisco Unified School District School Health Program Data, 2005-2006. Rec & Park LatchK.ey 
Data is from the San Francisco Rec and Park Staff Survey in 2005. 

Sources: SF Department of Children, Youth and Their Families; and Brion & Associates. 

~ 
[ 
g 

\J ::::.:. 
- . i:::i... 
~, 
l:l · t:. ;:s .... 
i:::i... (1) 

6J~ 
§ o% 
~(1) 
~ '?j 

(1) 

~~(1) 
.s:::i ;:s ~ 
'<: "li ~ 
w .... :::: 
_c:i § "' 
~(°') ~ 
c:i c;;· :::: 
~8~ 



Final Child Care Linkage Fee Nexus Study 
City and County of San Francisco 

May30, 2007 

Table 5 
Journey to Work Data and Employees Living Elsewhere but Working in 

San Francisco by Year 
San Francisco Child Care Linkage Fee Nexus Study 

San Francisco Amount 

Employed Residents that Live & Work in San Francisco in 2000 (I) 
Employed Residents that Work Outside San Francisco in 2000 (I) 
Total# of Employed Residents in 2000 (I) 

Estimated Total Employees in City as of2000 Census 

Percent of Employees that Live and Work in City in 2000 
Percent of Employees that Live Elsewhere and Work in the City in 2000 

Estimated Current Jobs as of2006 (2) 

Employees Living Elsewhere Working in San Francisco in 2006 (3) 

Projected total Jobs at 2025 (2) 

Employees Living Elsewhere Working in San Francisco in 2025 

(!) Based on Journey-to-Work data from the 2000 U.S. Census. 

322,009 a 
96,544 b 

418,553 c 

583,190 d 

55.2% e 

44.8%/ 

508,243 g 

227,616 h 

575,611 i 

257,787 j 

(2) See Table I. Excludes Mission Bay, Rincon Hill and Visitation Valley as they have separate child care 
arr.angements through project mitigation. 

(3) Assumes same ratio of employed residents living and working in San Francisco 
from 2000. 

Sources: SF Department of City Planning; Census 2000; Brion & Associates. 
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Rates 

76.9% 
23.1% 

Notes 

100.0% a+ b = c 

aid = e 
100%- e 

g*f= h 

i*f= j 
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Table 6 
Existing and Future Child Care Demand from Non-Resident Employees: 2006 and 2025 
San Francisco Child Care Linkage Fee Nexus Study 

Item 

Employees that live elsewhere but work in San Francisco (I) 

Estimated Number of Children of Employees Needing Licensed Care 

Estimated% ofEmployees with Children Needing Care (2) 

Children Needing Licensed Care (3) 

Existing 
Conditions 

2006 

227,616 

5% 

11,381 

(1) Based on SF DCP Projections (Table 1) and U.S. Census Journey-to-Work data (see Table 5). 

Future 
Conditions 

2025 

257,787 

5% 

12,889 

Net Growth, 2006-
2025 

30,170 (4) 

na 

1,509 

(2) Based on South San Francisco Child Care Facilities Impact Fee Nexus Study and surveys of corporate employees and other child care studies, 

reviewed by Brion & Associates, including Santa Monica's New Child Care Fee Nexus Study. 

(3) Assumes one child per employee. 

( 4) See Table 1. Excludes Mission Bay, Rincon Hill and Visitation Valley as they have separate child care 

arrangements through project mitigation. 

Sources: SF Department of City Planning; Census 2000; Brion & Associates. 
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Table 7 
Existing Child Care Demand and Supply in San Francisco in 2006 
San Francisco Child Care Linkage Fee Nexus Study 
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Child Care Demand & Supply by Age 
Birth to 24 

Mos. or 2 to 5 or 6 to 13 or Total. 0 to 13 
Existing Conditions at 2006 Infant Preschool School Age Years Old 

EXISTING DEMAND at 2006 
Resident Children Potentially Needing Care (I) 13,654 27,575 46,569 87,798 

Average Labor Force Participation Rates (2) 57.6% 57.6% 63.2% 
Children With Working Parents 7,864 15,881 29,454 53,199 
% Children Needing Licensed Care (3) 37% 100% 66% 72% 
Children Needing Licensed Care 2,910 15,881 19,498 38,289 
Percent of Children by Age Needing Care 21% 58% 42% 44% 

Non-Resident Employee's Children Needing Care (4) 2,845 8,536 11,381 

Total Demand for Child Care Spaces 5,755 24,417 19,498 49,670 
Percent Distribution 12% 49% 39% 100% 

EXISTING SUPPLY at 2006 (5) 
Family Child Care Homes 

Small1 Licensed for 8 1,124 2,182 1,124 4,430 
Large, Licensed for 14 441 978 537 1,956 

Child Care Centers 1,080 11 ,248 5,833 18,161 
School Age Care 7,295 7,295 

Current Available Spaces 2,645 14,408 14,789 31,842 
Percent Distribution 8% 45% 46% 100% 

EXISTING SURPLUS/(SHORTAGE) at 2006 (3,110) (10,009) (4,709) (17,828) 
Percent Distribution 17% 56% 
Percentage of Demand Met 

by Existing Facilities/Spaces 46% 59% 

(I) Based on estimated number of children by age categories for San Francisco from CA Dept. of Finance P-3 Report 

and applied to City Planning Department's estimate of existing population for 2006. 

Excludes residents that work outside of SF and need child care outside SF (see Table 3) and 

excludes Mission Bay, Rincon Hill and Visitation Valley existing development as estimated through 2006. 

26% 

76% 

(2) Labor force participation rates (LFPRs) are from the 2000 Census and include children with two working parents or single working parents. The 

Census calculates LFPRs for all children under 6 years, and children 6 to 17 years old. Therefore, LFPRs for infants and preschool are the same. 

(See Table 2 for more information.) 

(3) Not all children with working parents are assumed to need licensed care: the assumptions - % - under each age category are used. 

The remaining children are assumed to be cared for by family members, nannies, friends, and unlicensed care. 

Percentages are based on a detailed review of 12 other child care studies, including impact fee studies. 

Infant and preschool demand factors have been developed with the staff of the Dept. of Human Services and DCYF. 

School age Demand factor is from San Francisco Rec and Park Staff Survey in 2005. 

(4) Includes demand from employees that work in the San Francisco but live elsewhere (see Tables 5 and 6). This analysis assumes one child per 

employee that needs care residence at the rate of: 25% infants 75% preschool 0% school age 

School age children are assumed to have care near their home and school. 

(5) See Table 4 for more detail and sources of supply. 

Sources: California Department of Finance-P-3 Report; SF City Planning Department; and Brion & Associates. 
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Applying these assumptions regarding the percent of children needing licensed care for 
residents and employees generates the total number of children requiring licensed child 
care spaces by age. The number of existing required spaces totals 49,670. Accounting 
for the current supply of child care, which is summarized in Table 4, we find that there is 
a shortage of 17 ,828 spaces overall for children ages 0 to 13 in San Francisco. Most of 
this shortage is for preschool-age and school age care. Overall, there are child care 
spaces available for about 64% of the children needing care. This does not account for 
whether they can afford these child care spaces, however. For infant care, 46% of 
demand is being met; for preschool, 59% of overall demand is met currently; and for 
school age children, 76% of demand is being met. Overall, one-third of children that need 
a licensed child care space may not have one available, irrespective of affordability. 

In summary, of total children 0 to 13 living in the City, which equals 87,800; 44%, or 
slightly less than half, are assumed to require licensed child care outside the home. 
Overall, there is demand for nearly 50,000 child care spaces. With a supply of about 
31,800 spaces, there is a significant shortfall of spaces in the City as of 2006. 

Another measure of the unmet need for child care in the City includes the current waiting 
list for child care. The San Francisco Centralized Eligibility List publishes a monthly 
report which includes information on the number of children who are eligible for 
subsidized child care. 16 To be eligible for the List, families must be low-income (i.e., at 
or below 75% of the State Median Income) and meet at least one of the following needs: 
working, looking for work, attending school or in training, homeless, medically 
incapacitated, or receiving Child Protective Services. 17 Thus, not all the children 
estimated above needing a child care space are eligible for this List because it focuses on 
low-income children. 

As of January 2007, there were 3,039 eligible children on the Centralized Eligibility List. 
This is over 1.5 times the 1,833 children currently enrolled in subsidized child care in the 
City. Of the total eligible children in January 2007, 1,242 ( 41 % ) were in families that 
earned 25% or less of the State Median Income. Approximately 45%, or 1,358 children, 
were in families which earned 25% to 50% of the State Median Income and 374 children 
(12%) were in families earning 50% to 75% of the State Median Income. Less than 2% 
of children came from families who earned over 75% of the State Median Income. 

Future Child Care Demand 

The future demand for child care is shown in Table 8 and is based on projected 
population growth between 2006 and 2025 as discussed above. Demand is calculated 
using the same methodology and assumptions as in the previous tables for current 

16 See San Francisco Centralized Eligibility List Monthly Report (as of 1/01/2007) for further explanation 
on the different categories and more detailed information. 
17 Please see the San Francisco Centralized Eligibility List website: www.celsf.org. 
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demand and supply, with the exception of children as a percent of the total population, 
which is forecast to decline very slightly by 2025 from 12.5% in 2006 to 12.1 % for the 
period 2006 to 2025 (see Table 3). 18 

Because we do not have estimates of future supply, the future demand analysis only 
presents future demand. Table 8 calculates the total new demand for child care between 
2006 and 2025, which is expected to equal 3,780 licensed child care spaces. Over half of 
these spaces, or 2,271 spaces, are generated by San Francisco residents. By age, the 
breakdown is as follows: 

+ 498 infant spaces, or 13% of total 
+ 1,923 preschool spaces, or 51 % of total 
+ 1,358 school age spaces, or 36% of total 

Table 9 shows the total child care demand at 2025, based on current and future demand, 
including the estimated 3,780 spaces to be added through the fee program. Assuming the 
child care fee program is updated as proposed herein and funds the 3,780 spaces needed, 
there would be an estimated shortfall of approximately 6,400 spaces at 2025, due to 
existing deficiencies. By age group, the estimated shortfalls equal: 

+ 1,228 infant spaces, or 19%; 
+ 1,618 preschool spaces, or 25%; and 
+ 3,574 school age spaces, or 56%. 

The child care needs of Mission Bay, Rincon Hill, and Visitation Valley, which are 
excluded from the analysis as discussed above, are estimated for informational purposes 
and included in Appendix B: Tables F and G. 

18 The average rates for children as a percent of the total population from the Department of Finance vary 
slightly from year to year, and this analysis uses the average rates between 2010 and 2025 for the net new 
growth in the City. 
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Table 8 
Future Demand for Child Care: 2006 to 2025 
San Francisco Child Care Linkage Fee Nexus Study 

Future Growth - 2006 to 2025 

Future Child Care Need 

New 
Population & 
Employment 
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May30, 2007 

% Distri- Birth to 24 Mos. 
bution or Infant 

New Child Care Demand by Age 

2 to 5 or 
Preschool 

6 to 13 or 
School Age 

Total. 0 to 
13 Years 

Old 

New Population with Children - 2006 .to 2025 (I) ~' __ 4_4~,7_68~l<see Table 3) 

Resident Children Potentially Needing Care 
Estimated Number of Children by Age 
Average Labor Force Participation Rates 
Children With Working Parents 
% Children Needing Licensed Care 
Children Needing Licensed Care 
Percent of Children by Age Needing Care 

(2) (see Table 3) 
(3) 

(4) 

Non-Resident Employee's Children Needing Care (5) (see Table 6) 

Distributed by Land Use Catego1y 

Civic, Institutional, Education 89 

Hotel-Motel 2,347 

Industrial/PDR 13,409 

Medical 3,849 

Office 40,662 

Retail 7,011 

Total Future Employee Demand for Child Care 67,367 

0% 

3% 

20% 

6% 

60% 

10% 

100% 

566 
57.6% 

326 
37% 
121 
21% 

377 

0 

13 

75 

22 

228 

39 

377 

1,375 
57.6% 

792 
100% 
792 
58% 

1,131 

39 

225 

65 

683 

118 

1,131 

3,244 
63.2% 
2,052 

66% 
1,358 

42% 

5,186 I 

3,170 
72% 

2,271 
44% 

1,509 

2 

53 

300 

86 

911 

157 

1,509 

Total New Demand for Child Care Spaces 498 I 1,923 I .__---'1,_35__.8 I 3,780 I 
Percent Distribution 13% 

(1) Excludes residents that work outside of SF and need child care outside SF (see Table 3) and 
represents population associated with SF and MF unit development and excludes SRO and senior units and 
excludes Mission Bay, Rincon Hill and Visitation Valley existing development as estimated through 2006. 

51% 36% 100% 

(2) Based on the estimated average number of children by age categories for 2010 to 2015 for San Francisco from CA Dept. of Finance P-3 Report 
and applied to City Planning Department's estimate of expected new population between 2006 and 2025. 

(3) Labor force participation rates are from the 2000 Census and include children with two working parents or single working parents. 
Rates vary by age, under 6 years and over 6 years (see Table 2). 

(4) Not all children with working parents are assumed to need licensed care: the assumptions - %- under each age category are used. 
The remaining children are assumed to be cared for by family members, nannies, friends, and unlicensed care. 
Percentages are based on a detailed review of 12 other child care studies, including impact fee studies. 
Infant and preschool demand factors have been developed with the staff of the Dept. of Human Services and DCYF. 
School age Demand factor is from San Francisco Rec and Park Staff Survey in 2005. 

(5) Includes demand from employees that work in the San Francisco but live elsewhere (see Tables 5 and 6). This analysis assumes one child per 
employee that needs care residence at the rate of: 25% infants 75% preschool 0% school age 
School age children are assumed to have care near their home and school. 

Sources: California Department ofFinance-P-3 Report; SF City Planning Department; and Brion & Associates. 
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Table 9 
Total Child Care Demand at 2025 
San Francisco Child Care Linkage Fee Nexus Study 

Child Care Demand & Supply by Age 
Birth to 24 

Mos. or 2 to 5 or 
Existing Conditions Infant Preschool 

DEMAND at 2025 
Resident Children Potentially Needing Care (I) 7,158 16,345 

Average Labor Force Participation Rates (2) 57.6% 57.6% 
Children With Working Parents 4,123 9,414 
% Children Needing Licensed Care (3) 37% 100% 
Children Needing Licensed Care 1,525 9,414 
Percent of Children by Age Needing Care 21% 58% 

Non-Resident Employee's Children Needing Care (4) 2,845 8,536 

Total Demand for Child Care Spaces at 2025 4,371 17,949 
Percent Distribution 10% 43% 

EXISTING & FUTURE SUPPLY at 2025 (5) 
Family Child Care Homes 

Small, Licensed for 8 1,124 2,182 
Large, Licensed for 14 441 978 

Child Care Centers 1,080 11,248 
School Age Care 

Future Supply Funded with Fee Program (6) 498 1,923 

Total Expected Spaces at 2025 3,143 16,331 
Percent Distribution 9% 46% 

ESTIMATED SURPLUSl(SHORTAGE) at 2025 (1,228) (1,618) 
Percent Distribution 19% 25% 
Percentage of Demand Met 

by Existing & Planned Facilities/Spaces 72% 91% 

(I) Based on estimated number of children by age categories for San Francisco from CA Dept. of Finance P-3 Report 

and applied to City Planning Departmenrs estimate of total future population at 2025. (See Tables 1 and 3). 

6 to 13 or 
School Age 

47,102 
63.2% 

29,791 
66% 

19,721 
42% 

19,721 
47% 

1,124 
537 

5,833 
7,295 

1,358 

16,147 
45% 

(3,574) 
56% 

82% 

Note: includes Mission Bay, Rincon Hill and Visitation Valley existing development so as to give a full estimate of total demand at 2025. 

(2) Labor force participation rates are from the 2000 Census and include children with two working parents or single working parents. 

Rates vary by age, under 6 years and over 6 years. 

(3) Not all children with working parents are assumed to need licensed care: the assumptions - % - under each age category are used. 

The remaining children are assumed to be cared for by family members, nannies, friends, and unlicensed care. 

Percentages are based on a detailed review of 12 other child care studies, including impact fee studies. 

Demand for preschool is based on the Universal Preschool approach which is a policy goal of 

the Dept. of Human Services and DCYF. School age Demand factor is from San Francisco Rec and Park Staff Survey in 2005. 

Total. 0 to 13 
Years Old 

70,605 

43,327 
71% 

30,660 
43% 

11,381 

42,041 
100% 

4,430 
1,956 

18,161 
7,295 

3,780 

35,622 
100% 

(6,420) 
100% 

85% 

(4) Includes demand from employees that work in the San Francisco but live elsewhere (see Tables 5 and 6). This analysis assumes one child per 

employee that needs care residence at the rate of: 25% infants 75% preschool 0% school age 

School age children are assumed to have care near their home and school. 

(5) See Table 4 for more detail and sources of supply. 

(6) Includes future supply expected to be constructed through the Linkage Fee Program (see Table 8). 

Sources: California Department of Finance-P-3 Report; SF City Planning Department; and Brion & Associates. 
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6. Child Care Facilities Master Plan 

As part of this effort, a plan for how the City would provide new child care spaces given 
the existing supply of child care by type, and the cost of providing new child care by 
type, has been prepared. The breakdown of new child care spaces by type of facility and 
age is shown for projected future demand in Table 10. This distribution of future spaces 
reflects the current supply by type of facility and age as well as the likelihood of each 
type of supply to expand or add more spaces. Table 10 shows the breakdown of spaces 
by facility and age for the estimated 3,780 licensed spaces that will be required by new 
residents and non-resident employees in San Francisco. About 48% of the new spaces 
will be center-based through new centers, expansions of existing centers, or new centers 
in new or existing commercial space. About 34% of the spaces will be created through 
new and expanding family child care homes For school age children, half of the new 
spaces are assumed to be school age care onsite at existing schools, and the other half 
will be split between center-based and family child care homes. Based on this 
breakdown of spaces, Table 10 also calculates the total costs by type of care for new 
child care spaces. Child care spaces at new child care centers are the most expensive at 
approximately $27,400 per space based on data from other San Francisco child care 
projects over the last several years. 19 The costs per space by type of care are: 

+ $27,400 per space for new child care center spaces; 
+ $13 ,700 for spaces in existing or new commercial space; 
+ $13,700 per space for existing child care centers which choose to expand; 
+ $500 per space for new small family child care homes; 
+ $1,429 per space for new large family child care homes; 
+ $3,333 per space for small family child care homes to expand to large family 

child care homes (net increase of 6 spaces per home); and 
+ $8,333 per space for school age care at existing schools. 

+ Average: $12, 3 2 5 per space across all types of care. 

If San Francisco were to have a higher proportion of new center spaces, the average cost 
per space would be higher. The total cost of new required child care facilities equals 
about $46.6 million, based on the above rates and distribution of spaces by facility type. 
Taking the average cost among these various types of care, however, is reasonable, given 
that the type of care that will actually be built is difficult to predict. This method reflects 
a reasonable estimate of what the City will build with the fee revenues given the 
distribution of demand by type of care, age, and the supply of existing types of child care. 
For instance, only a portion of small family child care homes can be assumed to be 
interested in or capable of expanding to large child care homes. 

19 These costs have been adjusted for inflation and expressed in 2006 dollars. 
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Estimated Cost of Child Care Spaces by Type of Space and Age: 2006 to 2025 
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Average Cost per 
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Space by Facility Birth to 2 or 3 to 5 or 6 to 13 or Totals, 0 to 13 Percents of 
Type of Facility or Program Type Infant Preschool School Age Years Old . 

Target Number of Spaces I (see Table 8) 498 1,923 1,358 3,780 

I. Build New Centers: Spaces 199 769 102 1,070 

Costs (1) $27,406 $5,457,364 $21,085,657 $2,792,060 $29,335,081 

2. New Centers in Existing or New 
Commercial Space 50 192 102 344 

Costs (1) $13,703 $682,170 $2,635,707 $1 ,396,030 $4,713,908 

3. Expand at Existing Centers: Spaces 75 289 34 397 

Costs (2) $13,703 $1,023,256 $3,953,561 $465,343 $5,442,160 

4. New Small Family Child Care Homes: 
Spaces 100 385 272 756 

Costs (3) $500 $49,782 $192,344 $135,836 $377,963 

5. New Large Family Child Care Home 
Spaces 50 192 136 378 

Costs (4) $1,429 $71,118 $274,778 $194,052 $539,947 

6. Expand FCCH from 8 to 14: Spaces 25 96 34 155 

Costs (5) $3,333 $82,971 $320,574 $113,197 $516,741 

7. School Age at Existing Schools - - 679 679 

Costs (6) $8,333 $5,659,846 $5,659,846 

Total Spaces na 498 1,923 1,358 3,780 

Total Costs na $7,366,661 $28,462,621 $10,756,364 $46,585,646 

Average Cost by Age Group na $14,798 $14,798 $7,919 $12,325 
Note: This matrix of child care spaces is derived by evaluating the current supply of spaces and estimating how many facilities might expand; 

based on past development of spaces and the demand for child care by age group, as determined by the consultant and DCYF. 
(1) Based on actual project costs for 13 projects that have received some funding from the City of San Francisco's 

low-interest loan program for child care facilities (See Appendix Table B). 
(2) Expansion is assumed to cost 50% of new child care center spaces. 
(3) Assumes cost based on approximation of $4,000 to set up a new small family child care home for 8 children. 
(4) Assumes cost based on approximation of$20,000 to set up a new large family child care home for 14 children. 

based on data from actual grant programs administered by the Child Care Development Fund and DCYF/LIIF (See Appendix Table E). 
(5) Assumes cost based on approximation of$20,000 to expand from a small to a large family child care home. 

based on data from actual grant programs administered by the Child Care Development Fund and DCYF/LIIF (See Appendix Table E). 
(6) Assumes $350,000 per portable serving 36 children on average for before- and after-school care. 
Sources: City of San Francisco; LINCC; Brion & Associates. 
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Table 11 summarizes the new child care spaces and costs and shows the average number 
of spaces and costs per year over the study period or 2006 to 2025. As shown, infant and 
preschool spaces cost more on average than school age spaces. Over the 19-year period, 
on average, there will be an annual need for 26 infant spaces, 101 preschool spaces, and 
71 school age spaces, or an overall total of about 199 per year. The average annual cost 
of these spaces would be approximately $2.6 million per year. In reality, new 
development will be higher or lower in any given year, and the actual child care needs 
would be more or less than the averages presented here. 

Table 11 
Summary of New Demand for Child Care and Costs 2006 to 2025 
San Francisco Child Care Linkage Fee Nexus Study 

Child Care Demand - 2006 to 2025 

Birth to 23 Total Estimated 
months or 2 to 5 or 6 to 13 or Child Care Need in 

Item Infant Preschool School Age 

Total New Demand from 2006 to 2025 
for Child Care by Age 498 1,923 1,358 

City's Target as% ofTotal 100% 498 1,923 1,358 

Average Facility Cost per Space $14,798 $14,798 $7,919 

Total Cost of Child Care Spaces $7,366,661 $28,462,621 $10,756,364 
(excluding administrative costs) 

With Administrative Costs (5%) $7,734,994 $29,885,752 $11 ,294,183 

Average No. of Spaces per Year (I) 26 IOI 71 

Average Cost per Year (I) $407,105 $1,572,934 $594,431 

(1) Assumes growth occurs evenly over the 2006 to 2025 period; in reality, development will be higher or lower in any given year. 
Sources: City of San Francisco; Brion & Associates. 
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7. Child Care Requirements 
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Table 12 calculates demand for child care spaces by type of future residential 
development. Assuming the City will fund 100% of the future demand for child care, it 
will need to fund 2,271 spaces generated by residential demand. As discussed above 
under Section 3, single resident occupancy and senior units are not assumed to generate 
children by definition and are therefore not included; these units are expected to make up 
2-3% of the total new dwelling units in the City through 2025. There will be 45,014 new 
residents who are expected to generate 5,186 children 0 to 13 years old. Of these 
children, 44%, or 2,271 children, are assumed to need licensed care based on the 
methodology discussed above. This amount of children will generate a need for a total of 
247,551 square feet of new child care space of various types and about 170,333 square 
feet of outdoor space. 

·Based on State child care licensing requirements, new residential units would be required 
to provide the following amounts of indoor and outdoor child care space: 

+ Single Family: 19.1 square feet of indoor space and 13.2 square feet of 
outdoor space; 

+ Multi-Family 0 to 1 bedroom: 12.6 square feet of indoor space and 8.7 square 
feet of outdoor space; and 

+ Multi-Family 2+ bedrooms: 14.4 square feet of indoor space and 9.9 square 
feet of outdoor space. 

The breakdown is based on the persons per household factors for each of these three 
types of residential units. The San Francisco Planning Department estimates slightly 
more than 40% of new multi-family units will be larger units with 2 or more bedrooms, 
based on the City' s housing policy requirements for most of the areas with development 
potential within the City. 

The child care space requirement varies slightly between single family and multi-family 
units, based on population density or persons per household per unit. The City forecasts 
about 95% of the new development to be multi-family units, which include apartments, 
condos, live/work units, lofts, and flats. This forecast is based on historical development 
patterns, current applications and proposed projects, and current zoning in the City (see 
Appendix C: Table C). 
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Table 12 
Child Care Requirement for Residential Uses 
San Francisco Child Care Linkage Fee Nexus Study 

Residential Uses 
Multi-Family 

Assumptions - Total Residential Single Family Units - 0-1 
Item Percents Uses Units Bedrooms 

Future Dwelling Units (w/out MB, RH, VY) 19,146 477 10,806 
Persons Per Household Factors 2.35 3.50 2.30 
Total Population See Table I 46,108 1,671 24,854 

Percent Distribution 100% 4% 54% 
Total Population Minus SR/SRO Population 45,273 1,671 24,854 

Percent Distribution 100% 4% 55% 
Residents Needing Care Outside SF See Table 3 (259) (10) (142) 
Future Population Subject to Fee 45,014 1,662 24,712 

Percent Distribution 100% 4% 55% 

Estimated Total Children (I) 0.0% 5,186 191 2,847 
Children Needing Licensed Care (2) 43.8% 2,271 84 1,247 

City's Policy Target: % ofDemand 100% 2,271 84 1,247 

Dwelling Units Subject to Fee 18,426 477 10,806 

Child Care Requirement in Sq~ by Land Use (3) 
Building Space 247,551 9,138 135,901 
Outdoor Space 170,333 6,288 93,510 

Child Care Space Requirement per Unit (4) 
Building Space in Sqft 13.4 19.1 12.6 
Outdoor Space in Sq ft 9.2 13.2 8.7 

Note: SRO and Senior units would be exempt from the child care fee as they do not generate children by definition. 
However, it is true that children do occasionally live in SROs. 

(1) See Table 8; children as % of total population citywide. 
(2) See Table 8; represents average factor for all child care age groups. 

Multi-Family 
Units - 2+ 
Bedrooms 

7,142 
2.63 

18,748 
41% 

18,748 
41% 

(107) 
18,641 

41% 

2,148 
940 

940 

7,142 

102,512 
70,536 

14.4 
9.9 

(3) Assumes an average building sqft per space of I 09 based on recent projects in San Francisco (See Appendix Table B) 
and includes support space: halls, storage, restrooms, kitchen, etc. and the average sqft per space from recent San Francisco Projects 
Assumes an average outdoor space sq ft of 75 based on state licensing requirements. 

(4) If less than 14 spaces for Residential project and 24 spaces for Commercial Projects are required by a "project" then the in-lieu fee would be levied; 
otherwise a "project" could pay either the in-lieu fee or provide the child care spaces on or off-site, 
with deed restrictions for a specified term, to be defined in the fee ordinance. 

Sources: Brion & Associates. 
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The demand for child care spaces from non-residential uses is calculated in Table 13 by 
type of land use, for a total of 1,509 child care spaces. The child care requirements for 
non-residential development are expressed as square feet of child care space per 1,000 
square feet of non-residential space, as shown in Table 13 and summarized below: 

+ Civic, Institutional, Educational: 10.8 square feet of indoor space and 7 .5 
square feet of outdoor space; 

+ Hotel: 6.1 square feet of indoor space and 4.2 square feet of outdoor space; 
+ Industrial: 7 .0 square feet of indoor space and 4.8 square feet of outdoor 

space; 
+ Medical: 10.8 square feet of indoor and 7.5 square feet of outdoor space; 
+ Office: 10.8 square feet of indoor space and 7.5 square feet of outdoor space; 

and 
+ Retail: 8.1 square feet of indoor space and 5.6 square feet of outdoor space. 

+ Average: 9. 3 square feet of indoor space and 6. 4 square feet of outdoor space. 

The space requirements vary by land use because the employment densities vary by land 
use. The higher the density, or the more employees per square foot, the greater the child 
care requirements for that land use. The density assumptions (square feet per employee) 
are shown in Appendix B: Table A and are from the San Francisco Planning 
Department. 

For projects that 1) are too small to create demand for a reasonably sized child care 
project (under 14 spaces); 2) do not want to provide child care space directly; or 3) 
cannot provide child care onsite, giving them the option of paying a linkage fee, which is 
calculated based on the space requirements shown in Tables 12 and 13, is suggested. 
Thisapproach is consistent with the current child care fee program in the City. The 
proposed in-lieu or linkage fee rates are shown in Tables 14 and 15. 
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Table 13 
Child Care Requirement for Non-Residential Uses 
San Francisco Child Care Linkage Fee Nexus Study 

Civic, 
Institutional, 

New Non-Residential Uses 

Item Education Hotel-Motel lndustrial/PDR Medical Office Retail 

Future Development: Sq ft qf Space (1) 20,083 938,640 4,693,270 866,036 9,148,962 2,103,296 

Child Care Space Demand (2) 2 53 300 86 911 157 

City's Policy Target: % of Demand 100% 2 53 300 86 911 157 

Child Care Requirement in Sqft by Land Use (3) 
Building Space 218 5,728 32,729 9,395 99,247 17,112 
Outdoor Space 150 3,941 22,520 6,464 68,289 11,774 

Child Care Space Requirement (4) 
CC Building Space in Sqft per 1,000 Sqft 10.8 6.1 7.0 10.8 10.8 
CC Outdoor Space in Sqft per 1,000 Sqft 7.5 4.2 4.8 7.5 7.5 

(1) Based on projections by SF Department of City Planning (July 2006); See Appendix Table A. 
The cost of non-resident employee child care demand is spread over all expected non-residential space as it is not possible to distinguish 
which space is used by resident employees versus non-resident employees. 

(2) See Tables 5 and 6. Assumes that about 5% of employees need child care and of those, one child per employee, age 0 to 5. 
(3) Assumes an average building sqft per space of 109 based on recent projects in San Francisco (See Appendix Table B) 

and includes support space: halls, storage, restrooms, kitchen, etc. and the average sqft per space from recent San Francisco Projects 
Assumes an average outdoor space sqft of 75 based on state licensing requirements. 

( 4) Ifless than 14 spaces were required by a "project" then the in-lieu fee would be levied; otherwise a "project" could pay either the in-lieu 
fee or provide the child care spaces on- or off-site, with deed restrictions for a specified term, to be defined in the fee ordinance. 

Sources: Brion & Associates. 
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Table 14 

Potential Maximum Residential Child Care Linkage Fee by Type of Unit 
San Francisco Child Care Linkage Fee Nexus Study 

Assumptions -
Item Percents Total - Residential 

Future Dwelling Units (w/out MB, RH, VV) 19, 146 
Persons Per Household Factors 2.35 
Total Population See Table 1 46,108 

Percent Distribution 100% 
Total Population Minus SR/SRO Population 45,273 

Percent Distribution 100% 
Residents Needing Care Outside SF See Table 3 (259) 
Future Population Subject to Fee 45,014 

Percent Distribution 100% 

Estimated Total Children (1) 0.0% 5,186 
Children Needing Licensed Care (2) 43.8% 2,271 

City's Policy Target: % of Demand 100% 2,271 

Cost of Child Care by Land Use (3) $27,992,479 
Administrative Cost Factor (4) $1,399,624 

Total Child Care Costs $29,392,103 

Dwelling Units Subject to Fee 18,426 

Potential Maximum Linkage Fee Per Unit $1 ,519 
Administrative Cost per Unit 5.0% $76 

Total Potential Maximum Linkage Fee per Dwelling Unit $1,595 

Residential Uses 

Multi-Family 
Single Family Units - 0-1 

Units Bedrooms 

477 10,806 
3.50 2.30 

1,671 24,854 
3.6% 53.9% 

1,671 24,854 
3.7% 54.9% 
(10) (142) 

1,662 24,712 
3.7% 55% 

191 2,847 
84 1,247 

84 1,247 

$1 ,033,294 $15,367,388 
$51,665 $768,369 

$1,084,959 $16,135,758 

477 10,806 

$2,164 $1 ,422 
$108 $71 

$2,272 $1,493 

Note: SRO and Senior units would be exempt from the child care fee as they do not generate children by definition. 
However, it is true that children do occasionally live in SROs. 

(1) See Table 8; children as% of total population citywide. 
(2) See Table 8; represents average factor for all child care age groups. 
(3) Assumes an average cost per space of $12,325 (see Table 11). 
( 4) Assumes an administrative cost factor of 5. 0% of total costs for administration of child care fee fund. 

Sources: Brion & Associates. 
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$1,623 
$81 

$1,704 

SRO/Senior 
Units 

721 
1.16 
836 
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Table 15 
Potential Maximum Non-Residential Child Care Linkage Fee by Land Use Category 
San Francisco Child Care Linkage Fee Nexus Study 

Civic, 
Institutional, 

Item Education Hotel-Motel 

Future Development: Sqft of Space (I) 20,083 938,640 

Child Care Space Demand (2) 2 53 

City's Policy Target: % of Demand 100% 2 53 

Cost of Child Care by Land Use (3) $24,635 $647,654 
Administrative Cost Factor (4) $1 ,232 $32,383 

Total Child Care Costs $25,867 $680,037 

Potential Maximum Linkage Fee Per Sqft of Space $1.23 $0.69 
Administrative Cost per Space 5.0% $0.06 $0.03 

Potential Maximum Fee per Sqft of Development $1.29 $0.72 

(I) Based on projections by SF Department of City Planning (July 2006). 

New Non-Residential Uses 

lndustrial/PDR Medical Office 

4,693,270 866,036 9,148,962 

300 86 911 

300 86 911 

$3 ,700,938 $1 ,062,325 $11 ,222,604 
$185,047 $53,116 $561 ,130 

$3,885,985 $1 ,115,442 $11 ,783,734 

$0.79 $1.23 $1.23 
$0.04 $0.06 $0.06 

$0.83 $1.29 $1.29 

The cost of non-resident employee child care demand is spread over all expected non-residential space as it is not possible to distinguish 
which space is used by resident employees versus non-resident employees. 

(2) See Tables 5 and 6. Assumes that about 5% of employees need child care and of those, one child per employee, age 0 to 5. 
(3) Assumes an average cost per space of $12,325 (see Table 11). 
( 4) Assumes an administrative cost factor ol 5% of total costs for administration of child care fee fund. 
Sources: Brion & Associates. 

Total Non-
Residential 

Retail Space (Sq. Ft.) 

2,103,296 17,770,286 

157 1,509 

157 1,509 

$1 ,935,011 $18,593,167 
$96,751 $929,658 

$2,031 ,761 $19,522,825 

$0.92 $1.05 
$0.05 $0.05 

$0.97 $1.06 "ri s· 
~ ..._ 

Q 
("".) ::::.:. 
- . s:i. 
~( 
§ ~ 
~(1) 

~~ 
§ ~ 
~~ 
~ ?l 

~~~ 
~ :::s ~ 
VJ~~ 
_o § ~ 
~ (°') V:i 
~ ~· 12" 
'l 0 ~ 



Final Child Care Linkage Fee Nexus Study 
City and County of San Francisco 

May30, 2007 

8. Proposed Maximum Child Care Linkage Fee by Land Use 

The total estimated maximum residential child care linkage fees by land use are 
calculated in Table 14 based on the average cost per space calculated in Table 10. Total 
costs of new required child care for residential uses equal $29.4 million, assuming an 
average cost per space of $12,325 and a 5% administration cost. Most of these costs, 
about $28.3 million, are estimated to be associated with multi-family development 
because the City is expected to add very few single family units. These proposed fee 
rates represent the maximum amount that the City could charge based on nexus. These 
maximum fee rates are comparable with child care fees in other locations as discussed in 
Chapter II: Fee Comparisons. Many of these fees have not been updated in a number 
of years and/or were adopted prior to the adoption of the Mitigation Fee Act. 
In summary, other cities' current child care fees range from: 

+ $100 to $1,736 for a single family residence; 
+ $115 to $1,624 for a multi-family residence; and 
• $0.01 to $1.15 per square foot for non-residential uses. 

The proposed San Francisco child care residential linkage fees are as follows: 

+ Single Family: $2,272 per unit; 
+ Multi-Family 0 to 1 bedroom: $1,493 per unit; and 
+ Multi-Family 2+ bedrooms: $1,704 per unit. 
+ Average: $1,595 per residential unit or $1. 72 per square foot of residential 

development. 20 

Table 15 calculates the maximum proposed non-residential linkage fee per square foot 
for non-residential land uses. The maximum fees range from $0.72 per square foot for 
hotel/motel uses to $1.29 per square foot for office, medical, and civic, institutional, 
educational. The cost of providing child care to non-resident employees that work in the 
City is divided by the total amount of expected gross building space by land use category 
to derive the non-residential linkage fees. The proposed fee rates are: 

+ Civic, Institutional, Educational: $1.29 per square foot of building space; 
+ Hotel/Motel: $0.72 per square foot of building space; 
+ Industrial: $0.83 per square foot of building space; 
+ Medical: $1.29 per square foot of building space; 
+ Office: $1.29 per square foot of building space; and 
+ Retail: $0.97 per square foot of building space. 
+ Average: $1.06 per square foot of building space. 

20 The residential development factor of $1. 72 per square foot is for comparison purposes and assumes the 
average residential unit to be 925 square feet. 
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The total projected revenues funded by non-residential uses would equal $19.5 million 
over the 2006 to 2025 period, including 5% for administration. These maximum fees 
assume an estimated amount of new non-residential development that totals 
approximately 17.8 million new square feet of non-residential space over existing 
conditions, not including development approved at Mission Bay, Visitation Valley, and 
Rincon Hill (see Appendix B: Table A). 

The amount of projected new development expected from 2006 to 2025 equals about 1.1 
million square feet per year on average, of which about 605,000 square feet per year 
would be office space. These figures exclude non-residential space associated with 
Mission Bay, Rincon Hill and Visitation Valley as discussed elsewhere in the report. The 
City's Proposition M, which regulates office development in the City, allows for up to 
875,000 square feet of office space per year. Even with the inclusion of the three project 
areas, the projected office development would total about 481,000 square feet per year, or 
within the Proposition M limit. 

It should be noted that for those projects that choose to provide the child care space 
directly and not pay the linkage fee, the administrative fee would still need to be applied 
to cover the cost of the City's monitoring the project's mitigation. 

It is important to understand that the methodology used to estimate child care demand 
and the maximum linkage fee requirement and fee rate is not dependent on the total 
overall amount of growth expected. With other types of impact fees, this may not be the 
case. For instance, ifthe City is trying to fund $100 million worth of needed traffic 
improvements, the fee rate would be derived by dividing the total costs by the expected 
growth in trips, after making allocation assumptions to each land use. Thus, a fixed cost 
is allocated over a certain amount of growth to derive the fee rate. In this example, if the 
growth is less, the City would receive less money than needed or the fee rate would have 
to be increased to reflect lower growth. 

With child care, we calculated the child care need per one new dwelling unit or per 
employee and applied an average cost per child care space to that demand to derive the 
maximum fee rates by land use. If actual growth is lower than analyzed in this report, the 
child care fee revenue generated will be less than estimated, but the child care fee rate 
would remain the same. The analysis does not presume some fixed amount of child care 
facilities that are needed-independent of growth and then allocate those costs over the 
new growth as with other types of impact fees. The methodology presumes a bottom-up 
approach to derive child care costs or facility needs. Thus, if growth is less than analyzed 
herein, then child care demand would be commensurate with the amount of child care fee 
revenue collected. 

It is important to note that the Department of Children, Youth, and Their Families 
proposes that each land use would pay the proposed fee rate listed in the Tables 14 and 
15, unless the new development could not be categorized into one of these categories. In 
that situation, the average fee would apply respectively to residential or non-residential 
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uses. In total, it is assumed that the new child care fee will generate over $46.6 million 
(plus administrative costs) to San Francisco over the next_ 19 years (through 2025) 
assuming development occurs as projected. If development is less than projected, the 
child care fee revenue collected will also be less, but demand for child care will be less as 
well. 
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This section discusses potential funding mechanisms the City of San Francisco could 
adopt to implement the Child Care Linkage Fee Program and other policy and 
implementation issues discussed in this report. 

Proposed Funding Mechanisms for Fee Program 

The expected development linkage fee revenue (i.e., $48.9 million21
) could be allocated 

to a variety of "funding mechanisms" the City could adopt to provide for new child care, 
which are discussed below. Should the child care fee be updated as proposed, the Board 
of Supervisors would set the priorities, choose the funding mechanisms, and the amounts 
allocated to each mechanism during the annual review of the fee program with input from 
the Department of Children, Youth, and Their Families. The City's current Child Care 
Facilities Fund, which is administered by the Low Income Investment Fund, provides a 
variety of funding mechanisms and programs as outlined below. With the additional 
funding that would be generated by this fee update, the dollar amounts available for new 
child care would increase. These include, but are not limited to, the following: 

1. Direct City Funding of new projects through joint development agreements 
with developers, non-profit providers/agencies, or City contributions towards 
private projects. This type of funding would include additional requirements 
concerning affordability and access to spaces. The City is not expected to 
build and own any child care facilities outright, except perhaps those 
developed through the Recreation and Park Department's programs. 

2. Low-Interest Loans to new or existing child care providers/facilities. There 
are a few options here. The first is a straight low-interest loan, with no special 
requirements. The second option includes a low interest loan with certain 
requirements or restrictions. For instance, there could be a payment waiver 
clause: if new spaces eligible to very low income children are created and 
maintained, then no loan payment would be required; however, if the provider 
eliminates the low income spaces, the loan repayment would become due. 
With low interest loans, the revenue would be used to create a revolving loan 
fund that would regenerate itself though the low interest charged on the loans. 

3. No-Interest Loans with income/profit limits similar to those required to 
qualify for housing loan funds. These funds could be offered to existing child 
care providers at risk of going out of business because they are losing their 
space or to providers that will provide infant care, subsidized care, or spaces 
for children with special needs, assuming they expand their facilities. 

21 This includes the administrative costs at 5% of total fee revenue through the year 2025 . 
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4. Grants with Matching Requirements to new or existing child care 
providers. These funds would be available if the project provides infant care 
along with other age groups. To the extent that providers find additional 
monies or grants for expanding or creating new child care spaces, these spaces 
would count toward the City's existing need for spaces. 

5. Outright Grants could be available to new or existing providers that provide 
spaces for children with special needs and/or new subsidized spaces. 
However, conditions and restrictions should be placed on the child care 
provider that receives outright grants to ensure that not only are new spaces 
being provided, but other goals of the City are being met also. 

The amount of money allocated to each of these funding mechanisms would be in 
proportion to the amount of revenue needed to put each mechanism into operation. 
Revolving loan funds would generate interest and the revenue would be returned to the 
fund; thus, less revenue would be allocated to this option. Outright grants and the 
provision of new centers would be more costly, and more revenue should be allocated to 
these mechanisms. The ultimate allocation formula should be one that maximizes the 
provision of new spaces with the least cost to the overall program. 

Prepared by Brion & Associates V-38 



Final Child ._,are Linkage Fee Nexus Study 
City and County of San Francisco 

May30, 2007 

10. Use of Potential Child Care Linkage Fee Revenue 

The $48.9 million estimated to be generated by the Child Care Linkage Fee will accrue 
through 2025. In the first few years, the City will need to establish a priority list for the 
above funding mechanisms. Not all of the mechanisms will be created immediately. A 
special Child Care Linkage Fee Fund will need to be created so that the funds can be kept 
separately, and any interest earned on the fee revenue will become part of the fee fund. 
Up to 5% of the total fee amount collected from a project would be set aside for 
administration of the fee program. 

Once a sufficient amount of fee revenue has been generated to construct a project, the 
City will need to determine how it will participate in the project. If development were to 
occur equally over the next 19 years, the City would receive about $2.6 million per year 
in child care linkage fee revenue. In reality, real estate development varies year to year in 
business cycles, and the amount of fee revenue collected in any given year will vary. 
These are a few of the potential options available to the City: 

1. The City currently contracts with the Low Income Investment Fund to manage 
the child care fee fund. The City could continue to work with the Low 
Income Investment Fund to manage and implement the program. 

2. The City could partner with other child care agencies and non-profits for one 
of their child care projects. 

3. The City could team with a local provider or developer that wants to build a 
new center and apply the revenue toward the project. 

4. The City could issue a Request for Proposals to child care providers and 
developers that are interested in building a new center or expanding an 
existing center. 

5. The City could develop a grant and low-interest loan program for providers in 
need of funding to create new child care facilities. 
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Appendix A: Summary of Child Care Demand Factors 
from Recent Child Care Studies 
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Appendix A 
Table 1 
Summary of Child Care Demand Factors 
San Francisco Child Care Linka!!e Fee Nexus Stud 

Residential/Population Demand 
Licensed Care by Aee Group 1) 

# Study Name and Location 0-1 years 2-5 years 6-9 years 10-13 years 

Child Care Master Plan, City ofSanra 
Monica, June 1991. Prepared by Moore 

1 Iacofano Goltsman, Inc. 40% 64% 59% 59% 

Child Care Linkage Program, City of Santa 
Monica, November 2005 . Prepared by 

2 Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 

A New Assessment of Child Care Need for 
Children Age 5 and Under in Santa Clara 29% Center- 29% Center-
County, Sponsored by FIRST 5 Santa Clara based care, based care, 
County a~d prepared by International Child 8%FCCH; 8%FCCH; 

3 Resource >nstitute, September 2002. 37%total 37%total na na 

I 

City of Alameda Child Care Needs, February 
2003 and County of Alameda Meeting the 
Child Care Needs of Alameda County 's 
Children , February 2002, prepared by 

4 Berkeley Policy Associates. (2) 16% 33% 51% 51% 

5%in 5%in 
organized organized 
care; 5% in care; 5% in 

Who's Minding the Kids? Child Care FCCH/ 16% FCCH/ 16% 
Arrangements: Winter 2002. Issued October 24.2% in 24.2% in in after- in after-
2005 by the U.S. Census Bureau based on organized organized school school 
the Survey oflncome and Program care; 6.2% care; 6.2% enrichment enrichment 

5 Participation (SIPP). FCCH. (3) FCCH. (3) programs. programs. 

Prepared by Brion & Associates 

Labor Force 
Participation Rates 

56% under 6 and 73% 
over 6 

na 

63% of families with 
children are considered 
"working" families 
where both parents or a 
single parent work. 

Doesn't discuss LFPR. 
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Employment Demand Other Demand 
Factors Factors/Comments 

Study breaks down ages from 0-2 years, 3-4 years, 
na and 5-14 years. 

Assumes 14% of 
employees have children 
who demand child care in 
the City. Fee applies to non-residential uses only. 

na Study looks only at children ages 0 to 5 years old. 

The study employs a Conservative Demand 
Estimate and Broad Demand Estimate. Figures 
shown here are for the Conservative Demand 
Estimate which does not assume that every 

na "working" family requires licensed care. 

This study is based on data from the Survey of 
Income and Program Participation (SIPP) which is 

na collected by the U.S. Census. 



Appendix A 
Table 1 
Summary of Child Care Demand Factors 
San Francisco Child Care Linkal!:e Fee Nexus Stud 

Residential/Population Demand 
Licensed Care by Age Group 1) 

# Study Name and Location 0-1 years 2-5 yea rs 6-9 years 10-13 years 

Methodology: Child Care Demand, from 
Tompkins County, NY, 

6 www.daycarecouncil.org (3) 47%-69% 47%-69% na na 

Primary Child Care Arrangements of 
Employed Parents: Findings from the 1999 
National Survey of America's Families , 

7 2002, The Urban Institute. 73% 73% 80% 80% 

The Demand and Supply of Child Care in 
1990, Joint Findings of the National Child 
Care Survey 1990 and A Profile of Child 

8 Care Settings , 1991. na na na na 

linkjng Development and Child Care: A 29.9% for 29.9% for 
Toolkit for Developers and Local center-based center-based 
Governments, 2005, Prepared for Local care and care and 
Investment in Child Care (LINCC) by Bay 12 .6% for 12.6% for 

9 Area Economics. Mission Bay Project Only FCCH care FCCH care na na 

Survey of Parents/Guardians and Childcare 
Providers , January 2006, Conducted for the 
City of San Jose and the San Jose Public 

10 Library, by Godbe Research. 28% 28% na na 
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Labor Force Employment Demand 
Participation Rates Factors 

na 

na 

The report finds that 
83% of children 0 to 5 
years old have working 
parents, which is much 
higher than labor force 
participation rates we 
have found. 

Does not appear to use 
LFPRs. 

This is a survey of 
actual use patterns and 
not an estimate of 
demand, therefore 
LFPRs are irrelevant. 
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Other Demand 
Factors/Comments 

This study looks at children under age 6 who 
require care and summarizes results from four 

na other studies which looked at demand. 

These percentages refer to the number of children 
na receiving care, both licensed and unlicensed. 

na No demand estimates are stated. 

This study also looks at employee demand, which 
na most studies do not consider. 

Overall, 43% ofrespondents said that they used 
child care, but that included care provided by 

na anyone who was not the parent/guardian. 



Appendix A 
Table 1 
Summary of Child Care Demand Factors 
San Francisco Child Care Linka11:e Fee Nexus Stud - -- ----.,,,- - - - - ---- - --- --., 

Residentinl/Pooulntion Demnnd 
Licensed Care bv A2e Grouo (I) 

# Study Nnme and Locntion 0-1 years 2-5 years 6-9 years 10-13 years 

Child Care and Ho11sing Linkage Research 
St11dy , June 2003, Prepared for the County 
of San Mateo Office of Housing in 
conjunction with the San Mateo Child Care 
Coordinating Council, by Brion & 

11 Associates with Vernazza Wolfe, Inc. 75% 100% 38% 25% 

Kem Co11nty Child Care Policy Analysis 
and Strategy St11dy, October 2005, prepared 

12 by Brion & Associates. 37% 50% 50% 25% 

City~( Palm Desert Child Care Facilities 
Impact Fee Nex11s St11dy, August 2005, 

13 prepared by Brion & Associates. 37% 80% 50% 25% 

City of South San Francisco Child Care 
Facilities Impact Fee Nex11s St11dy , 
September 2001 , prepared by Brion & 

14 Associates. - 100% 100% 100% 100% 

PROPOSED Alameda Co11nty Child Care Jn-
Lie11 Fee Study, May 2007, prepared by 

15 Brion & Associates. 37% 75% 38% 38% 

Labor Force 
Participation Rates 

LFPRs vary by 
community area. 

LFPRs vary by 
community area. 

53% for children under 
the age of 6 years and 
59% for children over 6 
years old. 

na 

60% for children under 
the age of 6 years and 
66% for children over 6 
years old. 

Employment Demand 
Factors 
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Other Demand 
Factors/Comments 

This study looks at a variety of policies and 
programs that can be implemented in order to 
increase the supply of child care at the same time 

na new housing is developed. 

na 

Assumes that 5% of 
employees who work in 
Palm Desert have children 
ages 0-5 years old who 
need child care in Palm This study looks at both residential and 
Desert. Spaces are split employment demand, al though a fee was only 
50-50 between infant and established for non-residential development, as 
preschool. requested by the City. 

Data was taken directly from the then current 
Needs Assessment, which assumed 100% of 

5% of employees are children with working parents needed licensed 
expected to require child care. The city however targeted 50% of this figure 
care in South San because it felt that some parents desire and use 
Francisco. unlicensed care. 

Estimates that 5% of 
employees have children Study looks at unincorporated areas of Alameda 
who require care near County and calculates demand for both residential 
place of work and non-residential uses. 

(1) Represents demand for licensed care of children with working parents; and not the percentage of total children unless otherwise stated. 
(2) The City of Alameda based their child care needs assessment on the study done for Alameda County in 2002; therefore their demand factors are the same. 

(3) Organized care includes day care center, nursery or preschool, or Head Start/school programs. 
Source: Compiled by Brion & Associates. 

Prepared by Brion & Associates 
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Appendix B: Table A 
Development Projections 
for Non-Residential Uses 
San Francisco Child Care 
Linkage Fee Nexus Study 

Non-Res. Development 
C!E 
Hotel 
Medical 
Office 
Retail 
Industrial/PDR 
TOTAL/AVG. 
Avg. Per Yr-
2006 to 2025 

Prepared by Brion & Associates 

Existine: Conditions 2006 (I) Future Jobs - 2006 to 2025 (2) Total Jobs at 2025 

2006 Jobs in 
Mission Mission Bay I Net New Jobs 

Bay/Rincon Net Jobs 2006 Total Projected Rincon Subject to Fee - Total 

Estimated Hill/Visitation (w/out MB, RH, New Jobs -2006- Hill/Visitation 2006-2025 (w/out Projected Jobs 

Jobs -2006 Valley (4) VV) 2025 Vallev Growth (4) MB,RH,VV) at 2025 

a b c 

94,127 2,107 92,019 4,442 4,353 89 98,568 
18,761 16 18,745 2,347 0 2,347 21 ,107 
36,772 52 36,720 3,855 6 3,849 40,627 

225,676 18,100 207,576 51,122 10,460 40,662 276,798 

97,205 5,186 92,019 8,297 1,286 7,011 105,502 

63 684 2 519 61 165 13 744 335 13 409 77 429 
536,224 27,981 508,243 83,807 16,440 67,367 620,031 

4,411 865 3,546 

(1) Land use categories and base data are from the San Francisco Department of City Planning (October 2006). 
Data from 2006 is extrapolated from the 2000 to 2025 projections, based on average annual growth rates by land use category. 

(2) New job growth is from Moody's Economy.com forecast for San Francisco, 2006 to 2025 . 

(3) 

Total Jobs m 
Mission 

Bay/Rincon 
Hill/Visitation Total Net Jobs 

Valley at 2025 at 2025 (w/out 
(4) MB,RH, VV) 

6,460 92,I08 
16 21,09 1 
58 40,569 

28,561 248,238 
6,472 99,030 

~ 74 575 
44,421 575,610 

(5) (5) 

Based on typical new sqft per employee factors derived by reviewing proposed projects and actual projects in SF and other Silicon Valley cities by Brion & Associates. 

The sqft per employee factors that exist currently are lower density factors than those used for the future analysis. It is assumed that in the future employees will use 

less sqft than they use currently. 

(4) Visitation Valley, Rincon Hill and Mission Bay would not be subject to the new impact fee and the remaining square footage of development potential associated with 
these projects is removed for the analysis. 

(5) The totals above are off by one job from the totals in Table 1 due to rounding. 

(6) TIUs amount of expected office space development would be within the limits of that allowed by Proposition M, which restricts office development to 875,000 sqft per 
year. There is also an accumulation of2.2 million sqft credit that can also be developed. 
Sources: Moody's Economy.com; San Francisco Department of City Planning; David Taussig & Associates, Inc. ; Brion & Associates. 

2300-SF-Final CC Fee Mode/-5.30.07 May30, 2007 



Appendix B: Table A 
Development Projections 
for Non-Residential Uses 
San Francisco Child Care 
Linkage Fee Nexus Study 

Land Use 

Non-Res. Development 
CIE 
Hotel 
Medical 
Office 
Retail 
Industrial/PDR 
TOTAL/AVG. 
Avg. Per Yr -
2006 to 2025 

Prepared by Brion & Associates 

Estimated Sqft in 
2006 

d 

19,295,974 
7,279,093 

10,810,895 
90,270,440 
31,494,307 
30,186,311 

189,337,019 

Future Average Projected New 
Sq ft per Sqft-2006-2025 

Employee (3) (2) 
e a*e ~f 

225 999,400 
400 938,640 
225 867,404 
225 11,502,528 (6) 
300 2,489,072 
350 4 810 529 

21,607,571 

1,137,241 

Net 
Mission Bay I Development 

Rincon Potential Subject 
Hil!Nisitation to Fee - 2006-

Valley Growth (3) 2025 
b* e ~ g f-g ~h 

979,317 20,083 
938,640 

1,368 866,036 
2,353,565 9,148,962 

385,776 2,103,296 
117 259 4 693 270 

3,837,285 17,770,286 

201,962 935,278 

2300-SF-Final CC Fee Model-5.30.07 

Total Sqft of Bldg. 
Space a t 2025 

d + f~ i 

20,295,373 
8,217,733 

11,678,298 
101,772,968 
33,983,378 
34 996 840 

210,944,590 

Total at 2025 w/out 
MB,RH,VV 

18,841,873 
8,211,333 

11,665,248 
95,346,846 
32,041,778 
33 998 001 

200,105,080 

May JO, 2007 



Appendix B: Table B 
Summary of Recent Child Care 

Projects with City Funding 
San Francisco Child C -- - - ---- - - -- - . -- -

LO Loan# Borrower 

BP 10288-14 San Francisco Women's Centers, Inc. 

Housing Services Affiliate Of The 

BP 10297-14 Bernal Heights Neighborhood Center 

BP 10299-14 Frandelja Enrichment Center 

DL 10300-14 !st Place 2 Start 

DL 10295-14 Wu Yee Children's Services 

DL 10296-1 4 Portola Family Connection Center, Inc. 

DL 10311.02-14 Compass Community Services 

BP 10310.02-14 Mission Neighborhood Centers, Inc 

Coleman Children And Youth Services 
( dba Coleman Advocates For Children & 

BP 10351.02-14 Youth} 

BP 10298-14 899 Guerrero Street, Inc. 

DL 10304-14 Visitacion Valley Community Center 

DL 10303.02-14 Visitacion Valley Community Center 

DL 10324.02-14 Cross Cultural Family Center 

Totals, All Projects 

Averages, All Projects 

Prepared by Brion & Associates 

Inflation 
Costs Adjusted Adjusted 
for Inflation per Square Square Total 
CPI for Region Square footage Footage Child Care 

SPONSOR Project Name Project Costs fl) foota11:e cost Cost 

San Francisco Women's Centers, SAN FRANCISCO 
Inc. WOMEN'S CENTER $333,457 $398,070 1,485 $225 $268 

Housing Services Affiliate Of The 
Bernal Heights Neighborhood 
Center THE FAMILY SCHOOL $213,568 $247,654 2,600 $82 $95 

FRANDELJA 
Frandelja Enrichment Center ENRICHMENT CENTER $716,104 $842,452 6,700 $107 $126 

Family Service Agency Of San 
Francisco ISTPLACE2 START $335,026 $397,466 1,530 $219 $260 

CHINA TOWN EARLY 
Wu Yee Children's Services HEAD START $1,382,290 $1,659,536 6,700 $206 $248 . 

Portola Family Connection PORTOLA FAMILY 
Center, Inc. CONNECTION $1,396,280 $1,642,636 7,500 $186 $219 

TENDERLOIN CHILD 
Compass Community Services CARE CENTER $3 ,855,900 $4,450,496 11 ,277 $342 $395 

ORLANDO CEPEDA 
Mission Neighborhood Centers, PLACE CHILDREN'S 
Inc CENTER $1,042,313 $1,137,903 6,900 $151 $165 

Coleman Children And Youth 
Services ( dba Coleman Advocates JEAN JACOBS 
For Children & Youth) CHILDCARE CENTER $1 ,018,859 $1,124,240 6,700 $152 $168 

Catholic Charities Diocese Of 
San Diego ST. JOSEPH'S VILLAGE $1 ,547,700 $1,925,032 5,000 $310 $385 

Visitacion Valley Community HERITAGE HOMES 
Center CHILDREN'S CENTER $634,323 $698,468 3,414 $186 $205 

Visitacion Valley Community JOHN KING CHILD AND 
Center FAMILY $1 ,030,000 $1,136,533 3,518 $293 $323 

ONE CHURCH CHILD 
DEVELOPMENT 

Cross Cultural Family Center CENTER $868,918 $947,624 2,775 $313 $341 
$14,374,738 $16,608,111 66,099 na na 

$1.,105,749 $1,277,547 5,085 $213 $246 

(I) For CPI factors see http: //data.bls.gov/PDQ/servlet/SurveyOutputServlet?data _tool=dropmap&series _id=CUURA422SAO,CUUSA422SAO 
Sources: Low Income Investment Fund - San Francisco; Brion & Associates. 

2300-SF-Final CC Fee Model-5.30.07 

Sn aces 

23 

23 

40 

40 

40 

63 

63 

40 

40 

121 

44 

42 

27 

606 
47 
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Appendix B: Table B 
Summary of Recent Child Care 

Projects with City Funding 
San Francisco Child Care Linka!!e Fee Nexus Stud 

LO Loan# Borrower 

BP 10288-14 San Francisco Women's Centers, lnc. 

Housing Services Affi liate Of The 

BP 10297-14 Bernal Heights Neighborhood Center 

BP 10299-14 Frandelja Enrichment Center 

DL 10300-14 lst Place 2 Start 

DL 10295-14 Wu Yee Children's Services 

DL 10296-14 Portola Family Connection Center, Inc. 

DL 10311.02-14 Compass Community Services 

BP 10310.02-14 Mission Neighborhood Centers, Inc 

Coleman Children And Youth Services 
(dba Coleman Advocates For Children & 

BP 10351.02-14 Youth) 

BP 10298-14 899 Guerrero Street, Inc. 

DL 10304-14 Visitacion Valley Community Center 

DL 10303.02-14 Visitacion Valley Community Center 

DL 10324.02-14 Cross Cultural Family Center 

Totals, All Projects 
Averages, All Projects 

Prepared by Brion & Associates 

Average Average 
Cost per Sq ft per 
Space in Child Care Loan closing 
2006 $$ Space Type of Child Care Slots dates 

$17,307 65 23 Preschoolers 2/ l/2000 

$10,768 113 23 Preschoolers 8/23/2000 

8 infant, 8 toddler, 18 
$2 1,061 168 Preschoolers, 8 SA = 40 5/25/2000 

8 infa nt, 8 toddler, 18 

$9,937 38 Preschoolers, 8 SA = 40 3/28/2000 

8 infant, 8 toddler, 18 
$41,488 168 Preschoolers, 8 SA = 40 1/13/2000 

18 Preschooler, 45 school 
$26,074 119 age= 63 5/4/2000 

27 infant toddlers, 36 
$70,643 179 preschool =63 9/28/2000 

$28,448 173 40 pre-school 4/19/2002 

$28,106 168 40 pre-school 1/25/2002 

21 infants, 28 toddlers, 48 
preschool, 24 school age = 

$15,909 41 121 total 2/ l/1999 

20 infants & toddlers, 24 

$15,874 78 Preschooler=44 total 9/3/2001 

18 infant toddlers, 24 

$27,060 84 preschoolers =42 total 117/2002 

$35,097 103 27 infant toddlers 6/28/2002 
na na 

I s21 ,4o61 109 I 

2300-SF-Final CC Fee Model-5. 30.07 

Change in 
CPI Index CPI to August 

(1) 2006 0) % Chan!!e 

176.5 34.2 19.4% 

181.7 29 16.0% 

179.1 3 1.6 17.6% 

177.6 33.1 18.6% 

175.5 35.2 20.1% 

179.1 31.6 17.6% 

182.55 28. 15 15.4% 

193 17.7 9.2% 

190.95 19.75 10.3% 

169.4 41.3 24.4% 

191:35 19.35 10.1% 

190.95 19.75 10.3% 

193.2 17.5 9.1% 

May 30, 2007 
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Appendix B: Table C 
Historical and Current Housing Unit Development in San Francisco by Type of Unit 
San Francisco Child Care Linkage Fee Nexus Study 

Year All MF MF MF MF Total 
SF 2 unit 3-9 unit 10-19 unit 20+ unit Units 

HISTORIC 
produced 2001 73 108 297 249 892 1,619 

5% 7% 18% 15% 55% 100% 
produced 2002 59 134 358 230 1,479 2,260 

3% 6% 16% 10% 65% 100% 
produced 2003 67 104 176 152 2,231 2,730 

2% 4% 6% 6% 82% 100% 
produced 2004 55 84 91 120 1,430 1,780 

3% 5% 5% 7% 80% 100% 

CURRENT SF 2 unit 3-9 unit 10-19 unit 20+ unit 
authorized 2005 82 50 32 172 5,235 5,571 

1% 1% 1% 3% 94% 100% 
produced 2005 46 38 117 38 1,633 1,872 

2% 2% 6% 2% 87% 100% 
.. 

Average Produced 
2001to2005 60 94 208 158 1,533 I 2,052 I 
RECOMMENDED DISTRIBUTION FOR GROWTH 2006 TO 2025 

Sr/SRO SF MF Total 
Average (past 4yrs) 5% 3% 92% 100% 
Recommended 3% 2% 95% 100% 
Housing Distribution 735 490 23,280 24,505 

*Note: All numbers from San Francisco Planning Department: '01-04 numbers from Housing 

= 

= 

= 

= 

Inventory 2001-2004 published July 2005, and '05 numbers from Housing Inventory 2005 p ending 

Sources: San Francisco Planning Department; Brion & Associates. 

Prepared by Brion & Associates 2300-SF-Final CC Fee Model-5.30.07 

Sr/SRO SF MF Total 
Units Units Units Units 

61 73 1,485 1,619 
4% 5% 92% 100% 
61 59 2,140 2,260 
3% 3% 95% 100% 
62 67 2,601 2,730 
2% 2% 95% 100% 
65 55 1,660 1,780 
4% 3% 93% 100% 

235 46 1,591 1,872 
13% 2% 85% 100% 

97 60 1,895 I 2,0521 

May 30, 2007 



Appendix B: Table D 
San Francisco Growth Forecast by Age, 0 to 13 and Total Population (1) 
Department of Finance P-3 Reports 
San Francisco Child Care Linkage Fee Nexus Study 

2000 Children as 2006 Children as 2010 Children as 2015 Children as 2020 Children as 2025 Children as Averages 
Age Total % of Pop. Total %of Pol!. Total % of Po(!. Total % of Po(!. Total % of Pol!. Total %ofPop. 2010-2025 

0 7,224 0.9% 9,287 1.2% 8,929 1.1% 6,273 0.8% 4,830 0.6% 4,773 0.6% 
6,398 0.8% 8,872 1.1% 9,281 1.1% 6,868 0.8% 4,892 0.6% 4,737 0.6% 

2 5,927 0.8% 8,372 1.0% 9,408 1.2% 7,454 0.9% 4,974 0.6% 4,698 0.6% 
3 5,993 0.8% 8,026 1.0% 9,334 1.1% 7,953 1.0% 5,190 0.6% 4,671 0.6% 
4 5,844 0.7% 8,013 1.0% 9,067 1.1% 8,354 1.0% 5,577 0.7% 4,666 0.6% 
5 5,963 0.8% 8,393 1.0% 8,638 1.1% 8,714 1.1% 6,065 0.7% 4,691 0.6% 
6 5,974 0.8% 7,181 0.9% 8,132 1.0% 9,055 1.1 % 6,647 0.8% 4,746 0.6% 
7 5,970 0.8% 6,327 0.8% 7,778 1.0% 9,175 1.1% 7,226 0.9% 4,825 0.6% 
8 6,127 0.8% 5,842 0.7% 7,748 0.9% 9,095 1.1% 7,717 0.9% 5,040 0.6% 
9 6,087 0.8% 5,905 0.7% 8,111 1.0% 8,816 1.1% 8,104 1.0% 5,425 0.7% 
10 6,220 0.8% 5,754 0.7% 6,898 0.8% 8,393 1.0% 8,469 1.0% 5,920 0.7% 
11 6,116 0.8% 5,920 0.7% 6,074 0.7% 7,907 1.0% 8,829 1.1% 6,518 0.8% 
12 6,066 0.8% 6,015 0.8% 5,650 0.7% 7,595 0.9% 8,991 1.1% 7,126 0.9% 
13 5,897 0.8% 6,048 0.8% 5,785 0.7% 7,617 0.9% 8,961 1.1% 7,653 0.9% 

Total 0-13 85,806 11.0% 99,955 12.5% 110,833 13.6% 113,269 13 .7% 96,472 11.8% 75,489 9.3% 

0-1 13,622 1.7% 18,159 2.3% 18,210 2.2% 13,141 1.6% 9,722 1.2% 9,510 1.2% 1.5% 
2-5 23,727 30% 32,804 4.1% 36,447 4.5% 32,475 3.9% 21 ,806 2.7% 18,726 2.3% 3.3% 
6-13 48,457 6.2% 48,992 6.1% 56,176 6.9% 67,653 8.2% 64,944 7.9% 47,253 5.8% 7.2% 

Total 0-13 85,806 11.0% 99,955 12.5% 110,833 13.6% 113,269 13.7% 96,472 11.8% 75,489 9.3% 12.1% 

Total Population 781,174 100.0% 800,244 100.0% 816,230 100.0% 825,614 100.0% 820,545 100% 810,595 100% 

(1) The actual numbers of children and total population from DOF is not used in the analysis but rather the relationships between children and total population. 
The percentages calculated above are applied to the City Planning Department's forecast of population growth. 

Sources: California Department of Finance; Brion & Associates . 

Prepared by Brion & Associates 2300-SF-Final CC Fee Mode/-5.30.07 May30, 2007 



Appendix B: Table E 
Cost of Family Child Care Home Expansions Funded with Existing Child Care Fee Grants 
San Francisco Child Care Linkage Fee Nexus Study 

Project & Project Grant/Loan Slots Slots Slots Total Cost per 
Year Budget Amount Created Enhanced Preserved Slots Space I Notes 
FY04 

#04-1 $4,434 $3,500 5 7 12 $887 
Purchase of sprinkler heads for Large FCC Fire 
Re ulations 

#04-2 $27,500 $12,500 6 8 14 $4,583 
Permits and Sprinkler System for Expansion-

· includes $15,000 below for Fire Clearance 

FY06 Subtotal $31,934 $16,000 11 8 7 26 $2,903 

FYOS 

#05-1 $15,159 $4,500 6 7 13 $2,527 
Purchase of equipment to meet the needs of larger 
!Q:OUQ of children following ex2ansion. 

#05-2 $20,000 $6,000 6 6 12 $3,333 
Creation of a second exit to obtain fire clearance for 
ex ansion 
Replacement of electric garage door with manually 

#04-2*R $4,500 R R R operated door in order to receive fire clearance for 
ex ansion 

FY05 Subtotal $35,159 $15,000 12 13 0 25 $2,930 

FY06 
To buy equipment and renovate first floor to meet 

#06-1 $15,082 $15,000 5 7 12 $3,016 Licensing and Fire Department requirements for 
ex ansion 

FY06 Subtotal $15,082 $15,000 5 0 7 12 $3,016 

$82,175 $46,000 28 21 14 63 2,935 

I $20,544 I $11,500 

*R =Repeated - provider received a previous grant, slots not counted to avoid duplicates 

Sources: Local Income Investment Fund, Child Care Capital Facilities Fund; Brion & Associates. 

Prepared by Brion & Associates 2300-SF-Final CC Fee Model-5.30.07 May30, 2007 



Appendix B: Table F 
Number of Children and Total Population for Mission Bay, Rincon Hill and Visitation Valley for 2006 and 2006 to 2025 
San Francisco Child Care Linkage Fee Nexus Study 

Population by Age (1) 
San Francisco Total Population O to24 Mos. 

All Ages (infants} 

Children as of2006 {only MB, RH, VV} 
Chi ldren as% of Population by Age Group (I) 
Total Population at 2006 (2) 16,448 

Total Estimated Employed Residents in City 41% 6,819 (3) 
SF Employed Residents Working 

Outside SF (5) 23% 1,573 
Those Needing Child Care Outside SF (5) 5% 199 (4) 
Net Residents 16,249 

Estimated Children at 2006 (5) 

New Children 2006-2025 {only MB, RH, VV} 
Children as% of Population by Age Group (6) 

Net New Population 9,763 
Senior and SRO Population 195 
Net Population with Children 9,568 
Estimated Children of New Residents 
New Employed Residents (7) 50% 4,767 
New Employed Residents Working Outside SF 23% 1,100 
Those Needing Child Care Outside SF (5) 5% 55 
Net New Residents Possibly Needing Care I 9,513 I 

Net New Children 2006 to 2025 

Total Children at 2025 {only MB, RH, VV} (8) 

Total Population 26,211 
Senior and SRO Population 786 
Net Population with Children 25,425 
Children as Percent of Total Population at 2025 
Estimated Children ofNew Residents 
New Employed Residents 50% 12,667 
New Employed Residents Working Outside SF 23% 2,922 
Those Needing Child Care Outside SF (5) 5% 146 
Total Residents Possibly Needing Care I 25,279 I 

Total Children 2025 

(I) Based on the percent of children by age group for San Francisco from DOF P-3 Report 
and applied to DCP's estimate of existing population as of2006 (See Appendix Table D). 

(2) For Mission Bay, Rincon Hill and Visitation Valley areas only. 

2.3% 

373 

99 

274 I 

1.5% 

148 

27 

120 I 

1.2% 
298 

73 

225 I 

2 to 5 
(~reschool} 

4.1% 
674 

99 

575 I 

3.3% 

320 

27 

292 I 

2.3% 
587 

73 

514 I 

6 to 13 
(school age} 

6.1% 
1,007 

1,001 I 

7.2% 

689 

689 I 

5.8% 
1,482 

1,482 I 

(3) Based on Employed Residents as percent of total population as of2000 Census and this rate times 2006 Population estimate. 
(4) Based on non-resident employee demand for child care in SF. See Table 6. 
(5) Based on Journey to Work data - see Table 5 and Table 6. 
(6) Based on total population as estimated times the average percentage of children per age group from above. 
(7) Based on forecasts of Employed Residents at 2025 by ABAG. 

Total 0-13 

12.5% 
2,054 

1,856 I 

12.1% 

1,157 

55 

1,102 I 

9.3% 
2,368 

146 

2,222 I 

(8) Note that the analysis for 2025 is based total population at 2025 and includes Mission Bay, Rincon Hill and Visitation Valley to provide an estimate 
of total demand for child care; these figures are not used in the impact fee calculations but rather for information of total future conditions. 

Sources: California Department of Finance; SF City Planning Department; Brion & Associates. 
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Appendix B: Table G 

Future Demand for Child Care for Mission Bay, Rincon Hill, and Visitation Valley: 2006 to 2025 
San Francisco Child Care Linkage Fee Nexus Study 

New 
Population & % Distri- Birth to 24 Mos. 

Future Growth - 2006 to 2025 Employment bution or Infant 

Future Child Care Need 

New Population with Children - 2006 to 2025 Cl) I 9,513 l<see Table 3) 

Resident Children Potentially Needing Care 

Estimated Number of Children by Age (2) (see Table 3) 120 
Average Labor Force Participation Rates (3) 57.6% 
Children With Working Parents 69 
% Children Needing Licensed Care (4) 37% 
Children Needing Licensed Care 26 
Percent of Children by Age Needing Care 21% 

Non-Resident Employee's Children Needing Care (5) 205 

Distributed by Land Use Category 

Civic, Institutional, Education 4,353 26% 54 

Hotel-Motel - 0% 

Industrial/PDR 6 0% 0 

Medical 10,460 64% 131 
Office 1,286 8% 16 

Retail 335 2% 4 

Total Future Employee Demand for Child Care 16,440 100% 205 

Total New Demand for Child Care Spaces I 231 I 
Percent Distribution 18% 

(1) Represents population associated with Mission Bay, Rincon Hill and Visitation Valley. 

New Child Care Demand by Age 

2 to 5 or 6 to 13 or Total. 0 to 
Preschool School Age 13 Years Old 

292 689 1,102 

57.6% 63.2% 

168 436 674 

100% 66% 72% 
168 289 I 483 I 
58% 42% 44% 

616 822 

163 - 218 

0 0 

392 - 523 

48 - 64 

13 - 17 

616 - 822 

I 785 I I 289 I I 1,305 I 
60% 22% 100% 

(2) Based on the estimated average number of children by age categories for 2010 to 2015 for San Francisco from CA Dept. ofFinance P-3 Report 

and applied to City Planning Department's estimate of expected new population between 2006 and 2025. 

(3) Labor force participation rates are from the 2000 Census and include children with two working parents or single working parents. 
Rates vary by age, under 6 years and over 6 years (see Table 2). 

(4) Not all children with working parents are assumed to need licensed care: the assumptions - % - under each age category are used. 

The remaining children are assumed to be cared for by family members, nannies, friends, and unlicensed care. 
Percentages are based on a detailed review of 12 other child care studies, including impact fee studies. 

Infant and preschool demand factors have been developed with the staff of the Dept. of Human Services and DCYF. 
School age Demand factor is from San Francisco Rec and Park Staff Survey in 2005 . 

(5) Includes demand from employees that work in these three areas but live elsewhere. This analysis assumes one child per 

employee that needs care at the rate of: 25% infants 75% preschool 0% school age 
School age children are assumed to have care near their home and school. 

Sources: California Department ofFinance-P-3 Report; SF City Planning Department; and Brion & Associates . 

Prepared by Brion & Associates 2300-SF-Final CC Fee Mode/-5.30.07 May30, 2007 
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APPENDIX C-1 
LAND USE BREAKDOWN BASED ON SF PLANNING DEPARTMENT DEMOGRAPHIC DAT A 

I. Existing Data (1) 

Land Use Type 

Single Family 
Sr/SRO 
Multi-Family (0-1 BR) 
Multi-Family (2 or> BR) 
Subtotal 

Commercial (CIE) 
Commercial (Motel/Hotel) 
Commercial (Medical) 
Commercial (Office) 
Commercial (Retail) 
Industrial 
Subtotal 

II. Future Data (2) 

Land Use Type 

Single Family 
Sr/SRO 
Multi-Family (0-1 BR) 
Multi-Family (2 or> BR) 
Subtotal 

Commercial (CIE) 
Commercial (Motel/Hotel) 
Commercial (Medical) 
Commercial (Office) 
Commercial (Retail) 
Industrial 
Subtotal 

III. Total at 2025 

Land Use Type 

Single Family 
Sr/SRO 
Multi-Family (0-1 BR) 
Multi-Family (2 or> BR) 
Subtotal 

Commercial (CIE) 
Commercial (Motel/Hotel) 
Commercial (Medical) 
Commercial (Office) 
Commercial (Retail) 
Industrial 
Subtotal 

* Note may not add up due to rounding. 

Citywide Forecast 

2006 
Number of 

Residents/Employees 

291,000 
22,400 

274,721 
189 000 
777,121 

94,127 
18,761 
36,772 

225,676 
97,205 
63 684 

536,224 

2006-2025 
Number of 

Residents/Employees 

1,733 
860 

30,464 
22,814 
55,871 

4,442 
2,347 
3,855 

51,122 
8,297 

13 744 
83,807 

2025 
Number of 

Residents/Employees 

292,733 
23,260 

305,185 
211 814 
832,992 

98,568 
21,107 
40,627 

276,798 
105,502 
77 429 

620,031 

2006 2006 
Residents Per Unit/ Number of 
Sqft per Employee Units/Non-Res SF 

3.11 93,520 * 
1.00 22,292 * 
2.03 135,152 * 
.u.Q 90 089 * 
2.28 341 ,052 * 

205 19,295,974 * 
388 7,279,093 * 
294 10,810,895 * 
400 90,270,440 * 
324 31,494,307 * 
474 30186311 * 
353 189,337,019 * 

2006-2025 2006-2025 
Residents Per Unit/ Number of 
Sqft per Employee Units/Non-Res SF 

3.53 490 * 
1.17 735 * 
2.18 13,968 * 
2.45 9,312 * 
2.28 24,505 * 

225 999,400 * 
400 938,640 * 
225 867,404 * 
225 11 ,502,528 * 
300 2,489,072 * 
350 4810529 * 
258 21,607,571 * 

2025 2025 
Residents Per Unit/ Number of 
Sqft per Employee Units/Non-Res SF 

3.11 94,010 
1.01 23,026 
2.05 149,119 

ill 99 402 
2.28 365,557 

206 20,295,373 * 
389 8,217,733 * 
287 11,678,298 * 
368 101,772,968 * 
322 33,983,378 * 
452 34 996 840 * 
340 210,944,590 * 

(I) Existing base data are from the San Francisco Planning Department (October, 2006) and are based on the Land Use Allocation Study (2002). Data have 
been adjusted to 2006 numbers assuming average annual growth from 2000 to 2025 . 
(2) Employment Projections are from Moody's Economy.com for 2006 to 2025 by industry sector. Residential (population and household) projections are 
adjusted to be in line with the employment projections by Economy.com; adjustments were prepared by Brion & Associates and reviewed by DT A and City 
Staff. Residential data based on City of San Francisco Demographic Data provided by the Planning Department. Non-Residential data provided by Dun & 
Bradstreet. Also, please note that the total Multi-Family Residential Land Use Class figures were split assuming 60% of existing and future MF are/will be 0-1 
BR and 40% are/wi11 be 2 or more bedrooms. 
Prepared by David Taussig Associates, Inc.; Brion & Associates. 

Prepared by Brion & Associates 2300-SF-Final CC Fee Mode/-5.30.07 May 30, 2007 



APPENDIX C-2 
LAND USE BREAKDOWN BASED ON SF PLANNING DEPARTMENT DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

Moody's Mission Bay Area Only 

I. Existing Data (1) 

Land Use Type 

Single Family 
Sr/SRO 
Multi-Family (0-1 BR) 
Multi-Family (2 or > BR) 
Subtotal 

Commercial (CIE) 
Commercial (Motel/Hotel) 
Commercial (Medical) 
Commercial (Office) 
Commercial (Retail) 
Industrial 
Subtotal 

II. Future Data (2) 

Land Use Type 

Single Family 
Sr/SRO 
Multi-Family (0-1 BR) 
Multi-Family (2 or > BR) 
Subtotal 

Commercial (CIE) 
Commercial (Motel/Hotel) 
Commercial (Medical) 
Commercial (Office) 
Commercial (Retail) 
Industrial 
Subtotal 

III. Total at 2025 

Land Use Type 

Single Family 
Sr/SRO 
Multi-Family (0-1 BR) 
Multi-Family (2 or > BR) 
Subtotal 

Commercial (CIE) 
Commercial (Motel/Hotel) 
Commercial (Medical) 
Commercial (Office) 
Commercial (Retail) 
Industrial 
Subtotal 

* Note may not add up due to rounding. 

2006 
Number of 

Residents/Employees 

1,267 
845 

2.112 

1,425 
0 

34 
4,573 
1,081 
I 787 

8,901 

2006-2025 
Number of 

Residents/Employees 

2,227 
I 485 

3,711 

4,220 
0 
5 

9,598 
1,026 

270 
15,118 

2025 
Numbero.f 

Residents/Employees 

3,494 
2 329 
5,823 

5,645 
0 

39 
14,171 
2,107 
2 057 

24,020 

2006 2006 
Residents Per Unit/ Number of 
Sqft per Employee Units/Non-Res SF 

1.76 720 • 
l1Q_ 480 . 
1.76 1,200 • 

225 320,733 • 
400 0 * 
225 7,749 * 
225 1,028,928 * 
300 324,300 • 
350 625 554 • 
259 2,307,265 • 

2006-2025 2006-2025 
Residents Per Unit/ Number of 
Sqft per Employee Units/Non-Res SF 

1.87 1,190 • 
ill 793 * 
1.87 1,983 * 

225 949,392 * 
400 0 * 
225 1,026 * 
225 2,159,598 * 
300 307,800 * 
350 94 539 * 
232 3,512,355 * 

2025 2025 
Residents Per Unit/ Number of 
Sqft per Employee Units/Non-Res SF 

1.83 1,910 • 

1.83 I 273 * 
1.83 3.183 . 
225 1,270,125 * 
400 0 • 
225 8,775 * 
225 3,188,527 • 
300 632,100 • 
350 720 093 * 
242 5,819,620 * 

(I) Existing base data are from the San Francisco Planning Deparbnent (October, 2006) and are based on the Land Use Allocation Study (2002). Data have 
been adjusted to 2006 numbers assuming average annual growth from 2000 to 2025. 
(2) Employment Projections are from Moody's Economy.com for 2006 to 2025 by industry sector. Residential (population and household) projections are 
adjusted to be in line with the employment projections by Economy.com; adjustments were prepared by Brion & Associates and reviewed by DT A and City 
Staff. Residential data based on City of San Francisco Demographic Data provided by the Planning Deparbnent. Non-Residential data provided by Dun & 
Bradstreet. Also, please note that the total Multi-Family Residential Land Use Class figures were split assuming 60% of existing and future MF are/will be 
0-1 BR and 40% are/will be 2 or more bedrooms. 
Prepared by David Taussig Associates, Inc.; Brion & Associates. 

Prepared by Brion & Associates 2300-SF-Fina/ CC Fee Mode/-5.30.07 May 30, 2007 



APPENDIX C-3 
LAND USE BREAKDOWN BASED ON SF PLANNING DEPARTMENT DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

Moody's Rincon Hill Area Only 

I. Existing Data (1) 

Land Use Type 

Single Family 
Sr/SRO 
Multi-Family (0-1 BR) 
Multi-Family (2 or > BR) 
Subtotal 

Commercial (CIE) 
Commercial (Motel/Hotel) 
Commercial (Medical) 
Commercial (Office) 
Commercial (Retail) 
Industrial 
Subtotal 

II. Future Data (2) 

Land Use Type 

Single Family 
Sr/SRO 
Multi-Family (0-1 BR) 
Multi-Family (2 or > BR) 
Subtotal 

Commercial (CIE) 
Commercial (Motel/Hotel) 
Commercial (Medical) 
Commercial (Office) 
Commercial (Retail) 
Industrial 
Subtotal 

III. Total at 2025 [SJ 

Land Use Type 

Single Family 
Sr/SRO 
Multi-Family (0-1 BR) 
Multi-Family (2 or > BR) 
Subtotal 

Commercial (CIE) 
Commercial (Motel/Hotel) 
Commercial (Medical) 
Commercial (Office) 
Commercial (Retail) 
Industrial 
Subtotal 

* Note may not add up due to rounding. 

2006 
Number of 

Residents/Employees 

1,701 
I 134 

2,835 

309 
0 

15 
13,469 
3,923 

~ 
17,811 

2006-2025 
Number of 

Residents/Employees 

2,886 
1924 

4,810 

123 
0 
2 

814 
226 

1 
l,172 

2025 
Number of 

Residents/Employees 

4,587 
3 058 
7,645 

432 
0 

17 
14,283 
4,149 

ill 
18,983 

2006 
Residents Per Unit/ 
Sq ft per Employee 

1.89 

li2 
1.89 

225 
400 
225 
225 
300 
350 
242 

2006-2025 
Residents Per Unit/ 
Sqft per Employee 

1.55 

Ll2 
1.55 

225 
400 
225 
225 
300 
350 
240 

2025 
Residents Per Unit/ 
Sq ft per Employee 

1.66 

J.M. 
1.66 

225 
400 
225 
225 
300 
350 
242 

2006 
Number of 

Units/Non-Res SF 

900 . 
600 . 

1,500 . 
69,498 . 

0 . 
3,483 . 

3,030,521 . 
1,176,756 . 

33,346 . 
4,313,604 . 

2006-2025 
Number of 

Units/Non-Res SF 

1,860 . 
1 240 • 

3,100 . 
27,702 . 

0 . 
342 . 

183,100 . 
67,944 . 
2 522 • 

281,610 

2025 
Number of 

Units/Non-Res SF 

. 

2,760 • 
I 840 • 

4,600 • 

97,200 • 
0 • 

3,825 • 
3,213,621 • 
1,244,700 • 

35 868 • 
4,595,214 • 

(1) Existing base data are from the San Francisco Planning Department (October, 2006) and are based on the Land Use Allocation Study (2002). Data have been 
adjusted to 2006 numbers assuming average annual growth from 2000 to 2025. 

(2) Employment Projections are from Moody's Economy.com for 2006 to 2025 by industry sector. Residential (population and household) projections are adjusted 
to be in line with the employment projections by Economy.com; adjustments were prepared by Brion & Associates and reviewed by DTA and City Staff. Residential 
data based on City of San Francisco Demographic Data provided by the Planning Department. Non-Residential data provided by Dun & Bradstreet. Also, please 
note that the total Multi-Family Residential Land Use Class figures were split assuming 60% of existing and future MF are/will be 0-1 BR and 40% are/will be 2 or 
more bedrooms. 

Prepared by David Taussig Associates, Inc.; Brion & Associates. 

Prepared by Brion & Associates 2300-SF-Final CC Fee Mode/-5.30.07 May30, 2007 



APPENDIX C-4 
LAND USE BREAKDOWN BASED ON SF PLANNING DEPARTMENT DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

Moody's Visitation Valley Area Only 

I. Existing Data (1) 

Land Use Type 

Single Family 
Sr/SRO 
Multi-Family (0-1 BR) 
Multi-Family (2 or > BR) 
Subtotal 

Commercial (ClE) 
Commercial (Motel/Hotel) 
Commercial (Medical) 
Commercial (Office) 
Commercial (Retail) 
Industrial 
Subtotal 

II. Future Data (2) 

Land Use Type 

Single Family 
Sr/SRO 
Multi-Family (0-1 BR) 
Multi-Family (2 or > BR) 
Subtotal 

Commercial (ClE) 
Commercial (Motel/Hotel) 
Commercial (Medical) 
Commercial (Office) 
Commercial (Retail) 
Industrial 
Subtotal 

Ill. Total at 2025 

Land Use Type 

Single Family 
Sr/SRO 
Multi-Family (0-1 BR) 
Multi-Family (2 or > BR) 
Subtotal 

Commercial (CIE) 
Commercial (Motel/Hotel) 
Commercial (Medical) 
Commercial (Office) 
Commercial (Retail) 
Industrial 
Subtotal 

• Note may 1101 add up due to rounding. 

2006 
Number of 

Residents/Employees 

5,751 
230 

2,645 
2 875 

11,501 

373 
16 
2 

58 
183 
636 

1,268 

2006-2025 
Number of 

Residents/Employees 

62 
25 

497 
658 

1,242 

10 
0 
0 

48 
33 

~ 
149 

2025 
Number of 

Residents/Employees 

5,813 
255 

3,142 
3 534 

12, 743 

383 
16 
2 

107 
216 
694 

1,./17 

2006 2006 
Residents Per Unit/ Number of 
Sq ft per Employee Units/Non-Res SF 

4.01 1,434 
1.50 153 
3.50 756 
3.80 757 
3.71 3,100 

225 83,952 
400 6,400 
225 450 
225 13,107 
300 54,768 
350 222 679 
301 381,355 

2006-2025 2006-2025 
Residents Per Unit/ Number of 
Sqft per Employee Units/Non-Res SF 

4.80 13 
l.80 14 
4.45 112 
4.80 137 
4.51 276 

225 2,223 
400 0 
225 0 
225 10,867 
300 10,032 
350 20 199 
290 43,321 

2025 2025 
Residents Per Unit/ Number of 
Sqft per Employee Units/Non-Res SF 

4.02 1,447 
l.52 167 
3.62 867 
3.95 894 
3.78 3,376 

225 86,175 
400 6,400 
225 450 
225 23,974 
300 64,800 
350 242 878 
300 424,676 

(1) Existing base data are from the San Francisco Planning Department (October, 2006) and are based on the Land Use Allocation Study (2002). Data 
have been adjusted to 2006 numbers assuming average annual growth from 2000 to 2025. 

(2) Employment Projections are from Moody1s Economy.com for 2006 to 2025 by industry sector. Residential (population and household) projections are 
adjusted to be in line with the employment projections by Economy.com; adjustments were prepared by Brion & Associates and reviewed by DTA and 
City Staff. Residential data based on City of San Francisco Demographic Data provided by the Planning Department. Non-Residential data provided by 
Dun & Bradstreet. Also, please note that the total Multi-Family Residential Land Use Class figures were split assuming 60% of existing and future MF 
are'will be 0-1 BR and 400/o are/will be 2 or more bedrooms. 

Prepared by David Taussig Associates, Inc. ; Brion & Associates. 

Prepared by Brion & Associates 2300-SF-Finat CC Fee Modet-5.30.07 
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APPENDIX C-5 
LAND USE BREAKDOWN BASED ON SF PLANNING DEPARTMENT DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

Moody's Total Forecast without Mission Bay, Rincon Hill and Visitation Valley Areas 

I. Existing Data (1) 

Land Use Type 

Single Family 
Sr/SRO 
Multi-Family (0-1 BR) 
Multi-Family (2 or> BR) 

Subtotal 

Commercial (CIE) 
Commercial (Motel/Hotel) 
Commercial (Medical) 
Commercial (Office) 
Commercial (Retail) 
Industrial 
Subtotal 

II. Future Data (2) 

Land Use Type 

Single Family 
Sr/SRO 
Multi-Family (0-1 BR) 
Multi-Family (2 or> BR) 

Subtotal 

Commercial (CLE) 
Commercial (Motel/Hotel) 

Commercial (Medical) 
Commercial (Office) 

Commercial (Retail) 
Industrial 
Subtotal 

III. Total at 2025 

Land Use Type 

Single Family 
Sr/SRO 
Multi-Family (0-1 BR) 
Multi-Family (2 or> BR) 
Subtotal 

Commercial (CLE) 
Commercial (Motel/Hotel) 
Commercial (Medical) 

Commercial (Office) 
Commercial (Retail) 

Industrial 
Subtotal 

* Note may not add up due to rounding. 

2006 
Number of 

Residents/Employees 

285,250 
22,170 

269,108 
184 146 
760,673 

92,019 
18,745 

36,720 
207,576 

92,019 
61 165 

508,243 

Number of 
Residents/Employees 

1,671 
836 

24,854 
18,748 
46,108 

89 
2,347 
3,849 

40,662 
7,011 

13 409 
67,367 

Number of 
Residents/Employees 

286,921 
23,005 

293,962 
202 894 
806,781 

92,108 
21,091 
40,569 

248,238 
99,030 
74 575 

575,611 

2006 2006 
Residents Per Unit/ Number of 
Sqft per Employee Units/Non-Res SF 

3.10 92,085 • 
1.00 22,138 • 

2.03 132,776 • 
2.09 88 253 • 

2.27 335,252 . 
205 18,821,791 • 

388 7,272,693 • 
294 10,799,213 • 
415 86, 197 ,884 • 
325 29,938,483 • 
479 29 304 732 • 

359 182,334,794 . 

Residents Per Unit/ Number of 
Sqft per Employee Units/Non-Res SF 

3.500 477 • 

1.159 721 • 

2.300 10,806 • 
2.625 7 142 • 

2.408 19,146 • 

225 20,083 • 
400 938,640 • 

225 866,036 • 

225 9,148,962 • 

300 2, 103,296 • 

350 4,693,270 • 

264 17,770,286 • 

Residents Per Unit/ Number of 
Sqft per Employee Units/Non-Res SF 

3.10 92,563 • 

1.01 22,859 • 

2.05 143,582 • 

ill 95 395 • 

2.28 354,399 . 
205 18,841,873 • 
389 8,211,333 • 

288 11 ,665,248 • 

384 95,346,846 • 

324 32,041,778 • 

456 33 998001 . 
348 200, I 05, 080 . 

(1) Existing base data are from the San Francisco Planning Department (October, 2006) and are based on the Land Use Allocation Study (2002). Data have 
been adjusted to 2006 numbers assuming average annual growth from 2000 to 2025. 

(2) Employment Projections are from Moody's Economy.com for 2006 to 2025 by industry sector. Residential (population and\ousehold) projections are 
adjusted to be in line with the employment projections by Economy.com; adjustments were prepared by Brion & Associates and reviewed by OTA and City 
Staff. Residential data based on City of San Francisco Demographic Data provided by the Planning Department. Non-Residential data provided by Dun & 
Bradstreet. Also, please note that the total Multi-Family Residential Land Use Class figures were split assuming 60% of existing and future l\1F are/will be 0-1 
BR and 40% are/will be 2 or more bedrooms. 

Prepared by David Taussig Associates, Inc.; Brion & Associates. 

Prepared by Brion & Associates 2300-SF-Final CC Fee Mode/-5.30.07 May30, 2007 
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The purpose of this report is to describe and document employment and population forecasts developed for 
the City-wide Development Impact Fee Study. Brion & Associates, working with other team members, the 

City Controller's Office, and the Planning Department prepared this forecast specifically for the City-wide 
Fee Study. The growth forecasts represent a moderate growth scenario that considers both historical growth 

in the City and future growth as forecast by an independent economic firm, Moody's Economy.com. 

This report describes the moderate growth scenario used in each of the fee nexus studies, explains its major 
assumptions and sources of data, and provides the rationale for its use. The growth forecasts for 
employment, households, and population are derived from an employment forecast by Moody's 
Economy.com. 

Employment Growth 

Moody's Economy.com forecasts the City's employment base will grow at an average annual rate of 0.77% 
per year from 2006 to 2025. Exhibit 1 summarizes this forecast, broken down by industries that use office, 

retail, warehouse, high tech space, and other space. This forecast is also broken down by total jobs. Historic 

employment growth figures are also shown from 1980 to 2005 in five year increments. 

Historical growth from Moody's compares to the data provided by the San Francisco Controller's Office, 

which is from the California Economic Development Department. On an annual basis, from 1995 to 2005, 

there is less than a one percent difference in the two employment counts for any given year. 

As shown in Exhibit 1, the City has a total of about 533,220 jobs as of 2006, which compares nicely to the 
City Planning Department's estimate of about 536,224 jobs for 2006. For this analysis, we are using the 
City's land use database by Traffic Analysis Zone and Neighborhood to estimate 2006 data for this new 
forecast. 1 Approximately 57% of the Moody's forecast is comprised of office related jobs, 22% retail and 

15% high tech. Very little growth is forecast in warehouse related jobs (less than one percent), and the 
remaining 6% is "other" jobs. 

As shown in Exhibit 2, the forecast applies the 0.77% average annual growth rate to existing 2006 

employment for an estimated total of 620,031 total jobs at 2025 or a net increase of 83,807 new jobs over the 
19-year period. 

For job growth in the three special planning areas, the analysis assumes that employment uses in Mission Bay, 
Rincon Hill and Visitation Valley will reach build-out by 2025. Visitation Valley and Rincon Hill do not 
have a significant amount of planned new employment growth over the existing base. In contrast, Mission 

Bay includes a large amount of new non-residential development potential and is posed nicely to capture a 

significant amount of future employment growth in the City. 

1 The City' s estimate of2006 development is based on the Planning Department's Land Use Allocation Study-
2002, and extrapolates 2006 figures based on the average annual growth expected from 2000 to 2025. 
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Population Growth 

The analysis considers population growth in relation to employment growth, given that population growth 

requires some job growth and vice versa. For the population forecast we have reviewed the relationship 

between jobs and population from the new ABAG 2007 Projections, which forecast approximately 2.0 jobs 

per each new resident between 2006 and 2025. However, population growth in San Francisco is not solely 

driven by employment growth. Thus, the analysis uses a jobs-per-population factor of 1.5, which presumes 

that some portion of population growth will not be employment-dependent. To estimate expected 

population growth dependant on new jobs, we have divided by 1.5 for an estimated increase in population of 

about 55,871 residents. This forecast of population is 62% of ABAG's new 2007 projection for population 

growth through 2025. 

Growth in Housing Stock 

For housing units, the new population forecast is divided by persons per household factors from Department 

of City Planning, which vary by project area and the city as a whole. Based on this approach, the City would 

add about 24,505 new housing units or about 1,290 units per year on average. Historical dwelling unit 

growth averaged about 2,052 units per year from 2001 to 2005. Thus, our forecast would be about 63% of 

that recent average annual growth rate in units and reflects the recent slow down in the residential market. 

For the three project areas that will be exempt from the new impact fees, the analysis does not assume all of 
the residential uses will be developed in Mission Bay and Visitation Valley. Based on discussions with 
Planning Staff we have developed the following assumptions: 

+ Mission Bay: 100% employment uses and about 65% of residential uses achieve build-out by 2025. 

+ Rincon Hill: 100% of both employment and residential uses achieve build-out by 2025. 

+ Visitation Valley: 100% of employment and 90% of residential uses achieve build-out by 2025. 

Growth of Non-Residential Space 

Exhibit 3 summarizes the employment forecast by land use category, area and year, and then converts it into 

square feet of space by land use category. Shown first are 2006 estimates of existing jobs by land use category 

with and without Mission Bay, Rincon Hill and Visitation Valley. Net new jobs through 2025 are also 

shown by land use category. These jobs are converted into estimates of building space based on average 

square feet per employee assumptions in the second half of the table. 

The net new building square feet is used to calculate the non-residential impact fee. As shown, the City is 

expected to add about 1.1 million square feet of space per year on average over the forecast period for a total 
of 21.6 million square feet of total non-residential space. Of this amount, office space is expected to total 

about 11.5 million square feet. Proposition M which controls and regulates how much office space can be 

developed per year in the City limits office space per year to 875,000 square feet per year. 2 Our average 

annual expected office growth would equal about 605,000 square feet per year or less than the Proposition M 

2 Per Sarah Dennis, San Francisco Planning Department, correspondence dated March 9, 2007. 
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limit. The three project areas of Mission Bay, Rincon Hill and Visitation Valley would add about 3.8 million 
square feet of this growth in space and this space would be exempt from the impact fees. 

Comparison of the Moderate Growth Scenario to Other Growth Forecasts 

Exhibit 4 presents the comparison of all the forecasts reviewed to date for this effort. These include: 

+ ABAG 2005 Projections 

+ ABAG 2007 Projections 

+ Planning Department's Land Use Study Forecast, 2000 to 2035 

+ Historical Forecast, based on Controller's Office data on historical growth in the City 

+ Moody's Forecast 

As shown, the Moody's forecast jobs per population factor is less than ABAG's forecast but higher than the 
Historical forecast, and much lower than the Planning Department's forecast. This table also estimates the 
average annual growth rates implied in each forecast by demographic category. 

Exhibit 5 presents a summary of historical growth from the California Department of Finance and Moody's 
employment data for the City and compares it to the future forecast proposed for the fee studies. Jobs per 
resident or population are shown by five year intervals, and for 2006 and 2025. As shown, the job per 

resident factors implied iri. the forecast and planning data are similar to historical figures for the City. The 

data for 2005 and 2006 are lower than other years, due to the impacts of the dot.com crash, where the City 
lost a significant amount of jobs relative to population. 

Development by Land Use by Year and Area 

Exhibits 6-10 present the forecast for the entire City, each of the three special planning areas (Mission Bay, 
Rincon Hill and Visitation Valley) and the entire city net of the three planning areas. In each table residential 
and non-residential development, and population, housing units and employment is shown by year. The 

analysis is presented for 2006, 2006 to 2025, and total at 2025. 
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Exhibit 1 
Historical and Projected Employment 

for San Francisco: 1980 to 2025 
from l\'Ioody's Economy.com 

San Francisco Citywide Development 
Impact Fee Study 

Employment Category 

Office Employment 
Net Growth 
%Growth 

Retail Employment 
Net Growth 
%Growth 

\Varehouse Employment 
Net Growth 
% Growth 

High Tech Employment 
Net Growth 
% Growth 

Other Employment 
Net Growth 
%Growth 

Totnl Employment (1) 
Net Growth 
% Growth 

Historical Employment 
1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 ' 2005 2006 

emplovmf!l1f !!..JE..tres in I, OOOs 

224.53 227.59 226.09 208.90 253.36 189.44 191.18 
3.07 -1.51 -17.18 44.46 -63.92 1.73 

1.4% -0.7% -7.6% 21.3% -25.2% 0.9% 

94.13 95.97 99.70 95.71 118.36 106.22 107.88 
1.84 3.73 -3.99 22.65 -12.14 1.66 

2.0% 3.9% -4.0% 23.7% -10.3% I.6% 

40.44 35.53 31.24 23.13 22.90 19.99 20.42 
-4.90 ~.30 -8.11 -0.23 -2.91 0.43 

-1 2.1% -12.1% -26.0% - l.0% -12.7% 2.2% 

21.69 22.33 19.32 20.21 41.48 22.34 22.39 
0.64 -3 .0l 0.89 21.27 -1 9.14 0.05 

3.0% - 13.5% 4.6% 105.3% -46.1% 0.2°/o 

189.57 184.06 191.08 180.78 170.92 188.11 191.36 
-5.51 7.02 -10.30 -9.86 17.19 3.25 

-2.9% 3.8% -5.4% -5.5% 10.1% 1.7% 

570.36 565.49 567.41 528.72 607.02 526.10 533.22 
-4.87 1.93 -38.69 78.30 -80.92 7.12 

-0.9% 0.3% -6.8% 14.8% -13.3% 1.4% 

(I) Includes total payroll employment, including non-BLS sectors. 
From Moody's Economy.com for the City and County of San Francisco. 

Sources: Moody's Economy.com; Brion & Associates. 

Projected Employment Net Change 
2010 2015 2020 2025 1980-2005 2006-2025 

Ainount/P AYg. Annual Amount/Pe Avg. Annual 
ercent %Growth rcent % Growth 

201.68 214.29 226.22 238.96 -35.08 -0.68% 47.78 1.18% 
10.50 12.61 11.93 12.74 
5.5% 6.3% S.6% 5.6% -15.6% 25.0% 

111.68 115.40 121.00 126.61 12.09 0.48% 18.73 0.85% 
3.80 3.72 5.60 5.61 

3.5% 3.3% 4.8% 4.6% 12.8% 17.4% 

20.82 20.90 20.82 20.45 -20.45 -2.78% 0.03 0.01% 
0.40 0.08 -0.08 -0.37 

2.0% 0.4% -0.4% -1.8% -50.6% 0.2% 

25.07 28.59 31.68 34.53 0.65 0.12% 12.14 2.31% 
2.68 3.52 3.09 2.86 

12.()% 14.0% 10.8% 9.0% 3.0% 54.2% 

195.91 195.43 196.37 196.01 -1.46 -0.03% 4.65 0.13% 
4.55 -0.47 0.94 -0.36 

2.4% -0.2% 0.5% -0.2% -0.8% 2.4% 

555.16 574.62 596.09 616.56 -44.26 -0.32% 83.34 1 0.77%1 
21.93 19.46 21.47 20.48 
4.1% 3.5% 3.7% 3.4% -7.8% 15.6% 



Exhibit2 
Projected Growth in San Francisco from 2006-2025 
San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee Study 

Incremental 
Existing Projected Growth Average Total Project Area 

Conditions 2006-2025 Persons per At Percent 
Item 2006 Amount Avg. Annual Household 2025 Buildout 

(3) Growth Rate 

Total Po11u lation (1) 777,121 55,871 0.00% 832,992 na 
Visitation Valley 11 ,501 1,242 -99.94% 12,743 90% 
Mission Bay 2,112 3,711 - 5.48% 5,823 65% 
Rincon Hill 2.835 4.810 5.36% 7.645 100% 
Subtotal 16,448 9,763 26,211 

Total w/out MB/RH/V (2) 760,673 46,1081 -0.02% 806,781 na 

Total Housini:; Units (1) 341,052 24,505 0.52% 2.28 365,557 na 
Visitation Valley 3,100 276 0.88% 4.80 3,376 91% 
Mission Bay 1,200 1,983 5.27% 1.87 3,183 65% 
Rincon Hill 1.500 3,100 -99.94% 1.55 4,600 100% 
Subtotal 5,800 5,359 11,159 

Total w/out MB/RH/V (2) 335,252 19,1461 0.51% 2.09 354,399 na 

Total Em11lol'.ment (1) 536,224 83,807 0.00% 620,031 na 
Visitation Valley 1,268 149 0.46% 1,417 100% 
Mission Bay 8,901 15,118 0.74% 24,020 100% 
Rincon Hill 17.811 1,172 0.38% 18,983 100% 
Subtotal 27,981 16,440 44,420 

Total w/out MBIRHN (2) 508,243 67,3671 -0.03% 575,611 na 

(I) Employment Projections are from Moody's Economy.com for 2006 to 2025 by industry sector. 

Residential (population and household) projections are adjusted to be in line with the employment projections by 

E<;onomy.com; base data are from the San Francisco Planning Department (October, 2006) based on the Land Use Allocation Study - 2002. 

(2) Mission Bay, Rincon Hill and Visitation Valley/Executive Park have separate agreements in terms of fees and have requirements 

to meet their child care impacts through project mitigation and are excluded from the fee analysis. 

(3) The amount of growth shown in boxes would be subject to the Child Care Requirement and Linkage Fee, after 

additional adj ustments in subsequent tables., 

Sources: Moody's Economy.com; San Francisco Department of City Planning; David Taussig & Associates, Inc.; Brion & Associates. 



Exhibit 3 
Development Projections 
for Non-Residential Uses 
San Francisco Citywide 
Development Impact Fee Study 

Non-Res. Development 
CIE 
Hotel 
Medical 
Office 
Retail 
Industrial/PDR 
TOTAL/AVG. 
Avg. Per Yr-
2006 to 2025 

Existin2 Conditions 2006 (1) Future Jobs - 2006 to 2025 (2) 

2006 Jobs in 
Mission Mission Bay I Net New Jobs 

Bay/Rincon Net Jobs 2006 Total Projected Rincon Subject to Fee - Total 
Estimated Hill/Visitation (w/out MB, RH, New Jobs -2006- Hill/Visitation 2006-2025 (w/out Projected Jobs 

Jobs - 2006 Valley (4) VY) 2025 Valley Growth (4) MB,RH, VY) at 2025 
a b c 

94,127 2,107 92,019 4,442 4,353 89 98,568 
18,761 16 18,745 2,347 0 2,347 21 ,107 
36,772 52 36,720 3,855 6 3,849 40,627 

225,676 18,100 207,576 51,122 10,460 40,662 276,798 
97,205 5,186 92,019 8,297 1,286 7,011 105,502 
63,684 2,519 61 165 13 744 335 13 409 77 429 

536,224 27,981 508,243 83,807 16,440 67,367 620,031 

4,411 865 3,546 

(1) Land use categories and base data are from the San Francisco Department of City Planning (October 2006). 
Data from 2006 is extrapolated from the 2000 to 2025 projections, based on average annual growth rates by land use category. 

(2) New job growth is from Moody's Economy.com forecast for San Francisco, 2006 to 2025. 
(3) 

Total Jobs at 2025 
Total Jobs in 

Mission 
Bay/Rincon 

Hill/Visitation Total Net Jobs 
Valley at 2025 at 2025 (w/out 

(4) MB,RH, VV) 

6,460 92,108 
16 21,091 
58 40,569 

28,561 248,238 
6,472 99,030 
2 854 74 575 

44,421 575,610 
(5) (5) 

Based on typical new sqft per employee factors derived by reviewing proposed projects and actual projects in SF and other Silicon Valley cities by Brion & Associates. 

The sqft per employee factors that exist currently are lower density factors than those used for the future analysis. lt is assumed that in the future employees will use less 
sqft than they use currently. 

(4) Visitation Valley, Rincon Hill and Mission Bay would not be subject to the new impact fee and the remaining square footage of development potential associated with 
these projects is removed for the analysis. 

(5) The totals above are off by one job from the totals in Exhibit 1 due to rounding. 

(6) This amount of expected office space development would be within the limits of that allowed by Proposition M, which restricts office development to 875,000 sqft per 
year. There is also an accumulation of2.2 million sqft credit that can also be developed . 
Sources: Moody's Economy.com; San Francisco Department of City Planning; David Taussig & Associates, Inc.; Brion & Associates . 



Exhibit 3 
Development Projections 
for Non-Residential Uses 
Sail Francisco Citywide 
Development Impact Fee Study 

Land Use 

Non-Res. Development 
CIE 
Hotel 
Medical 
Office 
Retail 
Industrial/PDR 
TOTAL/AVG. 
Avg. Per Yr -
2006 to 2025 

Estimated Sqft in 
2006 

d 

19,295,974 
7,279,093 

10,810,895 
90,270,440 
31,494,307 
30,186,31 1 

189,337,019 

Future Average Projected New 
Sq ft per Sqft-2006-2025 

Employee (3) (2) 
e a*e = f 

225 999,400 
400 938,640 
225 867,404 
225 11 ,502,528 (6) 
300 2,489,072 
350 4810529 

21,607,571 

1,137,241 

Net 
Mission Bay I Development 

Rincon Potential Subject 
Hill/Visitation to Fee - 2006-

Valley Growth (3) 2025 
b*e=g f-g =h 

979,317 20,083 
938,640 

1,368 866,036 
2,353,565 9,148,962 

385,776 2,103,296 
117 259 4 693 270 

3,837,285 17,770,286 

201,962 935,278 

Total Sqft of Bldg. 
Space at 2025 

d+f=i 

20,295,373 
8,217,733 

11,678,298 
101,772,968 
33,983,378 
34,996 840 

210,944,590 

do not print this cc 

Total at 2025 w/out 
MB,RH,VV 

18,841 ,873 
8,211 ,333 

11,665,248 
95,346,846 
32,041,778 
33,998,001 

200,105,080 



Exhibit 4 
Comparison of Four Growth Projections 

in San Francisco from 2006-2025 
San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee Study 

Existing Projected Growth 
Conditions 2006-2025 

Item 2006 Amount % Change 

Population 
ABAG2005 (I) 800,540 89,860 11.2% 
ABAG2007 (2) 798,380 90,020 11.3% 
City Planning (3) 777,221 57,327 7.4% 
Historical (4) 777,221 57,327 7.4% 
Moody's (5) 777,221 55,871 7.2% 

Households 
ABAG 2005 (1) 340,126 43,524 12.8% 
ABAG 2007 (2) 340,802 36,248 10.6% 
City Planning (3) 341,052 25,159 7.4% 
Historical (4) 341 ,052 25,159 7.4% 
Moody's (5) 341,052 24,505 7.2% 

Employment (1) 
ABAG2005 (I) 585,450 190,650 32.6% 
ABAG2007 (2) 553,090 179,930 32.5% 
City Planning (3) 536,225 224,712 41.9% 
Historical (4) 525,466 20,310 3.9% 
Moody's (5) 536,224 83,807 15.6% 

Jobs per Population 
ABAG 2005 0.73 2.12 290.1% 
ABAG2007 0.69 2.00 288.5% 
City Planning 0.69 3.92 568.2% 
Historical 0.68 0.35 52.4% 
Moody's 0.69 1.50 217.4% 

Total 
At 

Buildout 
2025 

890,400 
888,400 
834,448 
834,448 
832,992 

383,650 
377,050 
366,211 
366,211 
365,557 

776,100 
733,020 
760,937 
545,776 
620,031 

0.87 
0.83 
0.91 
0.65 
0.74 

Note: There is not a different population and household forecast for the City Planning and Historical forecasts. 

Note: City estimate of households is actually housing units and ABAG is households. The difference could be related to . 

vacancies 

(I) Based on ABAG Projections 2005 . 

(2) Based on the recently released ABAG Projections 2007. 

(3) City data and projections are from SF Planning Department as provided by David Taussig & Associates, Inc. (July 2006). 

Note: There is not a different population and household forecast for the City Planning and Historical forecasts : 

(4) Based on historical average annual growth rate for employment of .2% and applied to existing employment; 

population and housing is the same as for Planning forecast. 

(5) Based on employment forecast for 2006 to 2025 by Moody's Economy.com. 

Population and households estimates are based on historical housing growth, and comparison of population to employment 

by Brion & Associates. 

Sources: ABAG; San Francisco Planning Department; David Taussig & Associates, Inc .; Brion & Associates. 

Average 
Annual 
Growth 

Rate 

0.56% 
0.56% 
0.37% 
0.37% 
0.37% 

0.64% 
0.53% 
0.38% 
0.38% 
0.37% 

1.49% 
1.49% 
1.86% 
0.20% 
0.77% 

0.93% 
0.92% 
1.48% 

-0.17% 
0.40% 



Exhibit 5 
Historical Population Growth for San Francisco: 1990 to 2005 
San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee Study 

Historical Po~ulation & Em~loyment (1) Moderate Forecast (2) 
1990 1995 2000 2005 2006 

Total Population 723,959 751,899 779,124 792,952 777,121 
Net Growth 27,940 27,225 13,828 (15,831) 
% Growth 3.9% 3.6% 1.8% -2.0% 

Total Employment 567,415 528,721 607,023 526,101 536,224 
Net Growth (38,694) 78,303 (80,923) 10,123 
% Growth -7% 15% -13% 1.9% 

Jobs per Resident 0.78 0.70 0.78 0.66 0.69 
Net Growth (0.08) 0.08 (0.12) 0.03 
% Growth -10% 11% -15% 4.0% 

(1) Population is from the Department of Finance E-5 Report 
Note that DO F's estimate of population is higher than the City's estimate for 2000 and 2005 . 
Planning data for population at 2000 is 756,967. 
Employment is from Moody's Economy.com data for San Francisco. 

(2) Employment forecast is from Moody's Economy.com; population forecast is based on 

2025 

832,992 
40,040 

5.2% 

620,031 
93,930 

17.5% 

0.74 
0.08 

11.7% 

adjustments to the Planning Department's forecast based on Moody's employment forecast, as prepared by 
Brion & Associates. 

Sources: California Department of Finance E-5 Summary Report; Moody's Economy.com; Brion & Associates. 



Exhibit 6 

Projections Citywide by Land Use, Demographics and Year 

San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee Study 

I. Existing Data (1) 
2006 2006 2006 

Number of Residents Per Unit/ Number of 
Land Use Type Residents/Employees Sqft per Employee Units/Non-Res SF 

Single Family 291 ,000 3.11 93,520 • 

Sr/SRO 22,400 1.00 22,292 . 
Multi-Family (0-1 BR) 274,721 2.03 135, 152 • 

Multi-Family (2 or > BR) 189 000 L!.Q 90 089 • 

Subtotol 777,121 2.28 341,052 * 

Commercial (CIE) 94,127 205 19,295,974 • 

Commercial (Motel/Hotel) 18,761 388 7,279,093 . 
Commercial (Medical) 36,772 294 10,810,895 . 
Commercial (Office) 225,676 400 90,270,440 . 
Commercial (Retail) 97,205 324 31,494,307 • 

Industrial 63 684 474 30 186 311 • 
Subtotal 536,22./ 353 189,337,019 . 

U. Future Data (2) 
2006-2025 2006-2025 2006-2025 
Number of Residents Per Unit/ Number of 

Land Use Type Residents/Employees Sqft per Employee Units/Non-Res SF 

Single Family 1,733 3.53 490 • 

Sr/SRO 860 1.17 735 . 
Multi-Family (0-1 BR) 30,464 2.18 13,968 . 
Multi-Family (2 or > BR) 22,8 14 2.45 9,312 • 

Subtotal 55,871 2.28 24,505 . 
Commercial (ClE) 4,442 225 999,400 . 
Commercial (Motel/Hotel) 2,347 400 938,640 . 
Commercial (Medical) 3,855 225 867,404 . 
Commercial (Office) 51,122 225 11,502,528 * 
Commercial (Retail) 8,297 300 2,489,072 * 
Industrial 13 744 350 4 810 529 • 
Subtotal 83,807 258 21,607,571 . 

ill. Total at 2025 
2025 2025 2025 

Number of Residents Per Unit/ Number of 
Land Use Type Residents/Employees Sq ft per Employee Units/Non-Res SF 

Single Family 292,733 3.11 94,010 
Sr/SRO 23,260 1.01 23,026 
Multi-Family (0- 1 BR) 305,185 2.05 149,11 9 
Multi-Family (2 or > BR) 211 814 LU. 99 402 
Subtotal 832,992 2.28 365,557 

Commercial (CIE) 98,568 206 20,295,373 • 
Commercial (Motel/Hotel) 21 ,107 389 8,217,733 • 
Commercial (Medical) 40,627 287 11 ,678,298 • 
Commercial (Office) 276,798 368 101 ,772,968 • 
Commercial (Retail) 105,502 322 33,983,378 • 
Industrial 77 429 452 34 996 840 • 
Subtolal 620,031 340 210,9./4,590 • 

Note may not add up due to rounding. 

(1) Existing base data are from the San Francisco Planning Department (October, 2006) based on the Land Use Allocation 

Study - 2002 and has been adjusted to 2006 assuming average annual growth from 2000 to 2025. 

(2) Employment Projections are from Moody's Economy.com for 2006 to 2025 by industry sector. 

Residential (population and household) projections are adjusted to be in line with the employment projections by 
Economy.com; adjustments were prepared by Brion & Associates and reviewed by DTA and City Staff. 
Residential data based on City of San Francisco Demographic Data provided by the Planning Department. Non-Residential data 
provided by Dun & Bradstreet. Also, please note that the totaJ Multi-Family Residential Land Use Class figures were split 
assuming 60% of existing and future Multi-Family units are/will be 0-1 BR and 40% are/wi ll be 2 or more bedrooms. 
Prepared by David Taussig Associates, Inc.; Brion & Associates. 



Exhibit 7 

Projections Mission Bay by Land Use, Demographics and Year 

San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee Study 

I. Existing Data (1) 
2006 2006 2006 

Number of Residents Per Unit/ Number of 
Land Use Type Residents/Employees Sqft per Employee Units/Non-Res SF 

Single Family 
Sr/SRO 
Multi-Family (0-1 BR) 1,267 1.76 720 
Multi-Family (2 or> BR) 845 .L1Q 480 
Subtotal 2,JJ2 1.76 1,200 

Commercial (CIE) 1,425 225 320,733 
Commercial (Motel/Hotel) 0 400 0 
Commercial (Medical) 34 225 7,749 
Commercial (Office) 4,573 225 1,028,928 
Commercial (Retail) 1,081 300 324,300 
Industrial I 787 350 625 554 
Subtotal 8,901 259 2,307,265 

II. Future Data (2) 
2006-2025 2006-2025 2006-2025 
Number of Residents Per Unit/ Number of 

Land Use Type Residents/Employees Sqft per Employee Units/Non-Res SF 

Single Family 
Sr/SRO 
Multi-Family (0-1 BR) 2,227 1.87 1,190 
Multi-Family (2 or> BR) I 485 ill 793 
Subtotal 3,711 1.87 1,983 

Commercial (CIE) 4,220 225 949,392 
Commercial (Motel/Hotel) 0 400 0 
Commercial (Medical) 5 225 1,026 
Commercial (Office) 9,598 225 2, 159,598 
Commercial (Retail) 1,026 300 307,800 
Industrial 270 350 94 539 
Subtotal 15,118 232 3,512,355 

ill. Total at 2025 
2025 2025 2025 

Number of Residents Per Unit/ Number of 
Land Use Type Residents/Employees Sqft per Employee Units/Non-Res SF 

Single Family 
Sr/SRO 
Multi-Family (0-1 BR) 3,494 1.83 1,910 
Multi-Family (2 or> BR) 2 329 1.83 I 273 
Subtotal 5,823 1.83 3,183 

Commercial (CIE) 5,645 225 1,270,125 
Commercial (Motel/Hotel) 0 400 0 
Commercial (Medical) 39 225 8,775 
Commercial (Office) 14,171 225 3,188,527 
Commercial (Retail) 2,107 300 632,100 
Industrial 2 057 350 720 093 
Subtotal 24,020 242 5,819,620 

* Note may not add up due to rounding. 
(I) Existing base data are from the San Francisco Planning Department (October, 2006) based on the Land Use Allocation 
Study - 2002 and has been adjusted to 2006 assuming average annual growth from 2000 to 2025. 
(2) Employment Projections are from Moody's Economy .com for 2006 to 2025 by industry sector. 
Residential (population and household) projections are adjusted to be in line with the employment projections by 
Economy.com~ adjustments were prepared by Brion & Associates and reviewed by DTA and City Staff. 

Prepared by David Taussig Associates, Inc .. ~ Brion & Associates. 



Exhibit8 

Projections Rincon Hill by Land Use, Demographics and Year 

San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee Study 

I. Existing Data (1) 
2006 2006 2006 

Number of Residents Per Unit/ Number of 
Land Use Type Residents/Employees Sqft per Employee Units/Non-Res SF 

Single Family 
Sr/SRO 
Multi-Family (0-1 BR) 1,701 1.89 900 • 
Multi-Family (2 or > BR) 1 134 il2 600 • 

Subtotal 2,835 1.89 1,500 . 
Commercial (ClE) 309 225 69,498 • 
Commercial (Motel/Hotel) 0 400 0 • 

Commercial (Medical) 15 225 3,483 . 
Commercial (Office) 13,469 225 3,030,521 . 
Commercial (Retail) 3,923 300 1,176,756 • 
Industrial 2i 350 33,346 • 
Subtotal 17,81 I 242 4,313,604 • 

ll. Future Data (2) 
2006-2025 2006-2025 2006-2025 
Number of Residents Per Unit/ Number of 

Land Use Type Residents/Employees Sq ft per Employee Units/Non-Res SF 

Single Family 
Sr/SRO 
Multi-Family (0-1 BR) 2,886 1.55 1,860 • 
Multi-Family (2 or > BR) 1 924 Ll2 1 240 • 
Subtotal 4,810 1.55 3,100 . 
Commercial (CIE) 123 225 27,702 • 
Commercial (Motel/Hotel) 0 400 0 • 

Commercial (Medical) 2 225 342 • 

Commercial (Office) 814 225 183,100 • 
Commercial (Retail) 226 300 67,944 • 
Industrial 1 350 2 522 • 
Subtotal 1,172 240 281 ,610 . 

IIJ. Total at 2025 [5] 
2025 2025 2025 

Number of Residents Per Unit/ Number of 
Land Use Type Residents/Employees Sqft per Employee Units/Non-Res SF 

Single Family 
Sr/SRO 
Multi-Family (0-1 BR) 4,587 1.66 2,760 • 
Multi-Family (2 or > BR) 3 058 .LQQ I 840 • 
Subtotal 7,645 1.66 4,600 • 

Commercial (CIE) 432 225 97,200 . 
Commercial (Motel/Hotel) 0 400 0 . 
Commercial (Medical) 17 225 3,825 . 
Commercial (Office) 14,283 225 3,213,621 • 
Commercial (Retail) 4,149 300 1,244,700 • 
Industrial 102 350 35 868 • 
Subtotal 18,983 242 4,595,214 • 

* Note may not add up due to rounding. 

( 1) Existing base data are from the San Francisco Planning Department (October, 2006) based on the Land Use Allocation 
Study - 2002 and has been adjusted to 2006 assuming average annual growth from 2000 to 2025. 

(2) Employment Projections are from Moody's Economy.com for 2006 to 2025 by industry sector. 

Residential (population and household) projections are adjusted to be in line with the employment projections by 
Economy.com; adjustments were prepared by Brion & Associates and reviewed by OTA and City Staff. 

Prepared by David Taussig Associates, Inc.; Brion & Associates. 



Exhibit 9 
Projections Visitation Valley by Land Use, Demographics and Year 

San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee Study 

I. Existing Data (1) 

Land Use Type 

2006 
Number of 

Residents/Employees 
------------

Single Family 
Sr/SRO 
Multi-Family (0-1 BR) 
Multi-Family (2 or > BR) 
Subtotal 

Commercial (CIE) 
Commercial (Motel/Hotel) 
Commercial (Medical) 
Commercial (Office) 
Commercial (Retail) 
Industrial 
Subtotal 

ll. Future Data (2) 

5, 751 
230 

2,645 
2 875 

11,501 

373 
16 
2 

58 
183 
636 

1,268 

225 
400 
225 
225 
300 
350 
301 

2006 
Number of 

Units/Non-Res SF 

1,434 
153 
756 
757 

3,100 

83,952 
6,400 

450 
13,107 
54,768 

222 679 • 
381,355 

2006-2025 2006-2025 2006-2025 
Number of Residents Per Unit/ Number of 

Land Use Type Residents/Employees ______ S....:q_ft....:p_e_r_E_m....:p_lo....:y_e_e _____ u_n_it_s!N_o_n_-R_e_s_S_F_ 

Single Family 

Sr/SRO 
Multi-Family (0-1 BR) 
Multi-Family (2 or > BR) 
Subtotal 

Commercial (CIE) 
Commercial (Motel/Hotel) 
Commercial (Medical) 
Commercial (Office) 
Commercial (Retail) 
Industrial 
Subtotal 

III. Total at 2025 

Land Use Type 

.Single Family 
Sr/SRO 
Multi-Family (0-1 BR) 
Multi-Family (2 or > BR) 
Subtotal 

Commercial (CIE) 
Commercial (Motel/Hotel) 
Commercial (Medical) 
Commercial (Office) 
Commercial (Retail) 
Industrial 
Subtotal 

* Note rnay not add up due to rounding. 

62 
25 

497 
658 

1,242 

10 
0 
0 

48 
33 

i!l 
149 

2025 
Numberof 

Residents/Employees 

5, 8I3 
255 

3,142 
3 534 

12,743 

383 
16 

.2 
107 
216 

694 
1,417 

4.80 

1.80 
4.45 
4.80 
4.51 

225 
400 
225 
225 
300 
350 
290 

------------

225 
400 
225 
225 
300 
350 
300 

13 
14 

112 
137 
276 

2,223 
0 
0 

10,867 
10,032 
20 199 • 
43 ,321 

2025 
Number of 

Units/Non-Res SF 

1,447 
167 
867 
894 

3,376 

86,175 
6,400 

450 
23,974 
64,800 

242 878 • 

424,676 

(I) Existing base data are from the San Francisco Planning Department (October, 2006) based on the Land Use Allocation Study -2002 

and has been adjusted to 2006 assuming average annual growth from 2000 to 2025. 

(2) Employment Projections are from Moody's Economy .com for 2006 to 2025 by industry sector. 

Residential (population and household) projections are adjusted to be in line with the employment projections by 

Economy . com~ adjustments were prepared by Brion & Associates and reviewed by OTA and City Staff. 
Prepared by David Taussig Associates, Inc .~ Brion & Associates. 



Exhibit 10 

Projections Citywide without Mission Bay, Rincon Hill, & Visitation Valley by Land Use, Demographics and Year 

San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee Study 

I. Existing Data (1) 
2006 2006 

Number of Residents Per Unit/ 
Land Use Type Residents/Employees Sqft per Employee 

- Single Family 285,250 3.10 
Sr/SRO 22,170 1.00 
Multi-Family (0-1 BR) 269,108 2.03 
Multi-Family (2 or > BR) 184 146 2.09 
Sublotal 760,673 2.27 

Commercial (CIE) 92,019 205 
Commercial (Motel/Hotel) 18,745 388 
Commercial (Medical) 36,720 294 
Commercial (Office) 207,576 415 
Commercial (Retail) 92,019 325 
Industrial 61 165 479 
Subtotal 508,243 359 

II. Future Data (2) 

Number of Residents Per Unit/ 
Land Use Type Residents/Employees Sqft per Employee 

Single Family 1,671 3.500 
Sr/SRO 836 1.159 
Multi-Family (0-1 BR) 24,854 2.300 
Multi-Family (2 or> BR) 18,748 2.625 
Subtotal 46,108 2.408 

Commercial (CIE) 89 225 
Commercial (Motel/Hotel) 2,347 400 
Commercial (Medical) 3,849 225 
Commercial (Office) 40,662 225 
Commercial (Retail) 7,011 300 
Industrial 13 409 350 
Suhlotal -67,367 264 

ID. Total at 2025 

Number of Residents Per Unit/ 
Land Use Type Residents/Employees Sqft per Employee 

Single Family 286,921 3.10 
Sr/SRO 23,005 1.01 
Multi-Family (0-1 BR) 293,962 2.05 
Multi-Family (2 or> BR) 202 894 LU 
Subtotal 806,781 2.28 

Commercial (CIE) 92,108 205 
Commercial (Motel/Hotel) 21,091 389 
Commercial (Medical) 40,569 288 
Commercial (Office) 248,238 384 
Commercial (Retail) 99,030 324 
Industrial 74 575 456 
Subtotal 575,611 348 

* Note may not add up due to rounding. 
(I) Existing base data are from the San Francisco Planning Department (October, 2006) based on the Land Use Allocation Study - 2002 

and has been adjusted to 2006 assuming average annual growth from 2000 to 2025. 

(2) Employment Projections are from Moody's Economy.com for 2006 to 2025 by industry sector. 

Residential (population and household) projections are adjusted to be in line with the employment projections by 

Economy.com; adjustments were prepared by Brion & Associates and reviewed by OTA and City Staff. 

2006 
Number of 

Units/Non-Res SF 

92,085 • 
22,138 • 

132,776 • 
88 253 • 

335,252 . 
18,821 ,791 . 
7,272,693 • 

10,799,213 • 
86, 197,884 • 
29,938,483 • 
29 304 732 • 

182,334, 79-1 . 

Number of 
Units/Non-Res SF 

477 • 

721 . 
10,806 • 
7 142 • 

19,146 • 

20,083 • 
938,640 • 
866,036 • 

9,148,962 • 
2,103,296 • 
4,693,270 • 

17,770,286 . 

Number of 
Units/Non-Res SF 

92,563 • 
22,859 • 

143,582 • 
95 395 • 

35-1,399 . 
18,841,873 • 
8,211,333 • 

11,665,248 • 
95,346,846 • 
32,041,778 • 
33998001 . 

200,105,080 . 

Residential data based on City of San Francisco Demographic Data provided by the Planning Department. Non-Residential data provided by Dun & Bradstreet. 
Also, please note that the total Multi-Family Residential Land Use Class figures were split assuming 60% of existing and future MF are/will be 0-1 BR and 40% 
are/will be 2 or more bedrooms. 
Prepared by David Taussig Associates, Inc.; Brion & Associates. 
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1. Introduction · 

The Eastern Neighborhoods community planning 
process was launched in 2001 to determine how 
much of San Francisco's remaining industrial lands to 
preserve and how much could be transitioned to other 
uses, especially residential. In 2008, four new area 
plans for the Mission, East SoMa, Showplace Square/ 
Potrero Hill, and Central Waterfront neighborhoods 
were adopted. The resulting area plans contained 
holistic visions for affordable housing, transportation, 
parks and open space, urban design, and community 
facilities. 

Map I shows the Mission Plan area boundaries as 
generally along Duboce/Division to the north, Potrero 
Avenue to the east, Guerrero Street to the west, and 
Cesar Chavez Street to the south. 

The Mission Plan calls for: a) preserving the diversity 
and vitality of the Mission; b) increasing the amount of 
affordable housing; c) preserving and enhancing exist­
ing PDR businesses; d) preserving and enhancing the 
unique character of the Mission's distinct commercial 
areas; e) promoting alternative means of transporta­
tion to reduce traffic and auto use; f) improving and 
developing additional community facilities and open 
space; g) minimizing the displacement of residents and 
businesses. A five-year time series Eastern Neighbor­
hoods Monitoring Program was also mandated to 
report on key indicators affecting the implementation 
of each area p Ian. 

This Mission Plan Five-Year Monitoring Report, 
the first since the Plan's adoption, covers office and 
retail development and employment trends; housing 
production and conversion trends; affordable housing; 
and project entitlement requirements and fees. In 
addition, this report also describes existing and planned 
infrastructure and other public benefit improvements. 
The complete text of monitoring requirements can be 
found in Appendix A . 

The Planning Department is issuing this first Mission 
Plan Five-Year Monitoring Report in 2011, covering 
the period from January l, 2006 through December 
31, 2010. In effect, this Monitoring Report includes 
development activities in the years immediately preced­
ing and following the adoption of the Mission Plan in 
2008. Because of these relatively recent actions, this 
first five-year time series monitoring report can only 
present limited information. This first report will best 
serve as a benchmark for subsequent reports as it will 
provide information on existing conditions at the time 
the Mission Plan was adopted. Subsequent time series 
monitoring reports for the Mission area will be released 
in years ending in 1 and 6. 

The time series report relies primarily on the Housing 
Inventoty, the Commerce and Industry Inventory, 
and the Pipeline Quarterly Report, all of which are 
published by the Planning Department. Additional 
data sources include: the California Employment 
and Development Department (EDD), the San 
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), 
Co-Star Realty information, Dw1 and Bradstreet 
business data, CBRE and NAI-BT Commercial real 
estate reports, and information gathered from the 
Department of Building Inspection, the offices of the 
Treasurer and Tax Collector, the Controller, and the 
Assessor-Recorder. 
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2. Commercial Space and Employment 

Much of the Mission is mixed-use in character. 
Neighborhood commercial corridors along Mission, 
Valencia and 24th Streets support a variety of activities 
including shops and services, housing, small offices, 
and light industrial production, distribution and repair 
(PDR) businesses. Some residential areas contain small 
corner stores and other neighborhood-serving uses. The 
northeast corner of the Mission is home to a unique 
mixture of activities which includes many important 
and successful PDR businesses as well as offices, hous­
ing, retail and other uses. 111is mix of uses contributes 
to the overall vitality of the Mission. 

Commercial land uses in the Mission take up far less 
space than other areas of the Eastern Neighborhoods. 
About half of the land area is solely residential, with 
another 9% classified as residential mixed with com­
mercial uses. Commercial land uses take up 43% of the 
land area, with PDR uses being the single largest non­
residential category, followed closely by schools and 
cultural/institutional uses. Retail and entertainment 
uses, which the Mission District is increasingly known 
for, comprise only 6% of the land area. (See Appendix 
B, Table BT-1 for land use distribution tables for the 
Mission and San Francisco). 
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2.1 Commercial Space Inventory 

Th.e Mission Plan supports small and moderate 
size retail establishments particularly in established 
neighborhood commercial areas on 24th, Mission, 
and Valencia Streets. 1he retention of PDR activities 
in the Northeast Mission is also strongly encouraged 
by controls that prohibit new residential development 
and limit new office and retail in areas where light 
industrial PDR have long been located. Similarly, areas 
of the Northeast Mission that are more mixed-use in 
character are to be retained with controls that mandate 
a diversity of uses. 

Table 2.1 .l is an inventory of non-residential space in 
the Mission as of 2010. Half of commercial land use in 
the Mission is PDR (30%) and cultural, institutional 
and educational uses (CIE) (20%). Approximately 
27% is a mix of uses where not one use predominates. 
1he remainder is retail (11 %), office (8%), and other 
uses. Corresponding proportions for the city overall is 
also provided. 

Map2 
New Commercial and Other Non-Residential Development, 

Mission, 2006-2010 

Table 2.1.2 shows commercial and other non-resi­
dential development activity in the Mission Plan area 
between 2006 and 2010 while Table 2. 1.3 shows cor­
responding figures for San Francisco. Non-residential 
development in the Mission made up less than 2% of 
the Citywide total commercial projects completed in 
the last five years. 

Commercial projects recently completed in the Mission 
include a 36,000 square foot warehouse for garment 
manufacturer Byer California and new, expanded facili­
ties for the ODC 1heater, a Mission institution that 
has since become a national center for contemporary 
dance and performance. Map 2 shows the location of 
these non-residential developments. (See List BL-I in 
Appendix B for detailed information.) 



2460 Alameda Street 3420 Cesar Chavez Street 
G"oglt'Maps 

Table 2.1.1 Commercial and Other Non-Residential Building Space, Mission and San Francisco, 2010 

Non-Residential Land Use 

Cultural, Institution, Educational 

Medical 

Office 

PDR I Light Industrial 

Retail 

Visitor I Lodging 

Mixed Uses 

Total 

MISSION 

Area (Sq Ft) % Distribution 

2,132,961 

250,652 

896,673 

3,193,426 

1,215,155 

114,455 

2,834,869 

10,638,191 

20% 

2% 

8% 

30% 

11% 

1% 

27% 

100% 

SAN FRANCISCO 

Area (Sq Ft) % Distribution 

50,746,480 

4,088,100 

73,448,880 

33,862,200 

19,734,160 

21,267,690 

46,528,800 

249,676,310 

20% 

2% 

29% 

14% 

8% 

9% 

19% 

100% 

Mission as % of 
San Francisco 

4% 

6% 

1% 

9% 

6% 

1% 

6% 

4% 

Table 2.1.2 New Commercial and Other Non-Residential Development, Mission 2006-2010 

Year 

2006 

2007 

2008 

2009 

2010 

Total 

Cultural, Institutional, 
Educational 

3,200 

14,321 

15,391 

32,912 

Medical Office 

4,774 

11,475 

16,249 

PDR / Ught 
Industrial 

48,000 

48,000 

Retail 

2,046 

500 

4,200 

16,750 

23,496 

Visitor I 
Lodging Total Sq. Ft. 

5,246 

19,595 

63,675 

32,141 

120,657 

Table 2.1.3 New Commercial and Other Non-Residential Development, San Francisco 2006-2010 

Year 

2006 

2007 

2008 

2009 

2010 

Total 

Cultural, Institutional, 
Educational 

74,558 

. 18,432 

160,549 

167,607 

60,752 

481,898 

Medical Office 

328,477 

17,438 771,227 

1,283,774 

4,120 1,155,580 

16,196 30,000 

37,754 3,569,058 

PDR/Ught 
Industrial 

8,837 

1,350 

Retail 

469,576 

132,673 

192,430 

Visitor I 
Lodging 

25,447 

49,258 

433,000 

Total Sq. Ft. 

898,058 

997,865 

2,075,103 

128,450 478,528 1,934,286 
........................................ -. ··········--·-···-·-···-·-···-·· .. ······-··-·- ................................................. -···-·--··-···-·--·-·-·-·--·-·-·-·--·--·-···· 

70,000 194,989 371,937 

208,637 1,468,196 507,705 6,277,249 
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2.2 Commercial Development Pipeline 

1he commercial development pipeline in the Mission 
overall shows that, if completed as proposed, there 
would be an overall net loss of commercial space (Table 
2.2. 1). This loss is mostly due to conversion of indus­
trial PDR space from commercial to residential uses. 
There are, however, project proposals that would be 
creating new commercial space (about 52,400 square 
feet). 

The biggest change in the inventory of commercial 
space in the Mission is the decline in PDR space. This 
net loss of 111,000 PDR square feet will primarily be 
due to residential conversion. About 31 ,800 square 
feet of retail space have received entitlement and/or 
have building permits issued; however, other projects 
in early stages of review would convert about 33,000 

Map3 
Commercial and Other Non-Residential Development Pipeline, 

Mission, 04 2010 

square feet of retail space into residential use, resulting 
in a net loss of 1,200 square feet of retail space. There 
will be a net increase of9,700 square feet of Cultural, 
Educational and Institutional space if proposed pr~jects 
in the pipeline are completed. About 5,000 square feet 
of office space are in projects that have received build­
ing permit approvals and are ready for construction. 

Table 2 .2.2 shows the commercial development 
pipeline for San Francisco for comparison. The devel­
opment pipeline in the Mission represents less than 
1 % of the citywide pipeline; the loss of PDR space in 
the Mission represents about 17% of the loss citywide. 
Map 3 shows the locations of the proposed commercial 
developments in the plan area. (See List BL-2 in 
Appendix B for detailed information.) 



ODC Theater at 3151 17th Street Proposed development at 899 Valencia Street 

Table2.2 .1 
Commercial and other Non-Residential Development Pipeline, Mission, 04 2010 

Development Status CIE* 

Planning Entitled 

Under Construction (5,940) 

Planning Approved 

Building Permit Filed 

Building Permit Approved I 
Issued / Reinstated 

Under Review 

Planning Filed 

Building Permit Filed 

Total 

Table2.2.2 

12,900 

2,757 

9,717 

Medical 
Office Office 

4,999 

4,999 

Retail 
PDR**/ 

Ugh/ lnduislrial 

(920) 

(6,100) 

Visitor I Total Commercial 
Lodging Sq Ft 

(6,860) 
·······-·······-····-·-~ --·---·- ·-----·- · -···--·-·-· --····· 

(6,100) 

8,581 (1,620) 19,861 

23,189 (86,672) (58,484) 

(3,056) 

(29,899) 

(1, 185) 

(15,289) 

(110,601) 

(299) 

(45,188) 

(97,070) 

Commercial and other Non-Residential DevelopmenrP1peline, San Francisco, 04 2010 

Development Status 

Planning Entitled 

Under Construction 

Planning Approved 

Building Permit Filed 

Building Permit Approved / 
Issued I Reinstated 

Under Review 

Building Permit Filed 

Planning Filed 

Total 

CIE* 

437,559 

175,980 

19, 180 

(22,095) ' 

25,553 

1,001,797 

1,637,974 

+ CIE = Culrural, lnstiutlional & E<IU1.:.,'\tion:tl 
•• PDR = Producrion, Discrihution, Repair 

Medical 
Office 

(33,117) 

Office 

58,918 

5,167,450 

916,830 

826,123 

564,742 

3,238,464 

(33,117) 10,772,527 

PDR**/ 
Light lnduistrial 

(25,230) 

(88,557) 

(221 ,550) 

(85,371) 

(6,149) 

(67,760) 

(494,617) 

Retail 

8,423 

1,324,246 

87,080 

50,972 

18,082 

1,640,697 

3,129,500 

Visitor I 
Lodging 

308,570 

24,606 

97,347 

430,523 

Total Sq. Fl. 

479,670 

6,854,572 

801 ,540 

794,235 

602,228 

5,910,545 

15,442,790 
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2.3 Employment 

2.3.1 Office Jobs 

San Francisco is a regional employment hub, with the 
largest concentration of office jobs in the Bay Area 
including financial, legal, and other specialized business 
services. According to the state Employment Develop­
ment Department (EDD), there were about 225,900 
office jobs in San Francisco at the end of September 
2010 (Q3). Of these jobs, about 3,800 (or less than 
2% of the citywide total) were in the Mission Plan 
area. There were approximately 400 establishments (less 
than 3% of San Francisco establishments) with office 
employment (see Table 2.3. 1). 

2.3.2 Retail Jobs 

San Francisco is also a regional shopping destination 
and 20% of all city jobs are in retail/entertainment (see 
Table 2.3.1). There were about 7, 100 retail jobs in the 
Mission Plan area, about 40% of total jobs in the area; 
this represents almost 7% of all citywide retail jobs. 

2.3.3 PDR Jobs 

Although no longer a center for industry, 14% of San 
Francisco jobs are in production, distribution, or repair 
(PDR) related businesses. These light industrial busi­
nesses contribute to the city's economy by providing 

Table2.3.1 
Employment, Mission and San Francisco, Q3 2010 

MISSION 

stable and relatively well-paying jobs for the many San 
Franciscans without a four-year college degree and 
by supporting various sectors of the City's economy. 
There were almost 3,500 PDR jobs in the Mission 
Plan area, about 20% of total jobs in the area; this also 
represented just under 5% of all citywide PDR jobs. 
2.3.3 PDRJobs 

2.3.4 Estimated New Jobs in Retail and Office 
Pipeline 

As discussed in the previous section, approximately 
52,400 square feet of retail, CIE and office space are 
in the commercial development pipeline. Assuming an 
average employee density of 350 square feet, these new 
commercial spaces can accommodate around 150 jobs 
when completed. This does not account for potential 
job losses however, associated with the conversion and 
demolition of PDR space. 

2.3.5 Job Loss 

Proposed projects in the development pipeline will 
convert or demolish some 110,600 square feet of PDR 
space. Assuming an average employee density of 550 
square feet, this space could accommodate just over 
200 PDR jobs. 

SAN FRANCISCO 

No. of % of Total No. of % of Total No. of % of Total No. of % of Total 
Land Use Establishments Establishments Jobs Jobs Establishments Establishments 

Cultural, Institutional 
& Educational 

Medical 

Office 

86 

64 

406 

PDR I Light Industrial 321 

Retail 508 

Visitor I Lodging 

Other 

Total 

11 

1,324 

2,720 

Source: Califo rn ia Employmcnr Dc,•dopmcnr D..:parm1 i:nt 

3% 1,453 8% 1,659 3% 

2% 888 5% 858 2% 

15% 3,756 21% 13,480 25% 

12% 3,480 20% 5,231 10% 
.......................... -... -... -........ ······ -· ··-··~-.. -·-········-···-···-···· ··- ··-··· .. -···-· ·--·--·-··-· .. -· .. -··-···· 

19% 7,106 40% 7,466 14% 

0% 50 0% 299 1% 

49% 1,022 6% 24,317 46°/o 

100% 17,755 100.0% 53,310 100% 

Jobs Jobs 

67,735 12% 

34,449 6% 

225,853 41% 

76,821 14% 

107,422 20% 
...... --· ... ·-· ... -·-··· - ·- ·-~ 

17,751 3% 

19,825 4% 

549,856 100% 



3. Housing 

Housing and the provision of adequate shelter, especially for those with low to moderate incomes, 

continues to be a chronic issue in San Francisco. One of the main goals of the Mission Plan is to 

increase the production of housing affordable to a wide-range of incomes. The plan envisioned that 

as many as 1, 100 additional units can be accommodated within the plan boundaries. 

The Mission Plan also recognizes the value of sound, existing housing stock and call for its preserva­

tion. Dwelling unit mergers are strongly discouraged and housing demolitions are allowed only on 

condition of adequate unit replacement. 

MI SS ION AREA PLAN MO N lrOR I N G REPORT 20(1(l - 200 10 9 
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3.1 Housing Inventory and 
New Housing Production 

According to the 2010 Census, there 
were almost 18,400 units in the Mission 
Plan boundaries in April 201 O; this 
represents 5% of the citywide total. 
Table 3 .1.1 shows that approximately 
820 new units were built in the past five 
years in the Mission; of these, 69 were 
conversions from commercial uses. 

Table 3. 1.2 shows the citywide figures 
for comparison. Almost 7% of the net 
increase in the City's housing stock in 
the last five years was in the Mission 
area. Map 4 shows the location of recent 
housing construction. Additional details 
about these new development projects 
can be found in Appendix B, List BL-3. 

Table 3.1.J New Housing Production, Mission, 2006-2010 

Units Completed from 
Year New Construction 

2006 328 
...................... ........ .. ...... . ............ _ .. 

2007 91 

2008 30 

2009 234 

2010 74 

Total 757 

Units Net Units Gained or Net Change in 
Demolished Lost from Alterations Number of Units 

4 (1) 323 

0 

2 

0 

7 

8 

8 

27 

27 

69 

98 

38 

259 

101 

819 

Table 3.1.2 New Housing Production, San Francisco, 2006-2010 

Year 

2006 

2007 

2008 

2009 

2010 

Total 

Units Completed from 
New Construction 

1,675 

2,197 

3,019 

3,366 

1,082 

11,339 

Units Net Units Gained or Net Change in 
Demolished Lost from Alterations Number of Units 

41 280 1,914 

81 

29 

29 

170 

350 

451 

273 

117 

318 

1,439 

2,567 

3,263 

3,454 

1,230 

12,428 



3.2 Housing Development Pipeline 

By year's end in 2010, there were about 585 units in 53 
projects in the housing development pipeline for the 
Mission (see Table 3.2.1). Map 5 shows the location of 
these proposed housing projects by development status. 
List BL-4 in Appendix B provides a detailed list of these 
housing pipeline projects. 

Table 3.2.1 shows that about only 9 units - or less than 
2% - are under construction and will likely be com­
pleted within the next two years. Approximately 430 
units - about 74% - have received Planning Depart­
ment entitlements and could see completion within the 
next two to seven years. 

About 27% of the units in the residential development 
pipeline are in the early stages of the process and are 
expected to be completed in the next five to ten years. 
In comparison, about 40% of the units in the housing 
pipeline citywide are under construction while the 
remainder have been entitled and have filed for or have 
received building permits. Some 48% of proposed 
units Citywide - nearly 21,100 units -- are under 
review and have yet to receive entitlements. 

Table3.2.I 

3.3 Affordable Housing in the Mission 

At the time of the Mission Plan adoption and approval, 
there were some 800 affo rdable units in 12 housing 
projects within the plan area boundaries. This repre­
sented 5% of the citywide total of affordable housing. 
In addition, the 47 single-room occupancy residential 
hotels (SROs) in the Mission provide a total of 1,700 
units. SROs typically provide housing affordable to 
!owe~ income, single-person households. These SROs 
units within the Mission Plan area make up 9% of the 
citywide total of SROs. 

The Mission Plan recognizes that housing affordability, 
together with a mix of housing types, fosters a diverse 
and vibrant community. The Mission Plan relies on 
three mechanisms to provide affordable housing in the 
plan area: 

a) Providing a high percentage of affordable units, 
above and beyond the City's Inclusionary Program, 
in new mixed income projects; 

b) Allowing developers of market-rate housing to 
dedicate land for the development of 100% afford­
able housing available to very low and low-income 
households; 

c) Encouraging the provision of moderate affordable 
units on-site, as housing available to middle 
income households (those making below 150% of 
the median income). 

Housing Development Pipeline, Mission and San Francisco, 04 2010 

Development Status 

Planning Entitled 

Under Construction 

Planning Approved 

Building Permit Filed 

Building Permit Approved / Issued / Reinstated 

Under Review 

Planning Filed 

Building Permit Filed 

Total 

MISSION 

No. of Projects 

7 

3 

7 

15 

6 

15 

53 

SAN FRANCISCO 

No. of Units No. of Projects No. of Units 

9 117 1,728 
··-·-···--·-···-···--·----.. ·-·--·-···--·-··--·----------·------·--·-······--·- . ····-·· .......... -·--·--· 
38 

128 

256 

47 

107 

585 

91 

69 

174 

84 

190 

727 

16,903 

1,916 

2,480 

19,532 

1,487 

44,050 
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3.4 New Affordable Housing Production, 
2006-2010 

Affordable housing was a high community priority 
during the Eastern Neighborhood planning process. The 
Eastern Neighborhood Plans aim to provide new housing 
to meet the needs of low, moderate and middle income 
households. Higher percentages of affordable inclusionaty 
units are required of market-rate developments larger than 
five units. 

The completion of the 151-unit 601 Alabama project 
(2009) boosted the area's affordable housing stock while 
the new 260-unit mixed-income Valencia Gardens project 
(2006) replaced the 246 units demolished in the publicly 
subsidized housing project of the same name two years 
earlier. In addition, 35 inclusionary units were built in the 
Mission between 2006 and 2010, representing less than 
8% of all housing produced in the area (see Table 3.4.1). 

By comparison, the citywide share of new affordable hous­
ing construction was 27%, or over 3,300 units (see Table 
3.4.2 Affordable Housing Production, San Francisco, 
2006-201 O). Additional details about these affordable 
housing projects can be found in Appendix B, List BL-5. 

Table3.4.1 
Affordable Housing Production, Mission, 2006-2010 

Year Public Subsidy lnclusionary Total 

2006 260 7 267 
........................ ·········-· ··---·- ···· 
2007 0 7 7 

······· ········ ············ ·-··-··-··-····-······· ······ 
2008 0 0 0 

2009 151 12 163 
--·- ············--·-·· ....... ......... _, _______ ... 

2010 0 9 9 

Total 411 35 446 

Table3.4.2 
Affordable Housing Production, San Francisco, 2006-201 O 

Year 

2006 

2007 

2008 

2009 

2010 

Total 

Public Subsidy 

265 

517 

385 

832 

508 

2,507 

lnclusionary 

189 

167 

379 

44 

Total 

454 

684 

764 

876 

40 548 

819 3,326 



3.5. Housing Stock 
Preservation 

The Mission Plan supports the pres­
ervation of the area's existing housing 
stock and prohibits the residential 
demolition unless these would result 
in sufficient replacement of housing 
units. Demolitions are also restricted 
to ensure the preservation of afford­
able housing and historic resources. 

In the reporting period, 15 units were 
demolished or lost through alteration 
in the Mission (see Table 3.5.1) or less · 
than 3% of units demolished citywide. 
Table 3.5.2 shows San Francisco 
figures for comparison. Illegal units 
removed also result in loss of housing; 
corrections to official records, on the 
other hand, are adjustments to the 
housing count. 

Table 3.5.1 Units Lost, Mission 2006-2010 

UNITS LOST THROUGH ALTERATIONS BY TYPE OF LOSS 

Illegal Units Units Merged Correction to 
Year Removed into Larger Units Official Records 

~00 0 0 

2007 

2008 

2009 

4 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2010 0 0 

Total 5 

0 

0 

0 

Units 
Converted 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Table 3.5.2 Units Lost, San Francisco, 2006-2010 

UNITS LOST THROUGH ALTERATIONS BY TYPE OF LOSS 

Illegal Units Units Merged Correction to Units 
Year Removed into Larger Units Official Records Converted 

2006 12 21 0 7 

Total Units Total Units 
Alterations Demolished Lost 

4 5 

2 

4 0 4 

0 2 2 

2 0 2 

8 7 15 

Total Units Total Units 
Alterations Demolished Lost 

40 41 81 
--········-········-·· ·--··-· ··-··--······-·· ·········--··-· .. -···-····-- ............... ,. __ __ ___ .............................. _ ....................... . ...... 

2007 10 

2008 19 

2009 2 

2010 5 

Total 48 

16 

28 

42 

22 

129 

4 

0 

5 

10 

5 

12 

10 

35 

35 

48 

61 

38 

222 

81 

29 

29 

170 

350 

116 

77 

90 

208 

572 
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3.6. Other Changes in Housing Stock Characteristics 

The type of housing opportunities determines the type 
of people who live in the neighborhood. For example, 
single-family homes tend to support families and/or 
larger households, which are typically homeowners, 
while flats or apartments tend to be occupied by a 
single-person or smaller households, which are largely 
renters; group housing and assisted living quarter are 
housing types available for the elderly and people who 
have disabilities. 

Condo conversions increase San Francisco's homeown­
ership rate - estimated to be at about 38% in 2009, up 
from 35% in 2000. However, condo conversions also 
mean a reduction in the City's rental stock. In 2009, 
an estimated 74% of households in ch/Mission were 
renters. Almost 8% of San Francisco's rental units are 
in the Mission. 

Table 3.6.J 
Condo Conversion, Mission, 2006-2010 

MISSION 

Year No. of Bldgs No. of Units 

2006 

2007 

2008 

2009 

2010 

Total 

30 

24 

27 

38 

14 

133 

Source: DP\\! Burc:i.u ofSni.:ct Usi.: il.nd Mapping 

Table3.6.2 
Evictions by Type, Mission, 2006-2010 

66 

57 

57 

93 

34 

307 

MISSION 

Table 3. 6. 1 shows that in the last five years, 307 units 
in 133 buildings in the Mission were converted to 
condominiums. This represents 8% of all condo 
conversions citywide. 

Another indicator of change in the existing housing 
stock, are owner move-in and Ellis Act evictions. These 
evictions effectively remove units from the rental hous­
ing stock and are, in most cases, precursors to condo 
convers10ns. 

Table 3. 6.2 shows that in the last five years, there were 
owner move-in evictions in 73 units and 71 units were 
withdrawn from the rental stock under the Ellis Act. 
Owner move-in and Ellis Act evictions in the Mission 
constituted 9% each of citywide totals. Other types of 
evictions, also included in Table 3.6.2, include evic­
tions due to breach of rental contracts or non-payment 
of rent; this could also include evictions to perform 
capital improvements or substantial rehabilitation. 

Mission as% of Citywide Total 

No. of Bldgs No. of Units 

10.0% 

7.0% 

7.0% 

11.0% 

6.0% 

8.0% 

9.0% 

7.0% 

7.0% 

12.0% 

6.0% 

8.0% 

Mission as % of Citywide Total 

Year Owner Move-In Ellis Act Withdrawal Other Eviction Owner Move-In Ellis Act Withdrawal Other Eviction 

2006 

2007 

2008 

2009 

2010 

Total 

Source: SF Rene Bo:i.rd 

25 

14 

16 

7 

11 

73 

34 

25 

3 

2 

7 

71 

181 

182 

171 

110 

129 

773 

11% 

8% 

10% 

6% 

9% 

9% 

13% 9% 

11% 11% 
··············-·· ·······-···-··-··· 

2% 11% 

4% 8% 

10% 8% 

9% 9% 



4. Public Benefits 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Plans call for up to 10,000 units of transit-oriented housing (market­

rate and afford.able) and 13,000 new jobs over 20 years. To support the growing population in these 

areas, the Area Plans also call for needed public amenities including parks, community facilities, and 

transportation. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans identify at a high level the types of infrastructure improve­

ments necessary to enhance livability, enable development intensity, and serve these changing 

neighborhoods. Specifically, the Mission Plan seeks to improve the transportation system for all 

modes, especially pedestrians and transit. The Plan also calls for the provision of new open space and 

the creation of "Green Connector" streets, with wider sidewalks and improved landscaping. 
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4.1 Transportation Improvements (EN TRIPS) 

l!l!f The Eastern Neighborhoods 
Df'I Transportation Implemen-

tation Planning Study (EN 
TRIPS) is the transportation implementation plan for 
all four Plan Areas of the Eastern Neighborhoods. EN 
TRIPS has completed its existing and future conditions 
technical analyses to understand current transportation 
opportunities and constraints in all four neighbor­
hoods. Findings and identified strategies were pre­
sented at a community meeting held in February 2011. 

These strategies include: Smart Parking Management, 
Congestion Pricing, Transportation Demand Manage­
ment, and expanded efforts at shuttle coordination. 
Each of these strategies is already under study, 
implementation or development, but potential exists 
to expand their application. In addition to these policy 
strategies, other investments identified include: 

• Transit Priority Street treatments - including 3rd 
street, 4th street, Division, and 16th Street. 

• New bicycle facilities - including the prioritization 
of certain bicycle lanes, or the creation of dedicated 
rights-of-way. 

• Further developing comfortable pedestrian spaces to 
facilitate walking - including wider sidewalks, curb 
bulb outs, medians, and additional landscaping. 

Table 4.1.1 
Commute Mode Split, Mission and San Francisco, 2006-2010 

MISSION 

The 16th Street corridor is the only arterial that runs 
in the east-west direction and connects the North 
Mission, Showplace Square, and Mission Bay; it is also 
the focus of a number of competing demands. The 
corridor will see increased vehicular volumes and the 
22-Fillmore, which is planned to be re-routed so that 
it travels all the way to Mission Bay, may face traffic 
delays unless transit priority treatments are completed. 
In addition, an extension of the 16th Street bicycle 
lane is planned through Mission Bay. At the same time, 
transit on Potrero Avenue is expected to become an 
increasingly high-demand corridor. With two BART 
stations and several high-volume bus lines in the 
Mission, transit use is the predominant mode of travel 
to work for employed residents of the area (see Table 
4. 1.1). 

Compared to City figures, Mission commuters 
travelled by alternative modes rather than by car. The 
2005-2009 American Community Survey estimated 
that 43% of Mission residents used transit to work 
while 30% commuted by car; 11 % walked to work and 
8% reported biking to work. The number of people 
working from home was estimated at 6%. Citywide, 
47% of commuters travel by car and 32% by transit; 
10% walked to work, 3% biked, and 2% commuted by 
other means; 7% however worked from home 

SAN FRANCISCO 

Transport Mode No. of Commuters % No. of Commuters % 
Mission as 

% of San Francisco 

Car 

Drove Alone 

Carpooled 

Transit 

Bike 

Walk 

Other 

Worked at Home 

Total 

9,805 

7,646 

2,159 

13,756 

2,508 

3,696 

601 

1,812 

32,178 

Source: 2005·2009 Amc:ric.1.Il Communicy Survc.:y 

30% 

24% 

7% 

43% 

8% 

11% 

2% 

6% 

100.0% 

202,707 47% 

168,639 

34,068 

140,571 

11,367 

41,593 

8,142 

28,952 

433,332 

39% 

8% 

32% 

3% 

10% 

2% 

7% 

100.0% 

5% 

5% 

6% 

10% 

22% 

9% 

7% 

6% 

7% 



4.2 Streetscape Improvements 

The Mission Plan calls for the creation of a network of 
"Green Connector" streets with wider sidewalks and 
landscaping improvements that connects open spaces 
and improves area walkability. lhe Plan proposes 
improvements in the vicinity of 16th Street, in the 
center of the Mission around 20th Street and through 
the southern part of the Mission including Cesar 
Chavez Street. Additionally north-south connections 
are suggested for Potrero Avenue and Folsom Streets. 
Numerous pedestrian improvements have also been 
proposed in the Mission Public Realm Plan. 

The goal of the Mission Streetscape Plan is to create 
a system of neighborhood streets with safe and green 
sidewalks; well-marked crosswalks; widened sidewalks 
at corners; creative on-street parking arrangements; 
bike paths and routes; improved transit integration; 
and roadways that accommodate automobile traffic but 
encourage appropriate speeds. 

Highlights of the plan include: 

• A new flexible parking strategy for gathering and 
outdoor seating uses; 

• New gateway plazas at key intersections and 
destinations; 

• Traffic calming on residential streets; 

• On-street designs for sustainable storm water 
management; 

• Greening and traffic calming at major corridors-; - -

• Pedestrian improvements on alleys and small streets. 

The Mission Streetscape Plan provides a design frame­
work for street improvement, policies to guide those 
improvements, and designs for 28 specific projects 
to be built over time as funding allows. Building on 
the Mission Area Plan, the Mission Streetscape Plan 
also includes a strategy for how to build and maintain 
improvements over time. 

In December 2010, San Francisco also adopted the 
Better Streets Plan that contains design guidelines for 
pedestrian and streetscape improvements and describes 
streetscape requirements for new development. Major 
themes and ideas include: 

• Distinctive, unified streetscape design: Street trees 
as defining the streetscape rhythm; integrated site 
furnishings; regular pedestrian-oriented lighting; 
minimizing cluttering elements. 

• Space for public life: Safe, useable public seating 
for neighborhood gathering; generous curb exten­
sions for seating and landscaping; reclaiming of 
excess street .space for public use; space for outdoor 
cafe and restaurant seating and merchant displays. 

• Enhanced pedestrian safety: Safe, convenient 
pedestrian crossings; curb radii and curb extensions 
that slow traffic, shorten crossing distance, and 
enhance visibility; pedestrian countdown signals 
and other pedestrian priority signals (head-start, 
pedestrian scramble). 

• Improved street ecology: On-site storm water 
management to reduce combined sewer overflows; 
resource-efficient elements and materials; streets as 
green corridors and habitat connectors. 
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• Universal design and accessibility: Generous, 
unobstructed sidewalks, curb ramps for all users, 
accessible pedestrian signals. 

• Integrating pedestrians with transit: Transit rider 
amenities at key stops; safe, convenient pedestrian 
routes to transit; mutual features that benefit pedes­
trian safety and comfort and transit operations, 
such as bus bulb-outs and boarding islands. 

• Creative use of parking lanes: Permanent curb 
extensions with seating and landscaping; landscape 
planters in the parking lane; flexible, temporary use 
of the parking lane for restaurant seating or other 
uses. 

Sidewalk Landscaping on Shotwell Street 

• Traffic calming to reduce speeding and enhance 
pedestrian safety: Raised crossings and speed 
tables; landscaped traffic circles; chicanes. 

• Pedestrian-priority designs: Shared public ways; 
temporary or permanent street closures to vehicles; 
sidewalk and median pocket parks. 

• Extensive greening: Healthy, well-maintained 
urban forest; expanded sidewalk plantings; efficient 
utility location to provide more potential planting 
locations. 

The Better Streets Plan only describes a vision for ideal 
streets and seeks to balance the needs of all street users 
and street types. Detailed implementation strategies 
will be developed in the future. 

Mission Playground 

24th Street Mini Park 



4.3 Recreation and Open Space 

TI1e provision of new, and maintenance of existing, 
recreation and park facilities are also called for by the 
Mission Plan. Some portions of the Mission historically 
have been predominantly industrial, and not within 
walking distance of an existing park and many areas 
lack adequate places to recreate and relax. Moreover, 
the Mission has a concentration of family households 
with children (27% of Mission households), which is 
higher than most neighborhoods in the city. Specifi­
cally, the Plan identifies a need for 4.3 acres of new 
open space to serve both existing and new residents, 
workers and visitors. The Plan proposes to provide this 
new open space by creating at least one substantial new 
park in the Mission. 
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A site has been identified for a new park in an under­
served area of the Mission at 17th and Folsom Streets, 
currently owned by the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission. After a series of community meetings in 
2010, three design alternatives have been merged Into 
one design. This is the first draft of the design which 
will be finalized in the coming months. 

Significant funding is needed however, to develop 
new open space and maintain existing open space at 
a higher level. Impact fees from new development 
can partially fund these spaces, as can open space 
bonds issued by the Port and the Recreation and Park 
Department. Additional funding sources however, 
are being identified to implement these open space 
improvements. 
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4.4 Community Facilities 

As a significant amount of new housing development 
is expected in the Mission, new residents will increase 
the need to add new community facilities and to 
maintain and expand existing ones. Community 
facilities can include any type of service needed to 
meet the day-to-day needs of residents. These facili­
ties include libraries, parks and open space, schools 
and child care. Community based organizations also 
provide many services to area residents including 
health, human services, and cultural centers. 

Map 7 shows existing community facilities in the 
Mission. Community based organizations currently 
provide a wide range of services at over 50 sites 
throughout the Mission, ranging from clinics and 
legal aid, to job and language skills training centers 
and immigration assistance. Cultural and arts centers 
are also prominent in the Mission. 

4.5 Neighborhood Serving 
Establishments 

Neighborhood serving businesses represent a diversity 
of activities beyond typical land use categories such 
as retail. This section defines neighborhood serving as 
those activities of an everyday nature associated with 
a high "purchase" frequency (see Appendix D for a 
list of business categories used). Grocery stores, auto 
shops and gasoline stations, banks and schools which 
frequently host other activities, among many other 
uses, can be considered "neighborhood serving." 

By this definition, the Mission is home to almost 500 
neighborhood serving businesses and establishments 
employing over 6,600 people. Over 130 of these 
businesses are estimated to have been established 
since 2006. Although these tend to be smaller busi­
nesses frequented by local residents and workers, 
some also serve a larger market (such as popular 
restaurants). 

As shown in Table 4.5.1 on opposite page, the top 10 
neighborhood serving establishments in the Mission 
include restaurants, grocery stores and bars, as well 
as bakeries and pharmacies. TI1ese businesses are 
typically along the Mission, Valencia, and 24th Street 
neighborhood commercial districts (see Map 8). 

Table 4.5.1 
Neighborhood Serving Establishments, Mission 

Type Establishments Employment 

Full-Service Restaurants 125 

Limited-Service Restaurants 57 

Supermarkets and Other Grocery 29 

2,692 

695 

507 
(except Convenience) Stores 

Drinking Places (Alcoholic 26 208 
Beverages) 

General Automotive Repair 22 87 

307 Snack and Nonalcoholic 20 
Beverage Bars 

Retail Bakeries 

Child Day Care Services 

Pharmacies and Drug Stores 

Sporting Goods Stores 

Used Merchandise Stores 

Civic and Social Organizations 

Meat Markets 

Shoe Stores 

Commercial Banking 

Elementary and Secondary 
Schools 

Women's Clothing Stores 

Family Clothing Stores 

Coin-Operated Laundries and Dry 
Cleaners 

Beer, Wine, and Liquor Stores 

All Other General Merchandise 
Stores 

Beauty Salons 

Dry Cleaning and Laundry 
Services (except coin-operated) 

Religious Organizations 

Office Supplies and Stationery 
Stores 

Cosmetics, Beauty Supplies, and 
Perfume Stores 

Fitness and Recreational Sports 
Centers 

Gasoline Stations with 
Convenience Stores 

All Other Specialty Food Stores 

Savings Institutions 

Nail Salons 

Other 

Total 

12 

12 

11 

9 

8 

7 

7 

99 

77 

108 

108 

128 

55 

37 

52 

143 

7 220 

7 46 

7 57 

5 8 

5 22 

5 35 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

4 

4 

4 

47 

495 

21 

32 

34 

61 

50 

51 

144 

52 

44 

13 

475 

6,668 
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4.6 Job Housing Linkage Program 
(JHLP) 

Prompted by the Downtown Plan in 1985, the City 
determined that large office development, by increasing 
employment, attracts new residents and therefore 
increases demand for housing. In response, the Office 
Affordable Housing Production Program (OAHPP) 
was established in 1985 to require large office develop­
ments to contribute to a fund to increase the amount 
of affordable housing. In 200 l , the OAHPP was 
re-named the Jobs-Housing Linkage Program QHLP) 
and revised to require all commercial projects with a 
net addition of 25,000 gross square feet or more to 
contribute to the fund. 

Between fiscal year 2006 and 2010, nearly $22 million 
was collected, all from projects in the Downtown C-3 
zoned district. Due to the current economic reces­
sion the program has collected no money after fiscal 
year 2007 (see Table 4. 6.1). Since the program was 
established in 1985, a total of $72.3 million has been 
collected to partially subsidize the construction of over 
1,000 units of affordable housing. 

Table 4.6.1 
Jobs Housing Linkage Fees Collected, 2006-2010 

Fiscal Year 

2006-07 

2007-08 

2008-09 

2009-10 

2010-11 

Total 

Source:: Dcpamncnr oFBuilding ln.spccliun as of6/l/l J 

Revenue 

$11,880,503 

$10,213,342 

$22,093,845 



5. Implementation of Proposed 
Programming 

5.1 Eastern Neighborhood 
Citizens Advisory Committee 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Com­
mittee (EN CAC) is the central community advisory 
body charged with providing input to City agencies 
and decision makers with regard to all activities related 
to implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area 
Plans. It was established for the purposes of providing 
input on the prioritization of Public Benefits, updating 
the Public Benefits program, relaying information to 
community members in each of the four neighbor­
hoods regarding the status of development proposals 
in the Eastern Neighborhoods, and providing input 
to plan area monitoring efforts as appropriate. Tiie 
EN CAC is composed of 15 voting members - nine 
appointed by the Board of Supervisors, and six 
appointed by the Mayor. In addition, there are four 
non-voting members representing Western SoMa, two 
appointed by the Board of Supervisors, and two by the 
Mayor. These non-voting members with attain voting 
status upon the adoption and integration of the West­
ern SoMa Impact Fees into the Eastern Neighborhoods 
Public Benefits Fund. 

To date, the ENCAC has supported the allocation of 
$2.42 million for the development of a new park at 
17th and Folsom Street in the Mission District. As of 
the writing of this report, just over $750-,000 has been 
collected. 

The EN CAC has held monthly public meetings since 
October, 2009. For more information on the EN 
CAC, go to http://encac.sfplanning.org. 

Table 5.2.1 Eastern Neighborhoods Fees Collected 

Area 

So Ma 

Central Waterfront 

Revenue 

$540,908 

$119,901 

Projects 

2 

Mission $90,454 7 

Showplace/Potrero $0 O 

Total $751,263 . 10 

5.2 Fees Programs and Collection 

TI1e Eastern Neighborhoods Public Benefit Fee 
was established to fund community improvements 
throughout the Eastern Neighborhoods, including the 
Mission Plan Area. 

Impact fees will be used to fund capital improvements, 
including open space and recreational facilities, transit 
and transportation improvements, and community 
facilities such as child care and public library needs. 
The fee may also be used to fund housing needs, such 
as housing construction and preservation. Fee revenue 
are periodically updated and currently range from $8 
to $24 per square foot (effective 5/11). Fee revenues 
will be allocated as follows: 

• For residential development: open space and 
recreational facilities = 50%, transit streetscape and 
public realm improvements = 42%, community 
facilities= 8%. 

• For commercial development: open space and 
recreational facilities = 7%, transit streetscape and 
public realm improvements = 90%, community 
facilities =3% 

In areas designated for housing including Mixed Use 
Residential zones and the Mission NCT, portions 
of the impact fee resulting from up-zoning will be 
directed towards affordable housing construction and 
preservation. In these areas, the increased fee revenue 
above the base $8 collected for residential development 
may be used to further mitigate impacts on affordable 
housing, including acquisition and rehabilitation 
programs to support existing residents. 

Analysis based on development projections for the 
overall Eastern Neighborhoods, estimates that the fee 
could generate from $77-130 million over the life of 
the plan. 

As shown in Table 5.2.1, approximately $751,000 
from 10 projects has been collected since the fee was 
established in January 2009. Over $90,400 in fees were 
collected from seven projects in the Mission Plan area. 
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5.3 Historic Preservation 

Since the adoption of the Mission Plan, the Inner 
Mission North survey has been completed and adopted 
by the Historic Preservation Commission. The Inner 
Mission North Survey includes documentation and 
assessment of more than 2,000 individual buildings 
and several historic districts that are located within the 
area that is bounded approximately by Duboce Avenue 
and Market Street to the north, 20th Street to the 
south, Folsom Street to the east, and Dolores Street to 
the west. 

The South Mission Survey has also been completed 
and adopted by the Historic Preservation Commission. 
The South Mission Survey resulted in documentation 
and assessment of approximately 3,800 individual 
buildings, including nearly 1,000 individual historic 
properties and contributors to 13 historic districts. 
The South Mission Survey included the area that is 
bounded approximately by 20th Street to the north, 
Cesar Chavez Street to the south, Potrero Avenue to 
the east, and Guerrero Street to the west. 

These surveys only identify potential historic resources 
in the area. Recommendations to establish new historic 
districts and designate individual structures of merit 
will follow. 

Flickr. Thom:ts Htm•k 

5.4 First Source Hiring 

The First Source Hiring Program was first adopted 
in 1998 and modified in 2006. The intent of First 
Source is to connect low-income San Francisco resi­
dents with ent1y-leveljobs that are generated by the 
City's investment in contracts or public works; or by 
business activity that requires approval by the City's 
Planning Department or permits by the Department 
of Building Inspection. 

Projects that qualify under First Source include: 

• any activity that requires discretionary action by 
the City Planning Commission related to a com­
mercial activity over 25,000 square feet including 
conditional use authorization; 

• any building permit applications for a residential 
project over 10 units; 

• City issued public coi:i.struction contracts in 
excess of $350,000; 

• City contracts for goods and services in excess of 
$50,000; 

• leases of City property; 

• grants and loans issued by City departments in 
excess of $50,000. 

The First Source Hiring program is managed by 
the Office of Economic and Workforce Develop­
ment (OEWD). Between fiscal years 2005-06 and 
2010-11, the OEWD reported that 2,492 residents 
were placed into entry-level jobs including 1,752 in 
public projects, and 740 in private projects. 



APPENDIX A 

Eastern Neighborhoods Monitoring 
Requirements Ordinance 

(5) Development Activity. The report shall detail all 
development activity in the Plan Area over the Monitoring 
Period, including additions and deletions of residential 
and commercial space, and shall include unit size and 
bedroom count of units constructed, retail space and 
employment generated, conversions and other develop­
ment statistics. The monitoring program shall include the 
following categories of information: 

(A) Office Space. Amount of office space constructed 
in preceding years and related employment. 

(B) Visitor and Hotel Space. Amount of hotel rooms 
constructed in preceding years and related employ­
ment. 

(C) Retail Space. Amount of retail space constructed 
in preceding years and related employment. 

(D) Business Formation and Relocation. An esti­
mate of the rate of the establishment of new businesses 
and business and employment relocation trends and 
patterns within the City and the Bay Area. 

(E) Housing. An estimate of the number of housing 
units newly constructed, demolished, or converted to 
other uses. 

(6) Public Benefit. The report shall detail the construc­
tion of any improvements or infrastructure as described 
in the Eastern Neighborhoods Public Benefits Program, 
a copy of which is on file with the Clerk of the Board 
of Supervisors in File No. 081155 and is incorporated 
herein by reference. The report shall include the following 
categories of information: 

(A) lnclusionary Housing Program. A summary of 
the number and income mix of units constructed or 
assisted through this program, an analysis of units 
constructed within each alternative, including new 
alternatives established for the Eastern Neighborhoods 
UMU districts. 

(B) Jobs/Housing Linkage Program. A summary of 
the operation of the Jobs/Housing Linkage Program 
(formerly the Office Affordable Housing Production 
Program) and the Housing Affordability Fund, identify­
ing the number and income mix of units constructed or 
assisted with these monies. 

(C) Streetscape, Transportation, and Public Realm. 
A detailed description of any transportation serving 
infrastructure completed in the preceding five years, 
including transit, pedestrian, bike, traffic and other 
modes of transportation. 

(D) Open Space and Recreational Facilities. A 
summary of new parks, trails, public rights-of-way, rec­
reational facilities or activity space completed to serve 
the purposes of recreation in the preceding five years , 
as well as any improvements to parks or recreational 
facilities. 

(E) Community Facilities. An assessment of the 
existing service capacity of community services and 
facilities , and of any new services or facilities joining the 
neighborhood in the past five years . This shall in_clud-1l. a 
review of child care, library services and any other cat­
egories deemed relevant , such as health care centers, 
human services, and cultural centers. 

(F) Neighborhood Serving Businesses. An as­
sessment of neighborhood serving businesses in the 
area, including their establishment, displacement, and 
economic health. 
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Eastern Neighborhoods Monitoring Requirements Ordinance cont'd 

(7) Fees and Revenues. The report shall monitor 
expenditure of all implemented fees, including the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Impact Fee and all Citywide fees , and 
tax revenue, as listed below. It shall report on studies 
and implementation strategies for additional fees and 
programming. 

(A) Impact Fee. A summary of the collected funds 
from the Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee collected 
from development, and a detailed accounting of its 
expenditure over that same period. 

(B) Fiscal Revenues. An estimate of the net increment 
of revenues by type (property tax, business taxes, hotel 
and sales taxes) from all uses. 

(C) Fee Adjustments. 

(i) The Planning Department shall review the 
amount of the Eastern Neighborhoods fee against 
any increases in construction costs, according 
to changes published in the Construction Cost 
Index published by Engineering News Record, or 
according to another similar cost index should there 
be improvements to be funded through the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Impact Fee as listed in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Program. 

(ii) The Planning Department shall review the level of 
the Eastern Neighborhoods housing requirements 
and fees to ensure they are not so high as to prevent 
needed housing or commercial development. 

(8) Agency Responsibilities. All implementing agencies 
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods Implementation 
Matrix shall be responsible for: 

(A) Reporting to the Planning Department, for incorpo­
ration into the Monitoring report, on action undertaken 
in the previous reporting period to complete the imple­
mentation actions under their jurisdiction, as referenced 
in the Eastern Neighborhoods Implementation Matrix. 

(B) Providing an analysis of the actions to be com­
pleted in the next reporting period, for incorporation 
into the Monitoring report, including a description of 
the integrated approach that will be used to complete 
those tasks. 

(i) To the extent the Agencies identified in the 
Implementation Matrix are outside the jurisdiction of 
this Board, this Board hereby urges such Agencies to 
participate in this process. 

(9) Budget Implications. In cooperation with the Annual 
Progress reports required by Administrative Code Chapter 
36.4, and prior to the annual budget process, the Board 
shall receive a presentation by the lnteragency Planning 
and Implementation Committee and its member agencies 
to describe how each agency's proposed annual budget 
advances the Plans' objectives, including specific proj­
ects called for by this section. The Board of Supervisors 
shall give particular consideration to proposed agency 
budgets that meet the implementation responsibilities as 
assigned by the City's General Plan, including the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Implementation Matrix. Budget proposals 
that do not include items to meet these implementation 
responsibilities shall respond to Board inquiries as to why 
inclusion was not possible. 



APPENDIX B 

Lists and Tables 

Table BT-1 
Land Use Distribution, Mission and San Francisco, 2009 

MISSION 

Land Use Area Sq Ft (OOOs) % Distribution 

Residential 

• Mixed Residential 

• office 

• Retail / Entertainment 

• PDR I Light Industrial 

• Cultural, Institutional & Educational 

ill Hotel I Lodging 

• Mixed Use 

• Public I Open Space 

DVacant Lot 

• Right-of-Way 

Total 

11,694,847 

2,377,784 

792,325 

1,867,257 

2,803,526 

1,769,105 

20,970 

1,411,072 

637,645 

824,169 

24,198,701 

48% 

10% 

3% 

8% 

12% 

7% 

0% 

6% 

3% 

3% 

0% 

100% 

.... 

...... 

SAN FRANCISCO 

Area Sq Ft (OOOs) % Distribution 

420,058,589 

28,985,223 

25,576,575 

21,579,948 

41,935,022 
. .... · ~ 

59,215,798 
. .............. ..................... ~ .... . 

3,484,054 

65,079,287 

288,199,531 

53,020,516 

942,007 

1,008,076,550 

42% 

3% 

3% 

2% 

4% 

6% 

0% 

6% 

29% 

5% 

0% 

100% 

Mission as % of 
San Francisco 

3% 

8% 

3% 

9% 

7% 

3% 

1% 

2% 

0% 

2% 

0% 

2% 
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List BL-1 Commercial Development Projects Completed, Mission, 2006-2010 

Address 

736 Valencia St. 

3280 22nd St. 

1043 Valencia St. 

340 Valencia St. 

3251 18th St. 

3350 20th St. 

2460 Alameda St. 

601 Alabama St. 

21 O 1 Bryant St. 

700 Valencia St. 

3151 17th St. 

Mixed Use No. of Units 

8 

3 

5 

260 

6 

151 

77 

9 

Total Gross Sq Ft 

750 

1,546 

500 

3,200 

19,095 

500 

36,000 

12,000 

6,000 

1,600 

CIE 

3,200 

14,321 

15,391 15,391 

MED OFFICE 

4,774 

6,000 

PDR RET 

750 

1,546 
···--··············-·······- ·····-······ ··-········-···-····· 

36,000 

12,000 

500 

500 

1,600 

VIS 

-----·-···-··•-• •••>••-•••••H•OH•>• >•----···- - · -·--·· ·-···-·--·-···-••o•o•o•o•o•o•o•o•o•o•o•••o•o•o••o••• •••o•H••• ''''''"'''''"'''"' ''"'HH•H Oo 000 ' ''''" ''0 ' 0H OHH O•o•••••ooo•ooo•o•OH•• •H•H H• ••H••OHOOO •HO' '"'"'"'' '"'"" '''"'''''" ' '' ' '"' ' '" ' ''"'""' ' '"'''" ' ' '"' ' '"'''"-''"'''"'''"'''""'"'''"'''"'''"'""-"" '''''" " '''' ' '"'''" ' ''"''' ''' ' ' ''-''"'''"''''''''"'''"'' '"' " 

1491 Valencia St. 8 1,400 1,400 

2837 Mission St. 6 5,475 5,475 
"'''"'''"'''""' H-OH••••HOHH o •HOH-HH O•H•----·-•«HOH•>«HOH•O-OOOHOH .. OOOHHO*>HHOOOHOOOHOOOHOOOHOOOHOOOHO•OH-O•-o••--o•-•--o--•--•--•-•-•H-•H••••••••-•HHO-•-·OHOoOHOoOHOOOHHOOOHOHOOOHOoOHOoOH--HHO*O•OH•HHo-HO• OHO•OHO•••oHO•OHO•OH OOO •OHO OHOOOHO•OHO•OH H OHHOH H OHHOOOHOoOHO•o•oo•HOO OHH OH- HO•••o•H-H-•••-•••H•••••• -•••••o • o•o •o•o •o•OHO• OH-

3400 Cesar Chavez St. 60 16,000 16,000 

6414th St. 1,200 

Total 594 120,657 32,912 16,249 48,000 

List BL-2 Commercial Development Pipeline, Mission, Q4 2010 

Entitlement Status 

Entitled Projects 

Builiding 
Permit Issued 

Builiding 
Permit Filed 

Builiding 
Permit Approved 

Address 

2525 Mission St. 

Mixed Use 
No. of Units 

Total 
Gross Sq Ft CIE MED OFFICE 

4,999 4,999 

PDR 

550 Alabama St. 5,650 5,650 

80 Julian Ave. 

3500 19th St. 

1501 15th St. 

490 South Van Ness 

7 

17 

84 

12,900 12,900 

2,950 

3,300 

2,529 

1750 Folsom St. 16,000 

3135 24th St. 9 1,360 . 

Planning Approved 953 Treat Ave. 5 1, 150 1, 150 

1,200 

23,496 

RET 

2,950 

3,300 

2,529 

16,000 

1,360 

VIS 

............................. ·-----·-·-·······- ··-·--··-·-···-····--·-···-···-··---------·----·------·-----·---·-··--·-·-··--·-···-··--·-···-···----·-···-·-·-···-------·-··----·--·-··--·-·-··-·-·--··-·- -·----·----·--
Sub-Total 122 50,838 12,900 4,999 6,800 26,139 

Projects Not Yet Entitled / Under Review 

Under 2401 16th St. 12 7,347 3,750 3,597 
Planning Review 

Building 
Permit Filed 

Sub-Total 

Total 

658-666 Shotwell St. 

2100 Mission St. 

32491 7th St. 

1875 Mission St. 

1801 Mission St. 

411 Valencia St. 

1050 Valencia St. 

················-···--··-····-······· ························-·-···---- ··· ·· ··· ··········-········--- -·-····-· 

2,757 2,757 

29 2,643 2,643 

3 1,996 1,996 
···· ···· ···· ····-······-·····-··-··-······ .. ··- ··- ··- ··-- .... .... ····-······- ······--··-··--- ·- ··- ·-----.... .... ..... .... -··-·--··- ··-- -------- -·-" 

23 2,800 2,800 

18 

16 

15 

117 

239 

2,600 2,600 

1,400 1,400 

2,000 2,000 
·- ·- ·-- ·- ... ·--··- .. ·-···-·- ·- ·- -... ·- ... ....... ·-······-··- ···-. ·-· ·-- · - ·- ---·-·-··-·-· 

23,543 2,757 3,750 17,036 

74,381 15,657 8,749 6,800 43, 175 



ListBL-3 
Major Residential Development Completed, Mission, 2006-2010 

Year 

2006 

2007 

2008 

2009 

2010 

Street Address I Project Name 

3000 23rd St. 

566 South Van Ness Ave. 

1905 Mission St. I 
1587 15th St. 

3520 20th St. 

Union South 
2125 Bryant St. 

2200 Mission St. 

555 Bartlett St. 

Union North 
2101 Bryant St. 

736 Valencia St. 

Abbmlir1tiorJs on th~ prroio11i pttgC'; 
CIE =- Cul rural, lnstimtiona.I & Eduouion::tl 
MED = Medical Office 
PDR = Produccfo n, Disrri burion, Repa ir 
RET = Rcrail I Enti.:rc:ii nmenr 
VIS= Visitor I Lodging 

Total Units Affordable Units 

54 7 

32 4 

14 0 

14 0 

53 9 

23 3 

60 9 

26 IL 

8 

Unit Mix 

n/a 

8 One Bedroom 

24 Two Bedroom 

5 One Bedroom 

28 Two Bedroom 

20 Three Bedroom 

2 Studios 

29 One Bedroom 

26 Two Bedroom 

3 Three Bedroom 

12 One Bedroom 

7 Two Bedroom 

7 Three Bedroom 

8 Two Bedroom 

Tenure Type 

Owner/Rental 

Ownership 

Ownership 

Ownership 

Ownership 

Ownership 

Ownership 

Ownership 

Initial Sales Price or 
Rental Price 

$495,000 

$ 449,000 
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ListBL-4 
Residential Development 
Pipeline, Mission, 
04 2010 

Entitlement Status 

Entitled Projects 

Under Construction 

Building Permit Issued 

Building Permit 
Approved 

Building 
Permit Filed 

Planning Approved 

Address 

2857 22nd Street 

19 Street 

1076 Hampshire Street 
·········-······-·-······-···· ······ ···· ······ ···· ·-· ·-

721 York Street 

769 Treat Avenue 

3120 23rd Street 

439 Guerrero Street 

179 San Carlos Street 

237 4 Folsom Street 

948 Hampshire Street 

160 14th Street 

Units Mixed Use 

2 

2 

2 

2 
·······--·--·-···--·--·--···----·-·-·--·--··--·--·-· 
3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

2 

161 San Carlos Street 3 

1196 Hampshire Street 2 

2219 Bryant Street 2 

1280 Hampshire Street 3 

793 South Van Ness Avenue 29 

1376 Florida Street 2 

3360 20th Street 

3135 24th Street 

277 San Carlos Street 

1880 Mission Street 

2986 22nd Street 

355 Capp Street 

1340 Natoma Street 

80 Julian Avenue 

3500 19th Street 

3547 20th Street 

490 South Van Ness Avenue 

953 Treat Avenue 

2830 24th Street 

6 

9 

2 

194 

3 

3 

3 

7 m!J 

17 m!J 

2 

84 

5 

4 

continued on next page 



ListBL-4 
Residential Development 
Pipeline, Mission, 
Q4 2010 

(cont'd) 

Entillement Status Address 

Projects Not Yet Entitled / Under Review 

Building Permit Filed 1875 Mission Street 

1801 Mission Street 

141 Albion Street 

411 Valencia Street 

Units Mixed Use 

23 

18 

3 
...... ....................... ,,_ ............................ ········ ······-· 

16 Cl!J 

857 Alabama Street 2 

Under Planning Review 

Total 

ListBL-5 

1050 Valencia Street 

1331 Florida Street 

2751 Mission Street 

3143 24th Street 

3086 24th Street 

2660 Harrison Street 

3249 17th Street 

3241 25th Street 

1731 15th Street 

50 Sycamore Street 

353 San Jose Avenue 

658-666 Shotwell Street 

2652 Harrison Street 

2401 16th Street 

2100 Mission Street 

List of Affordable Housing, Household Income Target and Funding Source, Mission, 2006-2010 

Year Built 

2006 

2007 

2009 

2010 

Total 

Address 

Valencia Gardens 

3000 23rd Street 

566 South Van Ness Avenue 

1905 Mission Street 
158715th Street 

Union South 
2125 Bryant Street 

. 2200 Mission Street 

Mosaica 
601 Alabama Street 
2949 18th Street 

555 Bartlett Street 

No. of Affordable Units Household Income Target 

260 Extremely Low 

7 Moderate 

4 Moderate 

3 Moderate 

9 Moderate 

3 Moderate 

151 Low Income 

9 Moderate 

446 

15 

2 

5 
-·-·--·····----··--- -··-··-··-··-·-·-··-··-··-· --··-··-···· 

3 

2 

3 

3 

3 

52 
··········-···-···-···-·····--·--·--·-···-···-···-··-···-

3 

4 

2 

30 

12 

29 

638 

Funding Source or Program 

SF Housing Authority 

lnclusionary 

lnclusionary 

lnclusionary 

lnclusionary 

lnclusionary 

Mayor's Office of Housing 

lnclusionary 
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APPENDIXC 

Eastern Neighborhoods Priority 
Capital Projec.ts 

EN PRIORITY PROJECTS 

List of projects to be considered (in order of priority) 

0 
Townsend Street, 
Pedestrian 
Improvements. 

Townsend Street provides a direct 
route to the Caltrain Station (4th & 
King Streets). The project includes 
the introduction of a parking lane 
buffer to accommodate pedestrian 
traffic where no sidewalks exist 
along Townsend Street from 4th to 
8th Streets, using funding secured 
by MTA to install "wheel blocks" 
and paint stripes to establish a 
clear, safe walkway to the Caltrain 
station. Future improvements, not 
included as part of this project, 
may include long-term improve­
ments implemented as a part of 
the Transbay Joint Powers Author­
ity (T JP A) Transit Center project 
phase II downtown rail extension. 

Total Cost: 
TBD, depending on scope of 
improvements. 

Funding available: 
$10,000 (SFMTA) 

Need:TBD. 

No matching funds required; 
SFMTNDPW to commence con­
struction as soon as possible. 

e 
Victoria Manalo, 
Pedestrian 
Improvements. 

Pedestrian improvements include a 
mid-block crosswalk, bulb outs and 
traffic/pedestrian signal to connect 
pedestrians between the Soma 
Eugene Friend Recreation Center, 
Bessie Carmichael School and the 
park. These improvements should 
be coordinated with DPW's Folsom 
Street resurfacing project. 

Total Cost: $611,000. 
Note: cost is an estimate only, 
pending further capital cost 
estimates.· 

Funding available: $0 

Need: $611,000 

a 
Folsom Street, 
Streetscape 
Improvements. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Plans 
call for redesigning Folsom Street as 
a "civic boulevard " to serve as a ma­
jor neighborhood commercial street 
in the South of Market. The improve­
ments should be coordinated with 
DPW's Folsom Street resurfacing 
project. Streetscape improvements 
may include all or some of the follow­
ing: street tree plantings, tree grates, 
curb bulb-outs, special paving, pe- . 
destrian lighting, widened sidewalks, 
street restriping and transit shelters. 

Total Cost: $11,000,000. 
Note: cost is an estimate only, pend­
ing further capital cost estimates. 

Funding available: $0 

Need: $11,000,000 

0 16th Street, Streetscape Improvements. 

In recognition of 16th Street's role as a major transit corridor in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods an accompanying streets cape plan will be developed. 
Streetscape improvements should be directed towards improving pedestrian 
and transit connections, and may include all or some of the following: 
cross-walk improvements, street tree plantings, tree grates, curb bulb-outs, 
pedestrian lighting, and transit shelters. 

Total Cost: $8,500,000. 
Note: cost is an estimate only, pending further capital cost estimates . 

Funding available: $0 

Need: $8,500,000 



EaS1ern Neighborhoods Priority Capital Projects cont'd 

SFMTA PROJECT 

16th Street, Transit Improvements. 

The project involves an extension of the Muni Route 22-Filmore 
along 16th Street east of Kansas Street to a terminal on Third 
Street in Mission Bay. The proposed extension will provide a 
transit link between the 16th Street BART station, Mission District, 
Showplace Square, Mission Bay and the Third Street Light Rail . 
Capital costs include the installation of new overhead trolley 
wires along 16th Street from Kansas Street to Third Street. 

Total Cost: $12,000,000. Note: cost is an estimate only, pending 
further capital cost estimates . 

Funding available: $4,500,000 (Prop K) 

Need: $7 ,500,000 

PLANNING DEPT. PROJECT 

Showplace Square Open Space {including 
implementation of one open space). 

The Showplace Square neighborhood has been determined to 
be deficient in open space. An open space and streetscape plan 
will be developed to identify opportunities where excess street 
right-of-way can be used to create new public plazas and open 
spaces. This project will include the design and construction of 
one new public open space 

Total Cost: $2,600,000. Note: cost is an estimate only, pending 
further capital cost estimates. 

Funding available: $0 

Need: $2,600,000 

RECREATION AND PARKS DEPT. PROJECT 

New 17th and Folsom Park. 

The project seeks the planning , design and construction of a 
new park in the Mission. Specifically, this project entails the 
creation of a new park atop approximately 60% of the existing 
PUC-owned surface parking lot on 1st & Folsom Streets. 

Total Cost: Cost is pending further capital cost estimates. 

Funding available: $0 

Need: TBD 

MAYOR'S OFFICE OF HOUSING 
PROJECTS 

(in order of priority) 

New Affordable Housing 
Units. 

The acquisition of appropriate land for the 
.construction of 150 below market rate af­
fordable units(BMRs) , at a minimum, within 
the EN Plan Areas within five years following 
the adoption of the EN Plan . MOH shall 
further dedicate approximately seventy-five 
percent (75%) of all new EN Development 
Impact Fees collected within the Mission 
NCT and South of Market Youth and Family 
Zone ("YFZ"). 

Eastern Neighborhoods 
Acquisition and Rehabilitation 
Programs. 

Using $1 OM of affordable housing fees 
generated from the Eastern Neighborhoods 
Impact Fees, MOH shall acquire and 
rehabilitate existing housing projects in the 
Mission and South of Market Sub-Areas of 
the EN Plan. 

MI SS ION AREA PLA N MONITOR I MG BEPOIH 2(1(16 - 20 010 33 



34 

APPENDIXD 

List of Neighborhood Serving 
Business Codes 

NA/CS Label 

311811 Retail Bakeries ·-·-·-- ·--····· -·-··-·- -·-·- -··---
-·-··-- -··-·-····· -S~~~~~~~k~t~ -~~d-Oth-~~ ·G;~cery (except 
445110 Convenience) Stores 

-- -- ----- --- --- ---- --- --- -- -- - ---- --- - - - -------- - - --- -- ---- ----- .. -----···-··-···-···-----
445120 Convenience Stores . _____ . ___ _ __ _ 

---- --------- -- ----- ---- - ----- ------ ----- ------------·--- -

445210 Meat Markets 

-~~~1_? .. _ ~e:!:_"!!_~~:.·.-~~~ .':i.~~?.r __ ~-~~~:= ---···· ···-··-·-·- ·-··········-··-·-········· 
44611 O Pharmacies and Drug Stores 

4461-20·-~~~~~~ii:~~~ :~~~-~-~~~-~-pii~;:~~~- ~~~~:0~-.~!~!~~-.:: ·. 
446191 Foo_d_~~~~~~l ~_'!_P_P~~~=~t-~~~~~s _____ ---- --- - ___ _ 

-447110---G~soline Stations with Conveni:~c~ -~~?~::_ __________ _ 
-- -----------·----- -- -------------------- -

447190 Other Gasoline Stations 
- ---------------------------------------- - ---·-·-·-· .. -··-·-·----·--·-·-·----·-·-- -- - -- -- -

448110 Men's Clothing Stores 
--- -- -- ------------- ---- ---------- --------- -- -- --- -
448~~~---~~~:~.::._~l_<:!~i~~-~t?.~=~ -- ·-···-- - -· ------ . 

448130 Children's and Infants' Clothing S~~~::> .... __ .... .. . ··--·· -- -- - . -- ---- - " -- ......... _, ___ , __ ,. ____ ,_.,._ .... .......................... ......... . 

448190 Other Clothing Stores 

448210 Shoe Stores 

-~~~ -1--~~---~!?..°-~!~§ . ~~?.-~: ~~?..r:s___ _ ________________________ _ 

451120 Hobby, Toy, and Game Stores ---·-- ___________ _ 

~~~i~~-°----~--~i.~~~;--~-~-~~!~~:i.~F~-.~-~i. -~:~~--~?.?_~:. ~~~~::.. .. -····--

- ~~~~~- ~- -- - ~?.?.~~-1.~~e_s __ .. .. ___ .. ·· ·-·· · ..... ... . __ ... ··-·· _____ .. 

451212 News Dealers and Newsstands ·-·-···--···················· 
-· ------P~~~~~~d~dT~~~~ c~;;~cii)i;~, and Record 

-~~1-~~-o- __ st_o~~s___ _ _ _ _ ________ _ _ -····------- ____ ... -··- _____ _ 
452112 Discount Department Stores ... --········--········-···· ·-···-·- ·-··-·--·- • ..................... -..................................................... _ ...................... _.,_ .. ,_, _____ ,_ 

4529~~ -· ~~~ ~t~-e~ G:~:r.~L!".1:~~~~~~i:: ~!?.~E:J:' .. _ .................................. . 
453110 Florists 

45321 O Office Supplies and Stationery Stores . . -····-·-·--· ..... .. ---· .. -·--·--·--"'" ............... --- - ----- -· - --·----............ ____ , __ ,._. ___ , .. _,. __ ....... , .. ___ . __ ,,._ ·- -
45331 O Used Merchandise Stores 

.................. __ ., ______ ._,, __ , ..... -.................. ....... .......... ____ , .. ............... ____ ,,, _,__ , ___ ,,,_,,_ ............................................... - --·--

NA/CS Label 

453910 Pet and Pet Supplies Stores 
·---·-··----- .. -·--·---------·----·----.. ·---------·-···----·-----

522120 Savings Institutions ---··-----· 
--------·-·-·----·-""'"'-"""'-··--··-·-·--·-··-·---·-·- ··-·- .. --------··- ·---------------

532230 ______ ~i~=~-T~P.=~~-d ~i_:~-~:_n.t~~ ---··· ·············· ········----··········-· 
61111 o Elementary and Secondary Schools 

-·---·----·--·-·--.. ·-·-....................................................... - -- - -- -- -- -- - - ----- -- -- - ---- -- --

. ~ -~~ ~~-~ - --~~~ i?.r.9-?.~1.:g :: ______ ··-··· ----- --- ------- ---- ·-· -------·-··· - ... 
62441 O Child Day Care Services __ __ __ _ __ __ _ __ _ ________________ _ 
-- ------- ----- - ----- --- ------ -----------------
713940 Fitness and Recreational Sports Centers 

----- -- ------------ --- - -------- -------- -------------- ------ ----·---·--·--·--·-· ·-
72211 o Full-Service Restaurants .. __ , __ ,, ........ _,, __________ ,, , .... ,_ .. , ... ,. __ , ___ ,._,,,_, __ ,, __ ,_ ,., _ .. _.,_, __ ,, __ , __ .,_._ . ., _, __ , __ , ____ , .. _ .. __ , .. _._ .. __________ _ 

722211 . Limited-Service Restaurants - - -- -- ----- - ......... - ......................... ., ................ .. ,_. __ ,, __ ,_,,_ ,,_,, __ ,, ___ , _____ .. _,,_,,_, ...... -... -

722212 C~1,:!:~~=·- ~!.il~ - ~u~=~-' ~-~? .. ~~~:!:... -· ···-·-··----­
l222·1·3·· - Snack and Nonalcoholic Beverage Bars 

................... .. .... -................. , ____ , __________ ........................................................... _, ........................ _. ___ ,_ 

- 7224_1.() - [);i~king Places (Alcoholic Beverag:~!. ··--······················· --- ---·--·--·-· .. ·- -·- . -- -·--·---·-·-·---·-·-·---·-·- .. ·--·------
811111 General Automotive Repair ______ ··---···-···-

.. 811 ·1·1·2 -- A~t~~~ti~~E~h~~~t.~y~t~-~--~-~~~i! ... .... ................................... . ................................. ... .. .. ....... _ .......... ... ........... .. ........ . 

811113 Automotive Transmission Repair 

·- -oth~~- -A"~t~-~-~ti~~ -M~~t;~~i-~~i~~ci-lii~~t~i~~l-Fi~~~i·~---
811118 and Maintenance 

Car Wash~~-- _________ ___ ____ __________ _______________ _ 

"811430 -- F;~tv;~~r-and ~=~t~E:J!.~~~~=--~=~~i!. _____ _ 

811192 

······· -··· Oth~; ·p~;~~~al and Household Goods Repair and 
811 49o Maintenance 

812111 Barber Shops 

812112 Beauty Salons -·-······-· ·-······ _ .... , _______ ,,_. __ ..................... _ .. ,,_ ... _ .. -------- -- -- -- - - --- - - - - ---
812113 Nail Salons 

--- ----- ----- ----- ----- ---- - -- --
-81"2310--·c:~i~~o~~r~t~d -L~u~dri~s and Drycleaners 
·············· -·· · ··-·r;;;~i~~~-i-~9 ·~~ci--L~~-~ci;:;·s~~i~~~-(~~~~~t-·-··· ····· ·· 

812=-=~- ·- - ~~i~=?.~.:~~t:?L .. ----- .... ... ..... .. ... - -- .. ---·············--
81291 O Pet Care (except Veterinary) Services 

................................................... ... .. ... .. ... .. ................................................ .......................................... ____ ., ................ ----....... . . 

812922 One-Hour Photofinishing --------- -- --- - -· --- ---- --- - - ------ ---- ----- ------ -·- -----
- ~~-~~-~ .. °. ....... RE:)l~~~~-~=-?-~~-~-~iz.~!i~~s 
813410 Civic and Social Organizations 
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