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S - .. AMENDED IN.COMMITTEE  _ - ——
FILE NO. 150790 10/19/2015 ORDINANCE NO.

[Planning Code - Establishing a New Citywide Trahsportation Sustainability Fee]

Ordinance amending the Plaﬁning Code by establishing a new citywidé Transportation
Sustainability Fee and suspending application of the existing Transit Impact
Development Fee, with some exceptions, as long as the Trénsbbrtaﬁ'bh Suéi:éinability
Fee rerhains opérative; amending Section 401 to add deﬁnitions reflecting these
changes; amending Section 406 to clarify affo‘rdable housing and homeless shelter
exemptions from the Transportation Sustéinability Fee; making conforming
amendments to the Area Plan fees in Planning Code, Article 4; affirming the Planning
Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act, and
making findings, including general ﬁndings, findings of public necessity, convenience
and welfare, and ﬁhdings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority

policies of Planning Code Section 101.1.

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.
Additions to Codes are.in szngle—underlzne ztalzcs Times New Roman font.
Deletions to Codes are in
Board amendment additions are in double~underhned Aurial font.
Board amendment deletions are in
Asterisks (* * * *)indicate the omission of unchanged Code
subsections or parts of tables.

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

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

(@  The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this
ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources

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

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed; Christensen 1006
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Supervisors in File No. 150790 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board affirms
this determination. |

(b)  On September 10, 2015, the Planning Commission, in ’Resolution No. 19454,
adopted ﬁndihgs that thé actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance,
with the City’s General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The
Board adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of
the Board of Supervisors in File No. 150790, and is incorporated herein by reference.

(c)  On September 10, 2015, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 19454,
approved this legislation, recommended it for adoption by the Board of Supervisors, and
adopted findings that it will serve the public necessity, c;onvenience and welfare. Pursuant to
Planning Code Section 302, the Board adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said
Resolution is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Superyisors fn File No. 150790, and is

incorporated by reference herein.

Section 2. The Planning Code is hereby amended by adding Sections 411A, 411A.1,
411A.2, 411A.3, 411A.4, 411A5, 411A.6, 411A.7, and 411A.8, to read as follows:
SEC. 4114. TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE.

Sections 4114.1 through 4114.8 (hereafter referred to collectively as “Section 4114”) set forth

the requirements and procedures for the Transportation Sustainability Fee (“TSF”).

SEC. 4114.1. FINDINGS.

(a) Inl 98], San Francisco (“the City ") enacted Ordinance No. 224-81, imposing a Transit

Impact Development Fee (“TIDF”) on new office development in the downtown area. The TIDF was

based on studies showing that the development of new office uses places a burden on the City’s transit

system, especially in the downtown area of San Francisco during commute hours, known as "peak

periods."

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen ~ 1007
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(b) The City later amended the TIDF, and made it applicable to non-residential

Development Projects citywide, recognizing that development has transportation impacts across the

City’s transportation network.

(c) Starting in 2009, the Citv and the San Francisco County Transportation Authority

worked to develop the concept of a comprehensive citywide transportation fee and supporting nexus

study (the “TSF Nexus Study”). The fee would offset impacts of Development Projects, both residential

and non-residential, on the City’s transportation network, including impacts on transportation

infrastructure that support pedestrian and bicycle travel. The Nexus Study is on file with the Clerk of

the Board of Supervisors in File No. 150790, and is incorporated herein by reference.

(d) The TSF Nexus Study concluded that qll new land uses in San Francisco will generate

an increased demand for transportation infrastructure and services, and recommended that the TSF

apply to both residential-and non-residential Development Projects in the Cify.

(e) In accordance with the TSF Nexus Study, Sectz‘gn 4114 imposes a citywide

transportation fee, the TSF, which will allow the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Aeency

(“SFMTA”) and other regional transportation agencies serving San Francisco to meet the demand

generated by new development and thus maintain their existing level of service. ‘Section 4114 will

require sponsors of Development Projects in the City to pay a fee that is reasonably related to the

financial burden such projects impose on the City. This financial burden is measured by the cost that

will be incurred by SFMTA and other transportation agencies serving San Francisco rto meet the

demand for transit capital maintenance, transit capital facilities and fleet, and pedestrian and bicycle

infrastructure (also referred to as “complete streets” infrastructure) created by new development

throughout the City.

@ The TSF Nexus Study justifies charging fee rates higher than those Section 4114

imposes. The rates imposed herein take into consideration the recommendations of a TSF Economic

Feasibility Study that the City prepared in conjunction with TSF. The TSF Economic F easibility Study

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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took into account the impact of the TSF on the feasibility of development, throughout the City. The TSF

Economic Feasibility Study is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 150790,

and is incorporated herein by reference.

(2) The fee rates charged herein are no higher than necessary to cover the reasonable costs

of providing transportation infrastructure and service to the population associated with the new

Development Projects, such as residents, visitors, employees and customers. The TSF will provide

revenue that is significantly below the costs that SEMTA and other transit providers will incur to

mitigate the transportation infrastructure and service needs resulting from the Development Projects.

(h) The TSF is an efficient and equitable method of providing funds to mitieate the

transportation demands imposed on the City by new Development Projects.

(i) __ Based on the above findings and the TSF Nexus Study, the City determines that the TSF

satisfies the requirements of California Government Code Section 66001 et seq. ("'the Mitieation Fee

Act"), as follows:

(1) The purpose of the TSF is to help meet the demands imposed on the City's '

transportation system by new Development Projects.

(2). . Funds from collection of the TSF will be used to meet the demand for transit

capital maintenance, transit capital facilities and fleet, and pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure

generated by new development in the City.

(3) There is a reasonable relationship between the proposed uses of the TSF and the

impacts of Development Projects subject to the TSF on the transportation system in the City.

(4) There is a reasonable relationship between the types of Development Projects on

which the TSF will be imposed and the need to fund transportation system improvements.

(5) There is a reasonable relationship between the amount of the TSF to be imposed

on Development Projects and the impact on transit resulting from such projects.

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen 1009
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SEC. 411A4.2. DEFINITIONS.

See Section 401 of this Article 4 for definitions of terms applicable to this Section 4114. In

addition, the following abbreviations are used throughout Section 4114: TIDF (Transit Impact

Development Fee): TSF (Transportation Sustainability Fee).

SEC. 4114.3. APPLICATION OF TSF.

(a) Except as provided in Subsection (b), the TSF shall apply to any Development Project in

the City that results in:

() More than twenty new dwelling units;

2) New group housing facilities, or additions of 800 sross square feet or more to an

existing eroup housing facility;

3) New construction of a Non-Residential e+-PBR use in excess of 800 gross

square feet, or additions of 800 square feet or more to an existing Non-Residential orRDR use; or

(4) Néw construcﬂon of a PDR use in excess of 1,500 gross square feet, or
additions of 1,500 square feet or more to an existing PDR use: or

(45)  Change or Replacement of Use, such that the rate charged for the new use is

higher than the rate charged for the existing use, regardless of whether the existing use previously paid

the TSF or TIDF.

(b) Exemptions: Notwithstanding Subsection (a), the TSF shall not apply to the following:

(1) City projects. Development Projects on property owned by the City, except for

that portion of a Development Project that may be developed by a private sponsor and not intended to

be occupied by the City or other agency or entity exempted under Section 4114, in which case the TSF~

shall apply only to such non-exempted portion. Development Projects on property owned by a private

person or entity and leased to the City shall be subject to the fee, unless such Development Project is

otherwise exempted under Section 4114.

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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2) Redevelopment Projects and Projects with Development Agreements.

Development Projects in a Redevelopment Plan Area or in an area covered by a Development

Agreement in existence at the time a building or site permit is issued for the Development Project, to

the extent payment of the TSF would be inconsistent with such Redevelopment Plan or Development

Agreement.

(3) __ Projects of the United States. Development Projects located on property owned

by the United States or any of its agencies to be used exclusively for governmental purposes.

4) Projects of the State of California. Development Projects located on property

owned by the State of California or any of its agencies to be used exclusively for sovernmental

purposes.

(5) __ Affordable Housing Projects. Affordable housing, pursuant to the provisions of

Planning Code Section 406(b), other than that required by Planning Code Sections 415 or 419 et seq.,

or any units that trigger a Density Bonus under California Government Code Sections 65915-65918,

(6) Small Businesses. Each Change of Use from PDR to Non-Residential, or

expansion of an existing PDR or Non-Residential use through an addition that adds new gross floor

area to an existing building,_shall be exempt from the TSF. provided that: (4) the gross square footage

of the resulting individual unit of PDR or Non-Residential use is not greater than 5,000 gross square

feet, and (B) the resulting use is not a Formula Retail use, as defined in Section 303.1 of this Code. This -

exemption shall not apply to new construction or Replacement of Use.

(7) Charitable Exemptions.

(A) The TSF shall not dpplv‘ to any portion of a project located on a property

or portion of a property that will be exempt from real property taxation or possessory interest taxation

under California Constitution, Article XIIT Section 4, as implemented by California Revenue and

Taxation Code Section 214. However, any Hospital Post-Secendany-Educational-institution thét

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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requires an Institutional Master Plan under Section 304.5 of the Planning ACode shall not be eligible for

this charitable exemption.

(EB) _Any project receiving a Charitable Exemption shall maintain its tax

exempt status, as applicable, for at least 10 years after the issuance of its Certificate of Final

Completion. If the property or portion thereof loses its tax exempt status within the 10-year period, then

the property owner shall be required to pay the TSF that was previously exempted. Such p@ment shall

be required within 90 days of the property losing its tax exempt status.

PBC) Ifaproperty owner fails to pay the TSF within the 90-day period_a

notice for request of payment shall be served by the Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI under

Section 107A4.13 of the San Francisco Building Code. Thereafier, upori nonpayment, a lien proceeding

shall be instituted under Section 408 of this Article and Section 1074.13.15 of the San Francisco
Building Code.

(ED) The Zoning Administrator shall approve and order the recordation ofa-

Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject

property prior to the issuance of a building or site permit. This Notice shall state the amount of the TSF
exempted per this subsection (b)(7). It shall also state the requirements and provisions of subsections .

(B)(7)(AB) and (b)(7)(C) above.

(c) Timing of Payment. The TSF shall be paiq’ at the time of and in no event later than when

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

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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prior to issuance of the first certificate of occupancy upon agreeing fo pay a deferral surcharge in

accordance with Section 1074.13.3 of the San Francisco Building Code.

(ed) Application of the TSF to Projects in the Approval Process at the Effective Date of

Section 4114. The TSF shall apply to Development Projects that are in the approval process af the

effective date of Section 4114, except as modified below:

" (1) Projects that have a Development Application approved before the effective date

of this Section shall not be subject to the TSF, but shall be subject to the TIDF at the rate applicable

per Planning Code Sections 411.3(e) and 409, as well as any other applicable fees.

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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2) Projects that have filed a Development Application or environmental review

application on or before the-effective-date-of this-Section July 21, 2015, but and have not

received approval of any such application, shall be subject to the TSF as follows:

(4) Residential Uses subject to the TSF shall pay 50% of the applicable

residential TSF rate, as well as any other applicable fees.

(B) The Non-residential or PDR portion of any project shall be subject to the

TIDF and pay the applicable TIDF rate per Planning Code Sections 411.3(e) and 409, as well as any

other applicable fees.

(3) Projects that have not filed a Development Application or environmental

review application afterbefore July 242, 2015, and file the first such application on or after

July 22, 2015, and have not received approval of any such application, shall be subject to the

TSF as follows:

(A) Residential Uses subject to the TSF shall pay 100% of the

applicable residential TSF rate, as well as any other aQ‘Qlicable fees.

(B) The Non-residential or PDR portion of any project shall be subject
to the TIDF and pay the applicable TIDF rate per Planning Code Sections 411.3(e) and 409,

as well as any other applicable fees.
- (fe)  Effect of TSF on TIDF and Development Subject to TIDF.

(1) The provisions of this Section 4114 are intended to supersede the provisions of

Section 411 et seq. as to new development in the City as of the effective date of Section 4114, except as

‘stated below. The provisions of Section 411 et seq. are hereby suspended, with the following

exceptions:

(4)  Section 411 et seq. shall remain operative and effective with respect to

any Redevelopment Plan, Development Agreement,_Interagency Cooperation Agreement, or any other

aereement entered into by the City, the former Redevelopment Agency or the Successor Agency to the

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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Redevelopment Agency, that is valid and effective on the effective date of Section 4114, and that by its

terms would preclude the application of Section 4114, and instead allow for the application of Section

411 et seq.

(B)  Section 411 et seq. shall remain operative and effective with respect to

Development Projects that are in the approval process as of the effective date of Section 411A, and for

which the TIDF is imposed as set forth in Section 4114.3(ed).

(C) _ Section 411 et seq. shall remain operative and effective with respect to

imposition and collection of the TIDF for any new development for which a Development Application

was approved prior to the effective date of Section 4114, and for which TIDF has not been paid.

2) Notwithstanding subsection (fe)(1) above, if the City Attorney certifies in writing

to the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors that a court has determined that the provisions of Section 4114

are invalid or unenforceable in whole or substantial part, the provisions of Section 411 shall no longer

be suspended and shall become operative as of the effective date of the court ruling. In that event, the

City Attorney shall cause to be printed appropriate notations in the Planning Code indicating that the

provisions of Section 4114 are suspended, and the provisions of Section 411 are no longer suspended.

(3) The City Aitorney’s certification referenced in subsection (fe)(2) above shall be

superseded if the City Attorney thereafter certifies in writing to the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

that the provisions of Section 4114 are valid and enforceable in whole or in substantial part because

the court decision referenced in subsection (ie)(2) has been reversed, overturned, invalidated. or

otherwise rendered inoperative with respect to Section 4114. In that event, the provisions of Section

4114 shall no longer be suspended and shall become operative as of the date the court decision no

longer coverns, and the provisions of Section 411 shall be suspended except as specified in Section

4]11A. Further, the City Attorney shall cause to be printed appropriate notations in the Plannine Code

indicating the same.

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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SEC. 4114.4. CALCULATION.OF ISF.

(a) Calculation. The TSF shall be calculated on the basis of the number of gross square feet

of the Development Project, multiplied by the TSF rate in effect at the issuance of the First

Construction Document for each of the applicable land use categories within the Development Project,

as provided in the Fee Schedule set forth in Section 4114.5, except as provided in subsections (b) g_n_ci

(c), below. An accessory use shall be charged at the same rate as the underlying use to which it is

accessory. In reviewing whether a Development Project is subject to the TSF. the project shall be

considered in its entirety. A project sponsor shall not seek multiple applications for building permits to

evade paying the TSF for a single Development Project.

(b) ~ Change or Replacement of Use. When calculating the TSF for a development project in

which there is a Change or Replacement of Use such that the rate charged for the new land use

category is higher than the rate charged for the category of the existing legal land use, the TSF per

square foot rate shall be the difference between the rate charged for the new and the existing use.

(c) Calculation Method for Residential Uses. Areas of Residential use within a project
that creates no more than 99 dwelling units shall pay the fee listed in Table 411A.5. When a

project create.sA more than 99 dwelling units, the fees for areas of Residential use shall be
calculated as follows: The number of dwelling units greater than 99 shall be divided by the
total number of dwelling units created o determine the proportion of the project represented

by those dwelling units. The resulting quotient shall be multiplied by the total gross floor area

{| of Residential use in the project. The resulting product represents the number of gross square

feet of Residential use in the project that is subject to the higher fee rate in Table 411A.5 for

dwelling units above 99. The remainder of gross square feet of Residential use in the project

is subject to the Idwer fee rate in Table 411A.5 for dwelling units at or below 99.

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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SEC. 4114.5. TSF SCHEDULE.

Development Projects subject to the TSF shall pay the following fees, as adjusted anﬁually in

accordance with Planning Code Section 409(b):

Table 411A4.5. TSF Schedule

Land Use Categories ‘ TSF Per Gross Sqitare Foot (gsf)

. of Development Project
Residential, 21-99 units -8 7.74 for all gsf of Residential use in the
Residential, any-all units above 99 units - | first 99 dwelling units (see Section

411A.4(c) above).

8.74 for all gsf of Residential use in all

dwelling units at and above the 100" unit
(see Section 411A.4(c) above).

Non-Residential, 800-99,999 gsf | § 18.04 for all gsf of Non-Residential uses
Non-Residential, any-all gsf-above 99,999 less than 100,000 gsf.

gsf . $ 19.04 for all gsf of Non-Residential use
greater than 99,999 gsf.
Production, Distribution and Repair 3761

SEC. 4114.6. TSF EXPENDITURE PROGRAM

As set forth in the TSF Nexus Study, on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors File No.

150790, T, SF funds may only be used to reduce the burden imposed by Development Projects on the

City's transportation system. Expenditures shall be allocated as follows, giving priority to specific

projects identified in the different Area Plans:

Table 4114.6A. TSF Expenditure Program

Mayor L.ee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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Transit Capital Maintenance
- Subtotal 61%

Transit Service Expansion & Reliability Improvements — San Francisco

Subtotal 32%
Transit Service Expansion & Reliability Improvements — Regibnal Transit
Providers |

Subtotal 2%
Complete Streets (Bicycle and Pedestrian) Improvemeﬁts

Subtotal 3%
Program Administration 2%
Total 100.0%

' Within the Rincon Hill Community Impirovements Program Area, per Plannine Code Section

418 and the Visitacion Valley Fee Area, per Planning Code Section 420, expenditures shall be

allocated as follows:

Table 4114.6B. TSF Expenditure Program in Rincon Hill and Visitacion Valley

Transit Capital Maintenance

Subtotal 61%
Transit Service Expansion & Reliability Improvements — San Francisco

Subtotal ' 35%
Transit Service Expansion & Reliability Improvements — Regional Transit
Providers

Subtotal 2%
Complete Streets (Bicycle and Pedestrian) Improvements

Subtotal 0%

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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Program Administration 2%
Total 100.0%

SEC. 4114.7. TSF FUND

Money received from collection of the TSF, including earnings from investments of the TSF.,

shall be held in trust by the Treasurer of the City and County of San Francisco under California

Government Code Section 66006 of the Mitigation Fee Act. It shall be distributed according to the

fiscal and budeetary provisions of the San Francisco Charter and the Mitigation Fee Act, subject to the

following conditions and limitations. As reasonably necessary to mitigate the impacts of new

development on the City’s public transportation system, TSF funds may be used to fund transit capital

maintenance projects, transit capital facilities and fleet, and complete streets (pedestrian and bicycle)

infrastructure. These expenditures may include, but are not limited to: capital costs associated with

establishing new transit routes, expanding transit routes, and increasing service on existing transit

routes, including, but not limited to, procurement of related items such as rolling stock, and design and

construction of bus shelters, stations, tracks, and overhead wires; capital or maintenance costs

required to add revenue service hours or enhanced capacity to existing routes; capital costs-of

pedestrian and bicycle facilities, including, but not limited to, sidewalk paving and widening,

pedestrian and bicycle signalization of crosswalks or intersection, bicycle lanes within street right-of-

way, physical protection of bicycle facilities from motorized traffic, bike sharing, bicycle parking, and
traffic calming. Proceeds from the TSF may also be used to administer, enforce, or defend Section

4114.

SEC. 4114.8. FVE THREE YEAR REVIEW OF ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY STUDY.

Every five three years, or sooner if requested by the Mayor, the Planning Commission, or

the Board of Supervisors, the SEMTA shall update the TSF Economic Feasibility Study. This update

shall analyze the impact of the TSF on the feasibility of development, throughout the City. This update

Méyor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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shall be in addition to the five-year evaluation of all development fees mandated by Section 410 of this

Code.

Section 3. The Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Section 411, to read
as follows: ’

SEC. 411. TRANSIT IMPACT DEVELOPMENT FEE.

(a) Sections 411.1 through 411.9, hereafter referred to as Section 411.1 et seq., set
forth tﬁe requirements and procedures for the TIDF. The effective date of these requirements

shall be the date the requirements were originally effective or were subsequently modified,

whichever applies.

(b) Partial Suspension of Section 411 et seq. In accordance with Planning Code Section

411A4.3(e), the provisions of Section 4114 are intended, with certain exceptions, to supersede the

provisions of Section 411 et seq., as to new development in the City as of the effective date of Section

411A4. Accordingly, Section 4114.3(e) suspends, with certain exceptions, the operation of Section 411

et seq., and states the circumstances under which such suspension shall be lifted.

Section 4. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Section 401, to read as

follows:

SEC. 401. DEFINITIONS.

* k% k%

“Area Plan Impact Fee” shall mean a development impact fee collected by the City to mitigate

impacts of new development in the Area Plans of the San Francisco General Plan, under Article 4 of

the Planning Code.

* %k % %

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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“Development Application” shall mean any application for a building permit, site permit,

Conditional Use, Variance, Large Project Authorization, or any application pursuant to Planning Code

Sections 309, 309.1, or 322.

% k kK

“Hope SF Project Area’ shall mean an area owned by or previously owned by the San

Francisco Housing Authority that is currently undergoing, or planned to undergo redevelopment.

whereby existing affordable dwelling units will be replaced, new affordable housing units will be

constructed, and market-rate units may be constructed as a means to cross-subsidize newly needed

infrastructure and affordable units. Hope SF Project Area shall include the Hunters View project,

which is located within the Hunters View Special Use District, the Potrero Terrace and Annex Project,

which includes Assessor’s Block 4367, Lots 004 and 0044; Block 42204, Lot 001, Block 4222, Lot 001,

and Block 4223, Lot 001 ; and the Sunnydale / Velasco Project, which includes 4ssessor’s Block 6310,

Lot 001; Block 6311, Lot 001; Block 6312, Lot 001; Block 6313, Lot 001; Block 6314, Lot 001; and
Block 6315, Lot 001.

Section 5. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Section 4086, to read as
follows: | |

SEC. 406. WAIVER, REDUCTION, OR ADJUSTMENT OF DEVELO}PMENT :
PROJECT REQUIREMENTS. ‘

(a) Waiver or Reduction Based on Absence of Reasonable Relationship. |

(1) The sponéor of any development project subject to a development fee or

development impact requirement imposed by this Article may appeal to the Board of
Supervisors for a reduction, adjustment, or waiver of the requirement based upon the absence
of any reasonable relationship or nexus between the impact of development and either the

amount of the fee charged or the on-site requirement.

Mayor Lee, Subervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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(2) Any appeal authorized by this Section shall be made in writing and filed with
the Clerk of the Board no later than 15 days after the date the Department or Commission
takes final acﬁon on the project approval that assesses the requirement. The appeal shall set
forth in detail the factual and legal basis for the claim of waiver, reduction, or adjustment.

(3) The Board of Supervisors shall consider the appeal ét a public hearing within
60 days after the filing of the appeal. The appellant shall bear the burden of presenting
substantial evidence to support the appeal, including comparable technical information to
support appellant's position. The decision of the Board shall be by a simplé majority vote and

shall be final.

(4) If a reduction, adjustment, or waiver is granted, any change in use within the

|| project shall invalidate the waiver, adjustment, or reduction of the fee or inclusionary

requirement. If the Board grants a reduction, adjustment or Waiver, the Clerk of the Board
shall promptly transmit the nature and extent of the reduction, adjustment or waiver to the
Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI and the Unit shall modify the Project Develquent
Fee Report to reflect the change.
(b) Waiver or Reduction, Based on Housing Affordability.
(1) An affordable housing unit shall receive a waiver from the Rincon Hill

Community Infrastructure Impact Fee, the Market and Octavia Community Improvements

Impact Fee, the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee, the Balboa Park Impact

Fee, and the Visitacion Valley Community Facilities and Infrastructure Impact Fee_and the

Transportation Sustainability Fee, if the affordable housing unit:
(A) is affordable to a household at or below 80% of the Area Median Income (as

published by HUD), including units that qualify as replacement Section 8 units under the
HOPE SF program;

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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(B) is subsidized by MOH, the San Francisco Housing Authority, and/or the San
Francisco Redevelopment Agency; and

(C) is subsidized in a manner which maintains its affordability for a term no less
than 55 years, whether it is a rental or ownership opportunity. Project sponsors must
demonstrate to the Planning Department staff that a governmental agency will be enforcing
the term of affordability and reviewing performance and service plans as necessary.

(2) Projects that meet the requirements of this subsection are eligible fora 100

percent fee reduction until an alternative fee schedule is published by the Départment.

(3) Projects that are located within a HOPE SF Project Area are eligible for a 100 percent

fee reduction from the TSF, applicable both to the affordable housing units and the market-rate units

within such projects, and to any Non-Residential or PDR uses. Projects within a HOPE SF Project

Area are otherwise subject to all other applicable fees per Article 4 of the Planning Code.

(4) Residential uses within projects where all residential units are affordable to households

at or 'belo'w 150% of the Area Median Income (as published by HUD) shall not be subject to the TSF.

|| Non-residential and PDR uses within those projects shall be subject to the TSF. All uses shall be

subject to all other applicable fees per Article 4 of the Planning Code.

(35) This waiver clause shall not be applied to units built as part of a developer's
efforts to meet the requirements of the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program, erd-Sections
415 or 419 of this Code~or any units that trigger a Density Bonus under California Government

Code Sectiéns 65915-65918.

(c) Waiver for Homeless Shelters. A Homeless Shelter, as defined in Section 102 of
this Code, is not required to pay the Rincon Hill Community Infrastructure Impact Fee, the
Transit Center District Impact Fees, the Market and Octavia Community Improvements Impact’

Fee, the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure lmpéct Fee, the Balboa Park Impact Fee,; and

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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the Visitacion Valley Community Facilities and Infrastructure Impac':t Fee: and the Transportation

Sustainability Fee.

. (d) Waiver Based on Duplication of Fees. The City shall make every effort not to
assess duplicative fees on new development. In general, project sponsors are only eligible for -
fee waivers under this Subsection if a contribution to another fee program would result in a
duplication of charges for a particular type of community infr‘astructure.‘ The Department shall
publish a schedule annually of all known opportunities for waivers and reductions under this
clause, including the specific rate. Requirements under Section 135 and 138 of this Code do
not qualify for a waiver or reduction. Should future fees pose a duplicative charge, éuch asa
Citywide open space or childcare fee, the same methodology shall apply and the Department

shall update the schedule of waivers or reductions‘accordingly. '

Section 6. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Section 410, to read as

follows:

SEC. 410. COMPREHENSIVE FIVE-YEAR EVALUATION OF ALL DEVELOPMENT
FEES AND DEVELOPMENT IMPACT REQUIREMENTS.

Commencing on July 1, 2011, and every five fiscal years thereafter in conjunction with
the Annual Citywide Development Fee and Development Impact Requiremehts Report
described in Section 409, above, the Director and the Controller shall jointly prepare and
publish a comprehensive rgport on the status of compliance with this Article, é:omplian‘ce of
any development fees in this Article with the California Mitigation Fee Act, Government Code
section 66001 et seq., including making specific findings regarding any unéxpended funds,
the efficacy of existing development fees and development impact requirements in mitigating

the impacts of development projects, and the economic impacts of existing development fees

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen .
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and development impact requirements on the financial feasibility of projects and housing
affordability in particular,_taking into account, o the extent possible, the feasibility of the fees
in different areas of the City-reighberheeds. In such report, the Director and Controller may
recommend any changes in the formulae or requirements or enforcement of any area-specific
or Citywide devellopment fee or development impact requirement in this Code, prepare
additional economic impact studies on such changes or recommend that additional nexus
studies or financial feasibility analyses be done, to improve the efficacy of such fees or
requirements in mitigating development impacts or to reduce any unintended deleterious
economic or social effects associated with such fees or réquirements. In making their joint
report and recommendations, the Director and the Controller shall consult with the Directors of
OEWD, MOH, the MTA, or other agency whose fees are affected and shall coordinate the
report required by this Section with any other development fee eVaIuations and reports that
this Article requires to be performed. The Director and the Controller shall present the Report
to the Commission at a public hearing and tq the Land Use & Economic Development

Committee of the Board of Supervisors at a separate public hearing.

Section 87. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sections 418.3, 420.3

’and 424.7.2, to read as follows:

SEC. 418. RINCON HILL COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FUND AND SOMA
COMMUNITY STABILIZATION FUND.

* %k k%

SEC. 418.3. APPLICATION.

* %k k *

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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(c) Fee Calculation for the Rincon Hill Community Infrastructure Impact Fee. For
development projects for which the Rincon Hill Community Infrastructure Impact Fee is
applicable:

(1) Any net addition of gross square feet shall pay per the Fee Schedule in Table
418.3A, and

(2) Any replacement of gross square feet or change of use shall pay per the Fee

Schedule in Table 418.3B.

EEEE]

SEC. 420. VISITATION VALLEY COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND
INFRASTRUCTURE FEE AND FUND.

* K k k

SEC. 420.3 APPLICATION OF VISITACION VALLEY COMMUNITY
|IMPROVEMENTS FACILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE FEE

* % % %

SEC. 424.7. TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT TRANSPORTATION AND STREET
IMPROVEMENT IMPACT FEE AND FUND.

% Kk k k-

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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SEC. 424.7.2. APPLICATION OF TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT
TRANSPORTATION AND STREET IMPROVEMENT IMPACT FEE.

(c) Fee Calculation for the Transit Center District Transportation and Street
Improvement Impact Fee. For development projects for which the Transit Center District
Transportation and Street Improvement Impact Fee is applicable the corresponding fee for net
addition of gross square feet is listed in Table 424.7A. Where development project includes .
more than one land use, the overall proportion of each use relative to other uses on the lot
shall be used to calculate the applicable fees regardless of the pvhysical distribution or location
of each use on the lot. If necessary, the Director shall issue a Guidance S"tatement clarifying
the methodology of calculating fees.

(1) Transit Delay Mitigation Fee. The fee listed in Column A shall be assessed
on all applicable gross square footage for the entire development project. |

(2) Base Fee. The fee listed in Column B shall be assessed on all applicable
gross square footage for the entire development project.

(3) Projects Exceeding FAR of 9:1..For development projects that result in the
Floo{r Area Ratio on the lot exceeding 9:1, the fee listed in Column C shall be assessed on all
applicable gross square footage on the lot above an FAR of 9:1.

(4) Projects Exceeding FAR of 18:1. For development projects that 'result in the
Floor Area Ratio on the lot exceeding 18:1, the fee listed in Column D shall be assessed on all
applicable gross square footage on the lot above an FAR of 18:’i.

(5) For projects that are eligible to apply TDR units to exceed an FAR of 9:1

|| pursuant to Section 123(e)(1), the fee otherwise applicable to such square footage according

|10 subsections (3) and (4) above shall be waived.

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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Section #8. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sections 421.3, 422.3,

423.3, 423.5 and 424.3, and deleting Section‘ 421.7, to read as follows:
SEC. 421. MARKET AND OCTAVIA COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FUND.

* % % %

SEC. 421.3. APPLICATION OF COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS IMPACT FEE.

(c) Fee Calculation for the Market and Octavia Community Improvement Impact Fee.
For development projects for which the Market and Octavia Community Improvements Impact
Fee is applicable:

(1) Any net addition of gross square feet shall pay per the Fee Schedule in Table
421.3A, and

(2) Any replacement of gross square feet or change of use shall pay per the Fee

Schedule in Table 421.3B.

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen . .
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SEC. 422. BALBOA PARK COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FUND.

* k k k%

SEC. 422.3. APPLICATION OF COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT IMPACT FEE.

* % kK

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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(c) Fee Calculation for the Balboa Park Impact Fee. For development projects for
which the Balboa Park Impact Fee is applicable:

(1) Any net addition of gross square feet shall pay per the Fee Schedule in Table
422.3A, and

(2) Any replacement of gross square feet or change of use shall pay per the Fee

Schedule in Table 422.3B.

* Kk &k

SEC. 423. EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS IMPACT FEES AND PUBLIC BENEFITS
FUND. |
SEC. 423.3. APPLICATION OF EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS INFRASTRUCTURE
IMPACT FEE. |
(c) Fee Calculation for the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee. For
development projects for which the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee is
applicable:
(1) Any net addition of gross square feet shall pay per the Fee Schedule in.Table
423.3A. and ,
(2) Any replacement of gross square feet or change of use shall pay per the Fee

Schedule in Table 423.3B.

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen 1031
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SEC. 423.5. THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS
FUND.

% % % %

Table 423.5

BREAKDOWN OF USE OF EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS
COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FEE/FUND BY
IMPROVEMENT TYPE*

Dollars Dollars Received From

Improvement Tvpe Received From : Non-
P yp Residential Residential/Commercial
Development Development

Complete Streets:
Pedestrian and
Streetscape 31% : 34%
Improvements,
Bicycle Facilities
Transit - 10% - 53%
Recreation and o o
Open Space 47.5% . 6%
Childcare 6.5% 2%
Program 0 0
Administration 5% 5%

* Does not apply to Designated Affordable Housing Zones, which are addressed in' Table
423.5A

Table 423.5A
BREAKDOWN OF USE OF EASTERN
NEIGHBORHOODS PUBLIC BENEFITFEE/FUND BY

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen ’
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IMPROVEMENT TYPE FOR DESIGNATED AFFORDABLE
HOUSING ZONES
Dollars Dollars Received From
Improvement Type Received From Non-
P yp Residential Residential/Commercial
Development Development

Affordable Housing
preservation and 75% n/a
development ’
Complete Streets:
\Pedestrian and
Streetscape . 4% 36%
Improvements, '
Bicycle Facilities
Open-Space-and 0 0

P . 0% 6%
Transit 6% 5385%
Recreation and Open 10% 6%
Space
Podestrian-and
Streetseape 4% 4%
Tnprovemnents
Program 5% 5%
administration

* %k k%

SEC. 424. VAN NESS AND MARKET AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND
NEIGHBORHOOD INFRASTRUCTURE FEE AND PROGRAM.

SEC. 424.3. APPLICATION OF VAN NESS AND MARKET AFFORDABLE . .
HOUSING AND NEIGHBORHOOD INFRASTRUCTURE FEE AND PROGRAM:;

* hk x k

(b) Amount of Fee.

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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.(i) All uses in any development project within the Van Ness and Market Downtown
Residential Special Use District shall pay $30.00 per net additional gross square foot of floor
area in any portion of building area exceeding the base development site FAR of 6:1 up to a
base development site FAR of 9:1.

(ii) All uses in any Development Project within the Van Ness and Market

Downtown Residential Special Use District shall pay $15.00 per net additional gross square

foot of floor area in any portion of building area exceeding the base development site FAR of

9:1.

Section 89. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sections 421.1, 422.1,
423.1, and 424 .1, to read as follows:

SEC. 421.1. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS SUPPORTING THE MARKET AND
OCTAVIA COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FUND.

(b)  Findings. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed the San Francisco Citywide
Nexus Analysis prepared 'by AECOM dated March 2014 (“Nexus Analysis”), axd the San
Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis prepared by AECOM‘dafed March 2014,
and the Transportation Sustazjnabilz’ty Fee Nexus Study (TSF Nexus Study), dated May, 2015, betk on

file with the Clerk of the Board in Files Nos. 150149 and 150790, and, under Section 401A,

adopts the findings and conclusions of those studies and the general and specific findings in

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 1034 . Page 29




©w oo ~N OO o R~k WN -

R
- O

.9

13
14
15
16
17

18-

19
20
21
22
23
24

that Section, specifically including the Recreation and Open Space Findings, Pedestrian and
Streetscape Findings, Childcare Findings, asd Bicycle Infrastructure Findings, and Transit

Findings, and incorporates those by reference herein to support the imposition of the fees

under this Section.

* Kk Kk k

SEC. 422.1. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS IN SUPPORT OF BALBOA PARK
COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FUND.

P

(b)  Findings. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed the San Ffancisco Citywide
Nexus Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014 (“Nexus Analysis”), axd the San
Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014,

and the Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (TSF Nexus Study), é’ated May, 2015, beth on

file with the Clerk of the Board in Files Nos. 150149 and 150790, and, under Section 401A,
adopts the findings and conclusions of those studies and the general and specific findings in
that SeCtioh, specifically including the Recreation and Open Space Findings, Pedestrian and
Streetscape Findings, Childcare Findings, anxd Bicycle Infrastructure Findings and Transit

Findings, and iﬁcorporates those by reference herein to support the imposition of the fees

under this Section. .

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, 'Breed, Christensen
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SEC. 423.1. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS SUPPORTING EASTERN
NEIGHBORHOODS IMPACT FEES AND COMMUNITY IMPRCVEMENTS FUND.

* % Kk %

(b) Findings. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed the San Francisco Citywide
Nexus Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014 (“Nexus Analysis”), and the San
Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014,
and the Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (TSF Nexus Study), dated May, 2015, botk on

file with the Clerk of the Board in Files Nos. 150149 and 150790, and, under Section 401A,

adopts the findings and conclusions of those studies and the general and specific findings in
that Section, specifically including the Recreation and Open Space Findings, Pedestrian and
Streetscape Findings, Childcare Findings, and Bicycle Infrastructure Findings, and Transit

Findings, and incorporates those by reference herein to support the imposition of the fees

under this Section.

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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SEC. 424.1. FINDINGS SUPPORTING THE VAN NESS AND MARKET
AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND NEIGHBORHOOD INFRASTRUCTURE FEE AND
PROGRAM.

(b) Neighborhood Infrastructure. The Van Ness & Market Residential SUD enables.
the-creation of a very dense residential neighborhood in an area built for back-office and
industrial uses. Projects that seek the FAR bonus above the maximum cap would introduce a
very high localized density in an area generally devoid of necessary public infrastructure and
amenifies, as described in the Market and Octavia Area Plan. While envisioned in the Plan,
such projects would create localized levels of demand for open space, streetscape
improvements, and public transit above and beyond the levels both existing in the area today
and funded by the Market and Octavia Community Improvements Fee. Such projects also
entail construction of relativély taller or bulkier structures in a concentrated area, increasing
the need for offsetting open space for relief from the physical presence of larger buildings.
Additionally, the FAR bonus provisions herein are intended to provide an economic incentive
for-project sponsors to provide public infrastructure and amenities that improve the quality of-
life in the area. The bonus allowance is calibrated based on the cost of responding to the
intensified demand for public infrastructure generated by increased densities available

through the FAR density bonus program.

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen 1037 )
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The Board of Supervisors has reviewed the San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis
prépared by AECOM dated March 2014 (“Nexus Analysis’f), and the San Francisco
Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014, and the
Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (TSF Nexus Study), dated May, 2015, betk on file with

the Clerk of the Board in Files Nos. 150149 and 150790, and, under Section 401A, adopts the

findings and conclusions of those studies and the general and specific findings in that Section,
specifically including the Recreation and Open Space Findings, Pedestrian and Streetscape

Findings, Childcare Findings, x4 Bicycle Infrastructure Findings, and Transit Findings, and

incorporates those by reference herein to support the imposition of the fees under this

Section.

Section 810. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Section 401A(b), to

read as follows:

SEC. 401A. FINDINGS.

(b) Specific Findings: The Board of Supervisors has reviewed the San Francisco
Citywide Nexus Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014 (“Nexus Analysis”), axd the

San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March

Mayor.Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 1038

Paae 33




W o ~N o o AW N -

U Y
-~ O

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

2014, and the Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (ISF Nexus Studv), dated May, 2015,

|| be#k on file with the Clerk of the Board in Files Nos. 150149 and 150790, and adopts the findings

and conclusions of those studies, specifically the sections of thosé studies establishing levels
of service for and a nexus between new development and four five infrastructure categories:
Recreation and Open Space-, Childcare, Streetscape and Pedestrian Infrastructure, axd

Bicycle Infrastructure,_and Transit Infrastructure. The Board of Supervisors finds that, as

required by California Government Code Section 66001, for each infrastructure category
analyzed, the Nexus Analysis and Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis: identify the
purpose of the fee; identify the use or uses to which the fees are to be put; determine how
there is a reasonable relationship between the fee's use and the type of dévelopment project
on which the fee is imposed; determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the
need for the public facility and the type of development project on which the fee is imposed;
and determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee and the
cost of the public facility or portion of the facility attributable to the development. Specifically,
as discussed in more detail in and supported by the Nexus Analysis and Infrastructqre Level
of Service Analysis the Board adopts the following findings:

* Kk k%

(5) Transit Findings: See Section 411A4.

(56) Additional Findings. The Board finds that the Nexus Analysis Analyses
establishes that the fees are less than the cost of mitigation and do not include the costs of
remedying any existing deficiencies. The City may fund the cost of remedying existing
deficiencies through other public and private funds. The Board also finds that the Nexus St

Analyses establishes that the fees do not duplicate other City requirements or fees. Moreover,

{the Board finds that #is these fees is are only one part of the City’s broader funding strategy to-

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen 1039
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address these issues. Residential and non-residential impact fees are only one of many

revenue sources necessary to address the City’s infrastructure needs.

Section 4811. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after
enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, fhe Mayor returns the
ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board

of Supervisors overrides the Mayor’s veto of the ordinance.

Section 4412. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of
Supervisors intends to amend only those words, phrases, p‘aragraphs, subsections, sections,
articles, numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the
Municipal Code that are explicitly shown ih this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board
amendment additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the “Note” that

appears under the official title of the ordinance.

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

ANDREA/RUIZ-ESQ
Deputy Ci

n:\legana\as2015\1500870\01055200.docx
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FILE NO. 150790

REVISED LEGISLATIVE DIGEST
(10/19/2015, Amended in Committee)

[Planning Code - Establishing a New Citywide Transportation Sustaihability Fee]

Ordinance amending the Planning Code by establishing a new citywide Transportation
Sustainability Fee and suspending application of the existing Transit Impact
Development Fee, with some exceptions, as long as the Transportation Sustainability
Fee remains operative; amending Section 401 to add definitions reflecting these
changes; amending Section 406 to clarify affordable housing and homeless shelter
exemptions from the Transportation Sustainability Fee; making conforming
amendments to the Area Plan fees in Article 4 of the Planning Code; affirming the
Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act,
and making findings, including general findings, findings of public necessity,
convenience and welfare, and findings of consistency with the General Plan and the
eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1.

Existing Law

The City imposes several development fees on new development to alleviate the impacts that
such development imposes on City services and infrastructure. Some of these fees have
Citywide application, such as the Transit Impact Development Fee, or TIDF (codified in
Section 411 of the Planning Code), or the Inclusionary Housing Program (codified in Section
415.) Others apply to specific areas of the City, such as the Market and Octavia Community
Improvements Fund, the Balboa Park Community Improvements Fund, or the Eastern
Neighborhoods Impact Fees and Public Benefit Fund (located at Sec’uons 421, 422 and 423,
.respectively.)

Amendmeﬁts fo Current Law

This Ordinance would create a new Citywide transportation impact fee, the Transportation
Sustainability Fee, or TSF. The TSF would replace the TIDF, with some exceptions. While
the TIDF applies to commercial development, the TSF would apply to both residential and
non-residential developments in the City.

The Ordinance contains extensive findings setting forth the need and justification for the TSF.
The findings explain that the City prepared a study (the TSF Nexus Study) to ensure the

imposition of the TSF complies with the Mitigation Fee Act, California Government Code
Section 66001 et seq. :

The Ordinance establishes the applicability of the TSF as follows:

e The TSF applies to any development project in the City which results in:

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 1041 Page 1
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— more than twenty new dwelling units;

— new group housing facilities, or additions of 800 gross square feet or more to an
existing group housing facility;

— new construction of a non-residential use in excess of 800 gross square feet, or
additions of 800 square feet or more to an existing non-residential use; or

— new construction of a production, distribution and repair (PDR) use in excess of
1,500 gross square feet, or additions of 800 square feet or more to an existing
PDR use;

— change or replacement of use of a lower fee category to a hlgher fee category,
regardless of whether the existing use previously paid the TSF or TIDF.

Some projects are exempt from the Ordinance, such as City projects, state or federal
projects, affordable housing projects, small businesses, and certain nonprofit projects.
In this last category, the Ordinance specifies that Hospitals that require an Institutional
Master Plan shall not be exempt. Post-Secondary Educational Institutions, which were
proposed to pay the fee in the Ordinance as introduced, now are proposed to be
exempt.

The Ordinance suspends the application of the TIDF for as long as the TSF remains
operative, with some exceptions, and provides that if by any reasons the TSF is
determined to be invalid, in whole or in part, the TIDF shall no longer be suspended
and shall become immediately operative.

The Ordinance provides for the grandfathering of some projects currently in the
development pipeline. More specifically, it requires that:

— projects that have a development application approved before the effective date
of the Ordinance shall not pay the TSF, but shall be subject to the TIDF and any
other applicable fees;

— projects that have filed a development application or an environmental review
application on or before July 21, 2015, but have not received approval of any
such application, shall pay the TSF as follows: residential uses shall pay 50% of
the applicable residential TSF rate; and non-residential uses shall pay the
applicable TIDF rate — as well as any other applicable fees.

— projects that have filed their first application, whether a development application
or an environmental review application, after July 22, 2015, and have not
received approval of any such application, shall pay the TSF as follows:
residential uses shall pay 100% of the applicable residential TSF rate; and non-
residential uses shall pay the applicable TIDF rate — as well as any other
applicable fees.

The Ordinance establishes the TSF Schedule, stating how much money the different land use
categories must pay, per gross square foot (gsf) of development, as follows: -
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— Residential Uses, 21-99 units: $7.74;

— Residential Uses, all units above 99 units : $8.74;

— Non-Residential Uses, 800-99,999 gsf: $18.04;

— Non-Residential Uses, all gsf above 99,999 gsf: $19.04; and
— PDR Uses: $7.61.

It also provides for a method to calculate the fees for Residential Uses.

These rates are to be adjusted on an annual basis every January 1, based on the Annual
Infrastructure Construction Cost Inflation Estimate, as described in Section 409(b).

The Ordinance also sets forth an Expenditure Plan, with five broad expense categories of
projects among which the TSF funds must be allocated, while giving priority to specific
projects identified in the different Area Plans. These categories are Transit Capital
Maintenance; Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Improvements (both for San '
Francisco and Regional Providers); Complete Streets (Bicycle and Pedestrian) Improvements;
and Program Administration. The Ordinance specifies what percentage of the TSF funds
must go to. each category.

The Ordinance mandates that every three years, or sooner if requested by the Mayor, the
Board of Supervisors, or the Planning Commission, the SFMTA shall update the TSF
Economic Feasibility Study that was prepared as part of the TSF effort.

The Ordinance also mandates that, when preparing the 5-year report required under the
Section 410, of the Planning Code, the Planning Director and the Controller take into account,
to the extent possible, the feasibility of development fees in the different areas of the City.

The Ordinance makes clean-up and conférming amendments to several sections of the
Municipal Codes, including changes to some of the Area Plans sections.

Background Information

This Ordinance is the culmination of several years of study and outreach undertaken by City
agenciés, together with the County Transportation Authority. As part of that effort, and to

_ comply with the requirements of the Mitigation Fee Act, the City prepared the TSF Nexus
Study. The City also prepared a TSF Economic Feasibility Study. Both these documents
support the TSF. They are incorporated by reference in the Ordinance, and can be found in
the Board of Supervisors File for the Ordinance.

This Ordinance was introduced on July 21, 2015. This Legislative Digest reflects changes
made in Land Use Committee on October 19, 2015.

n:\legana\as2015\1500870\01055344.docx
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Clty Halt
1 Dr, Carlton B, Gogtlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel, No. §54-5184
Fax No, 554-5163
TDD/TTY Na, 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE

NOTICE 1S HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Land Use and Transportation Commiitee
will hold a public hearing fo consider the following proposal and said public hearing will be
held as follows, at which time all interested parties may attend and be heard:

Date: NMonday, October 13, 2015
Time: 1:30 p.m.

Location: Legislative Chamber, Room 250, located at City Hall .
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA

Subject: File No. 150780. Ordinance amending the Planning Code by
establishing a new citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee and
suspending application of the existing Transit Impact Development
Fee, with some exceptions, as long as the Transportation
Sustainability Fee remains operative; amending Section 401 fo add
definitions reflecting these changes; amending Section 406 to
clarify affordable housing and homeless shelter exemptions from
the Transportation Sustainability Fee; making conforming
amendments to the Area Plan fees in Planning Code, Article 4;
affirming the Planning Department's determinationt under the
California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings, including
general findings, findings of public necessity, convenience, and

-welfare, and findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the
eight priority policles of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

If the legislation passes, a new Citywide transportation impact fee, the
Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF), will be charged to certaln development projects
and shall be caloulated per gross square foot (gsf) of the development project, multiplied
by the appropriate rate for each use:

+ Residential Uses, 21-99 units: $7.74;

Resldential Uses, any units above 99 units : $8.74;
Non-Residential Uses, 800-99,999 (gsf): $18.04;
Non-Residential Uses, any gsf above 99,999; $19.04; and
Production, Distribution and Repair (PDR} Uses; $7.61.

- » &
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
File No. 150796 (11-Dny Fee Ad)
October 8,2015 Page 2

The TSF will be charged to both residential and non- res(dent[al developments that
result in:

« more than 20 new dwelling units;

= new group housing facilities, or additions of 800 gsf or more to an existing
group housing fadility;

s, new construction of non-residential use in excess of 800 gsf, or addition of 800
square feet or more to an existing hon-residentlal use;

» new canstruction of a PDR use in excess of 1,500 gsf, or additions of 1,500 gsf
.or more to an existing PDR use; of

» change or replacement of use of a lower fee category to a higher fee category,
regardless of whether the existing use previously paid the TSF or the
Transportation Impact Development Fee (TIDF).

City projects, state or federal projects, affordable housing projects, small
businesses, and certain non-profit projects would be exempt from the TSF. Hospitals
would not be exempt from the TSF. In addition, the Ordinance provides that projscts that
have an application on file, but have not been approved, shall pay reduced rates.

Projects that filed an application after July 21, 2015, shall pay the full residential TSF rate,
and a reduced rate for non-residentfal uses. Funds collected shall be held in trust by the
Treasurer and distributed, according to the budgetary provisions of the Charter and the
Mitigation Fee Act, in order to mitigate the impacts of new development on the City's
public transportation system.

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 87.7-1, persons who are unable
to attend the hearing on this matter may submlt written comments fo the City prior fo the
time the hearing begins. These comments will be made as part of the official public
record in this matier, and shall be brought to the attenition of the members of the
Committee. Written comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Glerk of the
Board, City Hall, 1 Dr. Cariton Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102,
information relating to this matter is available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board.
Agenda information relating to this matter will be available for public review on Friday,

October 16, 2015,
?Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board

.DATED/POSTED: October 8, 2015
PUBLISHED: October 9 & 16, 2015
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City Hall
1 Dr, Cardton B, Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Franciico 94102-4689

BOARD of SUPERVISORS Tel, No 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
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A
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Angela Calvillo
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SRAK/AM/ESE: October 8 and 16, 2016
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Fecha: _

Hora:

“Lugar:

Asunto:

City Halt
1 Dr, Caxltor: B, Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. Mo 554-5184
Tax Mo, 554-5163
TTD/TTY No. 5545227

NOTIFICACION DE AUDIENCIA PUBLICA
Lunes, 19 de octubre de 2015
1:30 pm

Cémara Legislativa, Alcaldia, Sala 250,
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodleit Place, San Francisco, CA 94102

Archivo No. 150790. Ordenanza que enmienda el Cadigo de
Planificacién mediante el establecimiento de una nueva Tarifa de

-Sostenibilidad del Transporte a lo largo de toda la ciudad y

suspende la aplicacion de la Tarifa de Desarrollo debido al Impacto
en el Transito existente, con algunas excepciones, siempre y
cuando la Tarifa de Sostenibilidad del Transpotte continde en vigor,
enmendando la Seccion 401 para afiadir definiciones que reflejan
estos cambios; enmendando la Seccién 406 para clarificar las
exenciones de la Tarifa de Sostenibilidad del Transporte parala -

~vivienda asequible y los refugios para las personas sin hogar;

realizando enmiendas conformes a la Tarifa del Plan de Area en el
Cdodigo de Planificacién, Articulo 4; afirmando la determinacién del
Departamento de Planiﬁsacién bajo la Ley de Calidad Ambiental de
California; y formulando conclusiones, incluyendo conclusiones
generales, conclusiones sobre la necesidad, conveniencia, y
bienestar publico, conclusiones sobre la consistencia con el Plan
General, y las ocho politicas prioritarias del Cédigo de
Planificacion, Seccién 101.1.

Gl

Angela Calvillo
Secretaria de la Junta

Fechado: 8 de octubre de 2015
Publicado; 9y 16 de octubre de 2015
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CALIFORNIA NEWSPAPER SERVICE BUREAU

DAILY JOURNAL CORPORATION

Mailing Address : 915 E FIRST ST, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012
Telephone (213) 229-5300 / Fax (213) 229-5481
Visit us @ WWW.LEGALADSTORE.COM

Victor Young

CCSF BD OF SUPERVISORS (OFFICIAL NOTICES)
1 DR CARLTON B GOODLETT PL #244

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

COPY OF NOTICE

GPN GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE
vy Fee Ad 150790-Land Use 10/19/15

Notice Type:
Ad Description

To the right is a copy of the notice you sent to us for publication in the SAN
FRANCISCO EXAMINER. Thank you for using our newspaper. Please read
this notice carefully and call us with ny corrections. The Proof of Publication
will be filed with the County Clerk, if required, and mailed to you after the
last date below. Publication date(s) for this notice is (are):

10/09/2015 , 10/16/2015

EXM 2803812

NOTICE OF PUBLIC
HEARING

BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS OF
THE CITY AND COUNTY
OF SAN FRANCISCO
LAND USE AND TRANS-
PORTATION COMMITTEE
NOTICE iS HEREBY GIVEN
THAT the tand Uss and
Transportation ~ Committee
will hold a public hearing to
consider the  following
Eroposal and sald public
earing will be held as
follows, at which fime ali
interested parties may attend

and be heard:
Date: October 19, 2015

Time: 1:30 p.m.
Location: Legislative
Chamber, Room 250,

located at City Hall - 1 Dr.
Carlton B, Goodlett Place,
San Francisco, CA

Subject: Fiile No. 150790.
Ordinance amending the
Planning Code by establish-
ing a new citywide Transpor-
tation Sustainability Fee and

- suspending application of the

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

Publication $1245.00

NetTotat $1120.50

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

BUSINESS JOURNAL, RIVERSIDE (951) 784-0111

DAILY COMMERCE, LOS ANGELES (213) 229-5300
LOS ANGELES DAILY JOURNAL, LOS ANGELES (213) 229-5300
ORANGE COUNTY REPORTER, SANTA ANA (714) 543-2027
SAN FRANCISCO DAILY JOURNAL, SAN FRANCISCO (800) 640-4829
SAN JOSE POST-RECORD, SAN JOSE (408) 287-4866

THE DAILY RECORDER, SACRAMENTO
THE DAILY TRANSCRIPT, SAN DIEGO
THE INTER-CITY EXPRESS, OAKLAND

(916) 444-2355
(619) 232-3486
(510) 2724747
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existing Transit  Impact
Development Fee, with some
exceptions, as long as the
Transportation Sustainability
Fee remains operative;
amending Section 401 to
add definitions
these changes; amending
Section 406 to darify
affordable  housing and
homeless sheiter exemptions
from the  Transportation
Sustainabliity Fee; making
conforming amendments o
the Area Plan fees in
Planning Code, Article 4;
affirming  the  Planning
Department's determination
under the California
Environmental Quality Act;
and making findings,
induding general findings,
findings of public necessity,
convenlence, and welfare,
and findings of consistency
with the General Plan, and
the eight priority policles of
1Pé)a1nning Code, Section
1

If the legislation passes, a
new Citywide transportation
impact fee, the Transporta-
tion Sustainability Fee (TSF),
will be charged to certain
development projects and
shall be calcutated per gross
square foot (gsf) of the
development project,
muitiplied by the appropriate
rate for each use: .

O Residential Uses, 21-99
units:$7.74;

0 Residential Uses, any
units above 99 units :$8.74;
O Non-Residential ~ Uses,

800-99,999 (gsf):$18.04;

O Non-Residential  Uses,
any gsf above
99,999:519,04; and

reflecting *

" reduced rate for

‘L Production, Distribution
and Repalr (PDR)
Uses:$7.61.

The TSF will be charged to
both residential and non-

restdential developments

. thatresultin:

0O more than 20
dwelling units;

0O new group  housing
facilities, or additions of 800
gsf or more to an existing.
group housing facility;

0 new construction of non-
residential use in excess of
800 gsf, or addition of 800
square feet or more to an
existing non-residential use;
0O new construction of a
PDR use in excess of 1,500
gsf, or additions of 1,500 gsf
or more to an existing PDR
use; or

0 change or replacement of
use of a lower fee category
to a higher fee category,
regardiess of whether the
existing use previously paid
the TSF or the Transporta-
fion Impact Development
Fee (TIDF).

City projects, state or federal

new

, projects, affordable housing

projects, small businesses,
and  certain non-profit
profects would be exempt
from the TSF. Hospitals
would not be exempt from
the TSF. In addition, the
Ordinance  provides  that
projects that have an
application on file, but have
not been approved, shall pay
reduced rates. Projects that
filed an application after Jul?r
21, 2015, shall pay the full
residential TSF rate, and a
normn-
residential  uses., Funds
coliected shall be held In
frust’ by the Treasurer and
distributed, according to the
budgetary provisions of the
Charter and the Mitigation
Fee Act, in order to mitigate
the impacts of new develop-
ment on the City's public
transportation system. = -

In accordance with Adminis-
trative Code, Section 67.7-1,
persons who are unable o
aftend the hearing on this
matter may submit written
comments to the City prior to
the time the hearing begins.
These comments will be
made as part of the official
public record in this matter,
and shall be brought to the
attention of the members of
the Committee.  Written
comments should be
addressed to Angela Calvillo,
Clerk of the Board, City Hall,
1 Dr. Carlton Goodlett Place,
Room 244, San Francisco,
CA 94102,  Information
refating to this matter is
avallable in the Office of the
Clerk of the Board. Agenda
‘information relating to this



matter will be available for
publlc review on Friday,
October 16, 2015.

Angela Calvilio, Clerk of the
Board
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CALTRAIN
PUBLIC HEARING & MEETINGS NOTICE
Prolxsed Changes to Codiged Tarith
Bublic Haaring
The Peninsula Corridor Joint Powars Board will hold a public heating and take public comment
on proposed adjustments to its Cod!zed Tariff, which sets fare palicy. The effective date would
be Feb, 28, 2016 for transit tickets and July 1, 2016 for parking permits.
Proposals fo be considered include;

A. Increasing the base adult fare hf' 50 cenfs, Day Pass, 8-ide Ticket, Monthly Pass and
Clipper one-way discount weuld Increase based on the cash fare, Eligible Discount fares
would remaln approximalaly 50 percent of the adult fares, and Clipper discount would
remain about 15 percent

B. [ncrsasmg da!ly parking fee from $5.00 to $5.50 and monthiy parking permit fee fom
350 to $55.

The public hearing will be held:
Thursday, Nov. 5, 2015 at 10 a.m,
Caltrain Administrative Ofjce
1250 San Carlos Ave,, San Cerlos
The draft fare chart is available for viewing at the Caltrain Administrative Of¢ce or online at
2 it
Prior ta the hearing, comments may be sent by mall, e-mall arphone to:
Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Hoard, JPB S
. Box 3008, San Carlos, CA 8407 01 3
changes@caltrain.com ® 1.800.660,4287 (TTY 650.508.6448)
: "
Caltraln wilt hold four public meetings te present the proposal and receive comments, The
meetings will take place:

Saturday, Oct 10at11 a.m.
Gilroy Senior Center, 7371 Hanna St., Gllroy

Oednesday, Oct, 14 at 1 p.m,
Calfrain administrative ofsces, Auditorkum, 1250 Sen Carlos Ave,, San Cados

Thursday, Oct. 16 at 4 p.m.
San Franclsco Caltrain Station, under the clock, 700 Fourth St, San Francisco

Manday, Oct. 19 at 6 p.m.
City Hall, Pia]a Conferance Room, 500 Castro St., Mountain View

Far translation in one of the [anguages below, call Caltrain et 1.800.660.4287 three days
befora the meeting.
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CNS#2798148

minor improvements.

4264, e-mail at

meeting,

meeting and hearing.

Lisa Porras
Principat Planner

PUBLIC NOTICE

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the San
Carlos Planning Commission will hold a public
hearing pursuant fo San Carlos Municipal Code
Chapter 18.35 in the Council Chambers, City
Hall, 600 Eim Street, San Carios, on Monday
evening, Oclober 19, 2015 at 7:00 p.m., for
the purpose of hearing and r.onstderlng all
comments of all persons interested in or
concerned with consideration by the Planning
Commission of a recommendation to the City
Council regarding amendments to the San
Carlos Municipal Code Chapter 18.22, Signs,
consisting of corrections, clarizcations, and

The code amendment is
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines per Section 15305 which permits
minor alterations in fand use limitations.

The project planner is L:sa Porras (650) 802-

Staff repnds will be avallabla forwewmg atm&.

e , the San Carlos Library,
Street, San Carlos or the Planning Department,
600 Elm Street San Carlos beginning October
15, 2015 and all documents will be avaitable for
purchase at .25 per page up fo the day of the

All persons interested in the above are hereby
invited to attend this public meeting and hearing
and be heard. If you challenge this proposal in
court, you may be limited to raising only those
issues you or someone else raised at the public
meefing and hearing described in this notice,
or in written correspondence delivered to the
Planning Division at, or pror fo, the public

‘exempt  from

2Nca: (e]

610 Elm

CNS#2802988

GOVERNMENT

Bartlelt Streef, as well as
certaln addifional adjacent
fots, for 10 months and 15
days m acgordance with
Califomi Codu,

NOTICE OF PUBLIC

FRANCISCO,
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN
HAT the lLand Uss and
Transpartaunn Committee
will hold a public hearing
to consldsr the following
said public
Rasnng wllI be held as 1a||uws.
at which time all inlerested
garﬁms may attend and be
eard: File No.
Urgency Ordinance appruvmg
an_extension of the interim
prohibition on commercial
storefront mergers of greater
than 789 gross square feet in
the proposed Calle 24 Spaclel
Use District, which generally
Includes all jots bounded by
22nd Strest, Potrerc Avenue,
Cesar Chavez Street, Ca;;g
Street, and both sides of 24f
Street from Capp "Strest to

Secuuns 65858,
and affrming the Plannlng
Deparkmants determination
under California
Environmental Quality Act;
and meking findings of
consistency with the General
Plan, and the eight priority
policies nf Planning Code,
Section 101.1. In accordance
with Administrative Code,
Section 67.7-1, persons who
are unable to attend the
hearing on this matter may
submit written comments
to the City prior to the time
the hearing begins, These
comments will be made as
part of the olficial public record
in this matter, and shall be
brought to the attention of the
members of the Committes,
Wiitten comments should be
addressed to Angela Calvilio,
Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 1
Dr. Cafiton B. Goodlett Place
Room 244, San Francisco, CA
94102, Information relaﬂng
to this matter is avallable in
the Office of the Clerk of the
Board. Aganda information
relating to this matter will be
avallable for public review on
Fiiday, October 18, 2015,

NOTICE OF l;UBLlC

HA
ROOM 250, 1'DR. CARLTON
B. GOGDLETT PLACE, SAN

FRANCISCO, CA
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN
THAT the Land Use and
Transportation ~Committee
wil hold public hearings
to consider the following
ﬁmpnsals and said public
earings will ba held as

follows, at which fime all

Maps of the Urban Desl lgn
Element to change the bulic
deslgnauon shown on the
Map for 302 Sllver Avenue,
Assessor's Block No, 5852,
Lot No, 002; adepling and
making ﬁndmgs regarding the
Mitigated Negative Declaration
prepared In_compliance with
the California Environmental
Quality Act, and making
findings of cansistency
with the General Plan, and
the eight priority policies of
Plahning Code, Section 101.1,
File No. 150846, Ordinance
amending the Planning Code
and Zoning Map to create
the Jewish Home of San
Francisco Special Use District
located =t 302 Silver Avenue,
Assessor's Block No, §952, Lot
No. 002; to allow an increase
In height within gnrﬁons of
the Special Use District; and
adopting findings, Including
environmental findings abou&

Location: Legislative Chamber,
Room 250 Ioca!ed at City Halt
- 1 Dr. Carlton B, Gondleu
Place, San Franclsc

8ubjeci: Flis Na. 150790.
Ordinance amending the
F'lanmnn Code by establishing

trust by the Treasurer and
distributed, according to the
budgetary crrov:slcns of the
Charter and the Mitigation Fee
Act, in order to miligate the
impacts of new development

on the City's public

transportation system,

In accordance with
i Cods, Section

the :xlshng Transit lmpact
Development Fee, with some
exceplions, as long as the
Transportation Sustalnabllity
Fees remains  operative;
amending Section 401 to add
definitions  reflecting these
changes; amending Section
406 to clarify affordable
housing and homeless
shelter exemptions from the
Transportation Sustalnability
Fee; making cenforming
amendments to the Area Plan
fees in Planning Code, Article
4, offirming the Planning
Department's determination
under  the California
Environmental Quality Act;
and making findings, Indudlng
general findings, findings of
publ‘u: nacessity, convenience,
and welfare, and findings of
consistency ‘with the Genera!
Plan, and the eqht priority
policies of Planning Code,
Section 101.1,

if the legislation pesses, a
new Citywide transportation
impact fee, the Transportation
sustalnablllly Fee (TSF),
will be charged to certain
development Ym]ects and
shall " be ulated per
gross squam foot (gsf) of
the development project,
tiplled by the

87.7-1, persons who are
upable to attend the hearin
on this matter may submit
written comments to the City
rior to the fime the hearng
egins. These comments
will he made as part of the
official public record In this
matter, and shall be brought
to the attention of the
members of the Committee,
Written comments shouid be
addressed to Angela Calyillo,
Clerk of the Board, City Hall,
1 Dr. Cariton Goodlett Place,
Room 244, San Francisco, CA
94102, Infnrmaﬁnn relating
to this malter is avallable in
the Office of the Clerk of the
Board. Agenda information
relating to this matter will be
avalisble for public review on
Fiiday, October 16, 2015.
Qngala Calvlllo, Clerk of the
oard

ADVERTISEMENT

. FOR BIDS
CITY & COUNTY

OF SAN FRANCISCO

PUBLIC UTILITIES

OMMISSION

INFRASTRUCTURE

As-Needed Spo:‘Sewer

rate for each use;
m Resrdenha| Uses. 21-89
nits:$7.74;

m Resldenual Uses, any | units
above 99 units 1$8.74;
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Amendment by Supervisor Cohen

File No 150790

Agenda Item 3

Planning Code — Establishing a New Citywide TSF

Removal of Hospital Exemption

Page 8

Charitable Exemptions. The TSF shall not apply to any portion of a project located on a
property or portion of a property that will be exempt from real property taxation or possessory
interest taxation under California Constitution, Article XIII, Section 4, as implemented by
California Revenue and Taxation Code Section 214. However, any Hospitals and Post-
Secondary Educational Institutions that requires_an Institutional Master Plan under Section
304.5 of the Planning Code shall not be eligible for this charitable exemption.
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October 15, 2015

The Honorable Malia Cohen

The Honorable Jane Kim

The Honorable Scott Wiener

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

RE: File #150790, Establishing a New Citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee

Dear Supervisors Cohen, Kim and Wiener:

The San Francisco Chamber of Commerce, representing over 1,500 local businesses, has weighed in via letter and public
testimony, on the proposed Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) legislation (File #150790) asking you to support the
original language drafted by the SFMTA that went to the Planning Commission last month. We are writing again to urge
you to support the legislation with most of the proposed amendments introduced at the Land Use Committee on
September 28, 2015. However, we do not support removing non-profit hospitals from the charitable exemption and
urge you to reconsider that amendment when the legislation comes before Land Use again on October 19, 2015.

Transportation Impact Development Fees do not apply to non-profit hospitals, nor should the TSF. As you know
hospitals are undergoing costly state-mandated seismic retrofitting that has led to a cost of construction of between two
and four million dollars per bed. Retrofitting often adds square footage to the footprint of hospitals without adding new
patient or employee capacity. In addition, hospitals negotiate transportation impact fees directly with the City through
individual Development Agreements. Adding the TSF to construction costs will impose financial burdens that may
prevent hospitals from providing a full range of care while raising negligible revenue for transportation upgrades.

The details of the TSF legislation were crafted with the support of a broad coalition of transportation advocates that has
worked for many years in partnership with city agencies to develop a number of transportation funding mechanisms,
including the transportation bond, VLF legislation, self-help county sales tax, and other local and state programs. The
unexpected proposed elimination of non-profit hospitals from the charitable exemption in the TSF is a divisive and
polarizing breach of trust that puts this coalition and its steadfast support of transportation funding programs at risk.

The Chamber urges you to pass the TSF legislation out of Committee as amended, and to preserve the hospitals’
charitable exemption.

Sincerely,

Jim Lazarus
Senior Vice President of Public Policy

cc: Clerk of the Board, to be distributed to all Supervisors; Mayor Ed Lee; Ed Reiskin, SFMTA; Gillian Gillett, Mayor’s
Office, Nicole Elliott, Mayor’s Office 1052



You n&Victor

om:
oent:
To:
Subject:

. Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Monday, October 05, 2015 10:37 AM

BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS); Young, Victor; Evans, Derek
FW: File No 150790 - Suppott for higher Transportation Sustainability Fee

Follow up
Flagged

From: Pd Pd [mailto:pdpd71@netscape.net]

Sent: Friday, October 02, 2015 9:06 PM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> :
Subject: re: File No 150790 - Support for higher Transportation Sustainability Fee

| am a lifelong Bernal Heights, San Francisco resident and | support the Transportation Sustainability Fee.

Peter DiStefano
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Yougg, Victor

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Sent: Monday, October 05, 2015 10:41 AM

To: Young, Victor; Evans, Derek; Somera, Alisa (BOS)

Subject: FW: File No 150790/Agenda ltem 3 10/5/15 - Support for higher Transportation Sustamablhty
. Fee

Follow Up Flag: Foliow up

Flag Status: Flagged

From: Alice Rogers [mailto':arcomnsf@pacbell.net]

Sent: Sunday, October 04, 2015 4:01 PM

To: Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS)
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>

Cc: Yadegar, Danny (BOS) <danny.yadegar@sfgov.org>; Nicole Ferrara <nicole@walksf.org>; Board of Supetvisors, (BOS)
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>

Subject: re: File No 150790/Agenda Item 3 10/5/15 Support for higher Transportatlon Sustamablhty Fee

Honorable Supervisors Wiener, Kim and Cohen comprising the Land Use and Transportation Committee,

Please, please do not repeat the short-sighted thinking of your predecessors by kicking transportation and
safer street funding down the road for some future generation to grapple with. Your own City staff has
acknowledged decades of insufficient transportation infrastructure funding leading to the current $6 billion
deficit and a transit and street system completely unable to support current density and planned growth.

I ask you to support the maximuam politically feasible transportation fee increase, and in no circumstance
less than the 33% rate requested by the consortium of transit/pedestrian/bicycle/affordable housing advocates
who have addressed their very considered recommendations to committees and commissions throughout the
Hearings on this issue. Anything less, including the staff recommendations and the sponsors’ draft language is
woefully inadequate and simply maintains the status quo on the streets.

Further, the legislation must be more nuanced. Please support the recommendations as proposed by Walk San
Francisco and their fellow advocates which include: .

e Development must pay for a greater share of its impacts on the transportation system (with tiering
so smaller, lower profit projects pay less than larger, high-profit projects); currently, developers pay for
no more than 25% of their impacts on the transportation system.

o Parking must be included in gross square footage calculations for the TSF; currently, developers pay
impacts based on the square footage of buildings, but parking space is not included.

Discounts musf be reduced to 25% for any project early in the application process (i.c., those
which submitted initial paperwork after July 1, 2014); current projects -- whether one-day or foui-years
into the process -- get a 50% discount on their fees.

Your transit-oriented planning and density increases are death-traps in the making if the
existing DPH-documented air quality hot spots are not radically diminished as a result of
effectively shifting commuters to transit, bike and pedestrian modes. Money, not
rhetoric, will speed the change.
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Sincerely, .
“lice Rogers

Alice Rogers
10 South Park St
Studio 2
San Francisco, CA 94107
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September 25, 2015

The Honorable Malia Cohen

The Honorable Jane Kim

The Honorable Scott Wiener

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

RE: File #150790, Establishing a New Citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee '

Dear Supervisors Cohen, Kim and Wiener,

The San Francisco Chamber of Commerce, representing over 1,500 local businesses, has reviewed the
SFMTA’s proposed Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) legislation (File #150790) with a broad cross-
section of partners who represent both large and small employers. We have paid close attention to this
legislation after the first proposal to transition the Transportation Impact Development Fee (TIDF) to the
TSF failed at the Board of Supervisors in 2012, in part due to broadly negative impacts the new fees
would have had on San Francisco small businesses and non-profit service providers and institutions.

The current draft of the TSF legislation contains substantial changes to the earlier proposal that reflect a
more reasonable transportation fee policy. With most nonprofits, affordable housing developments as

. well as businesses with less than 5,000 square feet exempted, those businesses least able to absorb the
fee will not be required to pay it. This is a prudent shift in the proposed policy that reflects the need to
support growth in San Francisco’s small business and non-profit service sectors. However, the 800
square feet trigger seems too low for many PDR businesses that routinely fill larger spaces than
commercial uses. In a letter to the Planning Commission which heard this item on September 21st, we
suggested raising the threshold for PDRs to at least 1,000 square feet.

The Chamber also recommended the following provision in the current TSF draft language be amended:
Section 411A.3.(7)(A), Application of TSF, Charitable Exemptions, reads: “The TSF shall not apply to any
portion of a project located on a property or portion of a property that will be exempt from real
property taxation or possessory interest taxation under California Constitution, Article XIll, Section 4, as
implemented by California Revenue and Taxation Code Section 214. However, any Post-Secondary
Educational Institution that requires an Institutional Master Plan under Section 304.5 of the Planning
Code shall not be eligible for this charitable exemption.”

1056



It appears the only post-secondary institution in the city that would be required at this time to pay the
fee is the University of San Francisco (USF). We believe it is unnecessary and unfair to, in effect, exclude
one institution from the charitable exemption provision. We therefore requested this language (in italics
above) be removed from the legislation. The Planning Commission agreed and recommended that the
TSF charitable exemption apply to USF as well.

Unfortunately, the Planning Commission also recommended that the TSF apply to hospitals, which
currently do not pay the TIDF and are exempt from the TSF in the legislation. Hospitals provide far more
charitable care than other social service providers in the city. They are all undertaking state-mandated
seismic upgrades that have pushed construction costs to over $2 million per bed. The upgrades do not
generally result in more patients or greater transportation impacts. Applying the TSF to hospital
construction will push these costs even higher and may prevent their ability to provide all manner of
care to their patients, while reaping negligible fees for transportation. We therefore urge the
Supervisors to reject this recommendation.

The Chamber also urges you to keep the transportation fees for residential, non-residential and PDR
construction at the levels proposed in the legislation. Increasing the fees, particularly on residential
construction, may make costs prohibitively expensive and reduce the amount of new housing that will
be built in the city. Given San Francisco’s critical housing shortage, we must be extremely thoughtful
about how to balance the need to fund transportation improvements with the need for new housing.
We recommend the Supervisors vote to keep the TSF fees as proposed in the current legislation.

Sincerely,

. Jim Lazarus )
Senior Vice President of Public Policy

cc: Clerk of the Board, to be distributed to all Supervisors; Mayor Ed Lee; Alicia Jean-Baptiste, SFMTA; -
Gillian Gillett, Mayor’s Office, Nicole Elliott, Mayor’s Office
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Evans, Derek

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Sent: Tuesday, October 06, 2015 1:25 PM
_To: BOS-Supervisors; Young, Victor; Evans, Derek; Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: ' File 150790 FW: Developers Spared Larger Transit Fees - Sad to see further "premature-
capitulation” on transit fees by the Land-Use committee SFBOS

Attachments: train_1_big.jpg; frankfurt%20hbf.jpg; Curitiba_ BRT_RIT_
: 550PINHEIRINHOCARLOSGOMES_B12M.jpg; max%20bus.jpg

From: Aaron Goodman [mailto:amgodman@yahoo.com]

Sent: Tuesday, October 06, 2015 12:23 PM

To: jsabatini@sfexaminer.com

Cc: letters@sfexaminer.com

Subject: Developers Spared Larger Transit Fees - Sad to see further "premature-capitulation” on transit fees by the Land-
Use committee SFBOS

Developers Spared Larger Transit Fees - Sad to see further "premature-capitulation" on transit fees by the Land-
Use committee SFBOS

With all the major projects, including a major discussion on the Intermodal Bayshore facility tonight at 6pm at
the Vis-Valley Library, it is critical to understand that development and business, along with high-end housing
and institutional growth pay in to the transit and housing issues we face as a city. Simple solutions like LRV
lines up Geneva/Harney to Balboa Park station's proposed future density of the Balboa Reservoir and Upper
Yard proposed development, along with the many sites in the D10 district including the Schlage Lock Factory
site and future proposed Baylands development will end up in bumper to bumper traffic already-seen on HWY
101 and the T-Third line route unless we adequately plan the stations and connectivity these sites can develop.

~ A simple solution would also include water-transit from candlestick or the BVHP shipyards and piers, to San
Jose, and Oakland, to lessen the capacity issues of the Embarcadero, and roadways, and BART systems. Future
connection to HSR and Caltrains at the Vis-Valley along with a well designed station could be a new entry view '
heading towards SF than prior candlestick park. With proposals for Olympic venues, and future density that will
occur alongside these developments in domino effect, it is critical to ensure that the transit needs are not "short-
changed" during the development of transit solutions. The Land-Use Committee of the SFBOS passed on the
ability to tax adequately to plan our transit future. With many stations in dis-repair, and needing desperate
renewal safety and capacity wise, we need to ensure that the dollars needed are found, and taxation is one way
to ensure we have funding. The second concern is to make sure we don't build second-rate designed stations,
and we have architectural savy to the concepts and solutions of intermodal designs. When people walk farther
they take cars, when the station is poorly designed, its retail fails, and the spaces become dead-zones. I urge the
transit planners working on the Vistacion Valley site to look long and hard at the document final draft proposed
and ensure we have a solid future link planned, not just a BRT step, but a LRV and transit intermodal facility
worthy of the future of our city on the southern edge. There are also needs to seriously re-plan the Balboa
Station to improve pedestrian access to intermodal transit lines and Muni systems, and the west-side need to
look at Sunset Blvd. and 19th ave. and connection to Daly City BART and north to south western side routes.
Hopefully the SFBOS will stand up and comprehend that the transit funding gap we face on numerous city
projects is directly connected to the importance of affordable housing's linkage and connectivity to good transit,
and well planned and designed station access.

Sincerely

A.Goodman
1058



D11

1age *Tukwila Station Seattle and Plan which shows exactly the type of "cross-over" bridge needed to get
LRV vehicles up and over the caltrains and HSR site, recology expansion, and over HWY 101 to Candlestick
and BVHP stations while designing a modern and well planned station, and possible retail plaza entry for the
Vis-Valley area. Intermodal view of the Frankfurt Hauptbanhoff in Germany showing how a well designed train
station links systems. / Double door and longer bus designs which are critical to on/off boarding of larger
capacity communities. '
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1111 Eighth Street 5212 Broadway cca.edy
San Francisco, CAy = 7 Oakland, CA 94618

475.703.9500 _ 5T0.594.3600

CCol CALIFORNIA COLLEGE OF THE ARTS

Land Use and Transportation Committee 18 September 2015
City Hall ’ ‘ '
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 84102

RE: 150790 Citywide Transbortation Sustainability Fee — Exemption Request
Dear Supervisors Cohen, Wiener, and Kim:

| apologize for not contacting. you sooner about this matter, but | only recently learned
about this proposed ordinance. | suspect that most of the outreach was to the residential
development community, not to non-profit post-secondary institutional uses like CCA.

| know that all of you are aware of the challenges of making higher education affordable
especially in an expensive place like San Francisco and your previous work on creating
student housing legislation has helped enormously in that effort. Just three weeks ago,
200 CCA students and 200 SF Conservatory of Music students moved into The
Panoramic at 1321 Mission, the first new construction to take advantage of that visionary
legislation. Otherwise, all 400 of those students would have been competing with
families for 3 and 4 bedroom rental units across the city. The key element of that
legislation was the lifting of the inclusionary housing requirement, without which The
Panoramic simply would not have penciled out as affordable student housing.

Now as you consider establishing a new citywide transportation sustainability fee, | ask
that you again consider the unique characteristics of the students at non-profit post-
secondary colleges in the city. USF and CCA, who are not automatically exempted from
the ordinance due to a state affiliation (e.g. Hastings, SFSU, UCSF, etc.), face enormous
challenges of making education affordable in the 21* century in San Francisco. It is
already more expensive here to acquire land, entltle it, develop it and occupy it than
almost anywhere else in the country.

Additionally, the students at these colleges have very light impacts. They are largely a
bike riding and walking community with very few if any possessions other than bikes,
textbooks or musical instruments. They spend most of their time on campus pursuing
their studies and are simply not heavy users of city services. Many of their colleges
provide shuttle services and other transportation options that are funded by the
institutions they attend.

As you know, a big part of any thriving urban economy is successful anchor institutions
of higher education fueling the intellectual and human capital that a city requires to
flourish. With this in mind, | respectfully request that you consider extending the
exemptions already in place to this group of non-profit post-secondary institutional uses. -

i 2ff%lanning :
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Somera, Alisa (BOS)

From: Richard Rabbitt <richard.rabbitt@stanfordalumni.org>
ent: - Monday, September 21, 2015 1:20 PM
.0 : Ausberry, Andrea; Kim, Jane (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Wiener, Scott; Yadegar, Danny;

Lee, vy (BOS); Lang, Davi (BOS); Bruss, Andrea (BOS); Chan, Yoyo (BOS); Tugbenyoh,
Mawuli (BOS); Taylor, Adam (BOS); Power, Andres

Cc: Assessor, SF (ASR); Tseng, Margaret (ASR); david.yeung@boe.ca.gov

Subject: TSF Agenda ltem: Request that University of San Francisco not be exempted pending
investigation into college exemption forms filed by USF with the SF Assessor

Attachments: Excerpts - USF's 2014 exemption claiming exclusive educational use of 23....pdf; List of USF

cell sites (wireless communication sites).pdf; 1ta08054.pdf;, USF_BOE 264AH_2011.pdf;
USF_BOE 264AH_2013.pdf; USF_BOE 264AH_2012.pdf; USF 2014 College | Exemptlon
Claim. pdf

Dear Supervisors Cohen, Wiener, and Kim:

I am writing with reference to today’s Land Use Committee Agenda item No. 3, the amendment
to the Planning Code to establish a new Citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee (the
“TSF”).

I respectfully request that the Land Use Committee not adopt the recommendation of the
Planning Commission that the TSF be amended to exempt non-profit secondary institutions that
adopt a full Institutional Master Plan from paying the TSF.

In addition, as discussed in greater detail below, I am requesting that no further tax
exemptions be granted to the University of San Francisco until the San Francisco Assessor’s
office has investigated the fact that the University of San Francisco has apparently failed to
disclose to the San Francisco Assessor’s office, in connection with college exemption claims
filed by USF over the years, that USF has had, and continues to have, multiple cell tower leases
on its properties that, pursuant to a 2008 California State Board of Equalization legal opinion,
are in fact non-exempt and assessable for property tax purposes.

L Planning Commission Recommendation; I request that institutions such
as USF not be exempted

‘At the September 10, 2015 hearing, the Planning staff noted that such institutions and their
projects, such as the 600 bed, 270,000 square f%)% céorm planned by the University of San



Francisco, are major trip gen tors and that this is precisely the  +t of major development that
should be paying the TSF in light of the impact on transportation 1n San Francisco.

At this Sept. 10® hearing, the University of San Francisco, through several paid representatives,
including its attorneys, requested that it be exempted from paying this fee.

I share the view of the Planning staff that the TSF should be applied to major development
projects such as USF’s $68 million dorm project (based on current estimates provided by USF
to the Planning Department) and would ask that you not adopt the Planning Commission’s
amendment exempting institutions such as USF. '

II. USF should not get another exemption pending an investigation into
whether it failed to disclose cell tower sites in its prior tax exemption claims.

. T'have reviewed certain exemption forms that the University of San Francisco has filed with the
San Francisco Assessor’s office and believe that there is a legitimate question as to whether the
University’s filings have been completely accurate and disclosed all relevant information
required by the Assessor in order to determine what tax exemptions should apply to the
University, as discussed in more detail below. Given this question as to whether the University
of San Francisco has filed completely accurate exemption forms to date with the City of San
Francisco, I believe it would be appropriate for the City to not provide yet another
exemption to the University of San Francisco until this matter has been investigated and a
determination has been made by the San Francisco Assessor’s office as to (i) whether accurate
exemption forms were filed and (ii) if the forms have not been completely accurate, whether the
University of San Francisco should be required to pay any applicable property taxes that would
have been assessed had the University filed accurate exemption forms.

II.  Detailed Discussion of USF’s Apparent Failure to Disclose Non-Exempt
Uses ‘

A. USFK’s filed exemption forms -do not disclose that a portion of USF’s
properties are used for a non-exempt purpose (cell tower sites)

1066
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For an institution such as US™ » avail itself of the property tax ¢ - mption, it is required to file

an annual form with the San Francisco Assessor entitled “College Exemption Claim” that is to

be filed under penalty of petjury. Copies of recent USF filings for prior years are attached to
1is email.

To better facititate your review of the relevant facts, please see the attached document entitled:
“Excerpts - USF's 2014 exemption claiming exclusive educational use of 2350 Turk and other
properties with no disclosure of cell sites”. This document consists of relevant excerpts of the
USF 2014 exemption claim form; in particular, please note that question on the form that asks:
“Is the property for which the exemption is claimed used exclusively for the purposes
of education? USF has checked “Yes” on the 2014 form and forms for prior years and
included the following properties for which this exclusive use is claimed: 2350 Turk, 2195
Fulton, 2130 Fulton, and 2500-2698 Turk. However, this is not correct; USF had had, and
continues to have for certain properties, cell tower sites leased to third parties that are not used
for educational purposes and therefore the entire property is not exclusively used for
educational purposes. '

FEB 1 8 BATD
. RECEIVED
VOEZHAHP Y REV. 10(05-1) FEB 14 201 Sy Camen Ch, Assessar-Recordsr
Offica of the AssornorRaconer
COLLEGE EXEMPTION CLAIM SAN PRANCISCO.( & 2)* Gty ana Cauety of 8an Franciaco
This ctalm i fsd forfscat yeor 2018 _ 20 i5_H838s80rRecordery O ¥ Dr, Carfion B, Goodteli Plsed, Room 160

{Exanpie: & parsan £5ng » (iely dain i .h-u-yzou San Feancipea, CA 24102
st avetva:) veww.slassensororg (415) 6548598

This clat mut ba Aled by §:00 pm, February {5,

LI NN MDY ATRESE

rlh\bmlh/dsmﬁum'm . FOR ASSEBEOR'S UBE ORLY
CO Domingie L, Dob:
H0Fum S Recaved b — s —— |
EanFoancisco, LA G4117-1080 of
(o7
[N ER =
EMLW"M-D.UM
THEoF GATANT [DAYFilE
veclos o Tax |(4u\ )4z
University ol Ban Franclaca
Qi oty $iss, Zp Codaf
2130 Fullon Simel, San Frandacn, CASH47-1060 . o .
FESERNORS PARGEL RUNBER O OESCRETION 0 AWRNT
el dews
6, Is Ihe property for which the plion is dalmed used y for the p of eduicali
ves [ ]no
i T e s e e —_——
Doninie L Dahor Oreciol of Tax.
TR TR oty —— T -_—
{418 ) 4uon2¢ dapergunisa —_
/7" CERTIFICAﬂON
wﬂy tpo informafi Tochaging
iy 2y Wl ":ﬁrnﬁ%”“ﬁi %& o, mwnpma Pofrha vt o Nmpro i ok, o
Iy W’\ Demtorei Tes
l oreiTer
FOTRG - - e .
Do, D AL’Q It “/
8 1107 8 2350 Turk Bl Classrooms and Faculty Offices  Owned
9 1190 1 2195 Fulton St Classrooms and Faculty Offices Owned
8 1145 3 2130 Fulton St Classrooms and Facully Offices Owned

] 1107 ] 2500~-2698 Turk Bl Classrooms and Faculty Offices  Owned

B. Evidence of USF’s cell tower sites.
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~ Attached to this email is éPDF document listing certain past and current USF cell sites. It lists
cell sites for 2350 Turk, 2195 Fulton, 2130 Fulton, and 2500 Turk.

Existing sites:

*  Kendrick Hall, 2130 Fulton Straet: six panel antennae, flush mounted, and one
base fransceiver stationlocated on the roof {1997 Conditional Use permit).

*  Law Library, 2195 Fulton Street: three panel antennag, flush mounted, and one
base transceiver station jocated on the roof (1957 Conditional Use permit),

v Lohe Muountain, Rossi Wing, 2500 Turk Boulevard: sikteen panel anteninae, Hush
mounted, and cng base transceiver station located on the roof {2000 Conditional
Use permit) .

* Gershwin Theater, 2350 Turk Boufevard: twa panel antennae, flush mounted,
and one base transceiver station located on the roof (2000 Conditional Use
permit.

C. State Board of Equalization’s 2008 Legal Opinion Re Cell Sites

Asnoted above, USF has had, and continues to have, a number of cell tower sites located on
various properties on its Lone Mountain campus. Pursuant to a legal opinion provided by the
State Board of Equalization to County Assessors in the State of California, dated September 16,
2008 ( “BOE Determination”, a copy of which is attached), non-profit institutions that are
otherwise exempt (due to the fact that they are using their property for a charitable purpose) are
not exempt with respect to that portion of their property which is being used for non-exempt
purposes (such as a lease of a portion of a building for a commercial cell tower site).

The BOE Determination notes that the first step is to determine if the organization’s exempt
purpose is the “exclusive use” made of the property in question. The BOE Determination goes
on to conclude that leasing a portion of property for a cell tower site clearly does not qualify as
an exempt use and that it would be difficult to conclude that such a cell tower site is both
incidental to and reasonably necessary for the exempt purpose. Consequently, the BOE
Determination concludes that, although the exempt institution would retain the exemption for
the remainder of its property that is in fact used for the exempt purpose, the portion that is being
used for the non-exempt purpose should be assessed by the applicable County Assessor (and
therefore the institution should pay property tax attributable to such portion).
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. D. Discussion wit" David Yeung of the BOE.

Without getting into the specifics of this matter, I have also confirmed with David Yeung,
Principal Property Appraiser with the BOE, pursuant to a conversation this morning, that the
BOE Determination remains in full force and effect. I also asked him whether an institution, in
completing the type of exemption form that USF completed, should disclose non-exempt uses
such as the cell tower sites covered by the BOE Determination. He confirmed that such non-
exempt uses should be disclosed in order to allow the County Assessor to evaluate whether the
cell tower sites are assessable pursuant to BOE’s guidance.

IV.  Conclusion: The City should send a strong signal to exempt institutions
that strict compliance with the law should be paramount.

USF came before the Planning Commission and asked for special treatment — it asked that it be
given yet another exemption from paying taxes to support City services even though the
Planning Staff had determined that major developments such as USF’s proposed 600 bed, '
270,000 square foot, $68 million dorm have major impacts on City transportation systems and
therefore should pay their fair share. By exempting USF, the City would be giving them

nother tax break in excess of $1 million. In addition, based on the evidence provided with this
email, USF’s prior tax filings with the San Francisco City Assessor do not appear to be
completely accurate and USF may in fact owe tax to the City with respect to matters omitted
from such filings. In light of that concern, I would respectfully suggest to the Land Use
Committee that it would be inappropriate to grant yet another exemption to USF. At the very
least, any such exemption should be deferred until the San Francisco Assessor has weighed in
on these questions.
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518N
RECEIVED FEB138

BOE-284-AH (P1) REV, 40 {08-12) : FEB 1 If 2014

COLLEGE EXEMPTION CLAIM ASSAN FRANCISC
This claim is filed for fiscal year 20 14 -2015 ° sessor-Recorder’s O 1.Dr. Cariton B, Goodlett Place, Room 190
{Example: & person filing a limely claim in J January 201 - San Francisco, CA 84102

would anter *2011-2012.") www.sfassessor.org (415) 554-5596

Carmen Chu, Assessar-Recorder
Office of the Assessor-Recorder
" City and County of San Francisco

This clalm must be filed hy 8:06 p.m,, Febrtiary 15.

CLAIMANT NAME AND MAILING ADDRESS
{Make jans 10 the prinked name and maling eddrgss)

r
Unlversfly of San Francisco
C/0 Dominic L. Daher

Received b
2130 Fulton Street ¢ Y TAsgessors deaignze)

San Francisto, CA 94117-1080

of

. {counly or eiiy}
J
L on

{dale)}

NAME OF CLAIMANT

Daominic L., Daher, MAcs, JD, LLM
TITLE OF CLAIMANT DAYYIME TELEPHDNE NUMBER
Director of Tax (415 ) 422-5124
CORPORATE NAME OF THE COLLEGE
University of San Franclsco
ADDRESS (Stresl, Clly, Gounly, Stete, Zip Goda}

2430 Fullon Streel, San Francisco, CA 84117-1080 .

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER OR LEGAL DESCRIPYION OATE PROPERTY WAS FIRST USED BY CLAIMANT
Varlous - see attached Various

6. Isthe propérty for which the exemption is claimed used exclusively for the purposes of education?

[v]ves [ Iwno

NAME - TIfLE
Dominic L. Daher Director of Tax
DAYTIME TELEPHONE EMAILADDRESS
{415 ) 4225124 . dldaher@usfca £du
QERTlFICATION
1 cortify (or de;

afe) under penalfy ofpequ/y the Staie of California thal the foregoing and all informalion hereon, including any
laccompanylng stalements or ume trua. correcl, and complele la the best of my knowledge ard belief,

ﬁism\mﬂs ON MAKING CLAW l ) (W . N Tg;_;mmnax
NAME OF PERSON MAKING GLAIM i DATE
Dominic L. Daher 9* } I D [ !4
8 1107 8 2350 Turk Bl Classrooms and Faculty Offices Owned
9 1190 1 2195 Fulton St Classrooms and Faculty Offices Owned
8 1145 3 2130 Fulton St Classrooms and Faculty Offices Owned
8 1107 8 2500-2698 Turk Bl Classrooms and Faculty Offlces Owned
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The University of San Francisco
Neighborhood Summary Update #14
December 21, 2012

Existing sites:

*  Kendrick Hall, 2130 Fulton Street: six panel antennae, flush mounted, and one
base transceiver station located on the roof (1397 Conditional Use permit).

*  Law Library, 2195 Fulton Street: three panel antennae, flush mounted, and one
base transceiver station located on the roof (1997 Conditional Use permit).

* Lone Mountain, Rossi Wing, 2500 Turk Boulevard: sixteen panel antennae, flush
mounted, and one base transceiver station located on the roof (2000 Conditional
Use permit) .

¢ Gershwin Theater, 2350 Turk Boulevard: two panel antennae, flush mounted,

and one base transceiver station located on the roof {2000 Conditional Use
permit. ‘

- INFORMATION REGARDING CONDITIONAL USE PERMITS ISSUED FOR THESE
CELLS SITES IS SET FORTH ON THE FOLLOWING PAGES.
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University of San Francisco

Institutional Master Plan
Appendix 3

Prior Conditional Use Authorizations
Antennas on Kendrick Hall - Block 1190, Lot 001

Motion No. 14294 (Case No. 36.731C)

1997 conditional use authorization to install a {fotal of six panel antennas and a base transceiver station on the roof of
an existing building for Sprint Spectrum. Conditions of approval as follows:

1. This authorization is granted fo install up to six antennas and a base transceiver station (the ’
*facilities”) on the roof of the existing building at 2195 Fulton Street, Assessor's Block 1190, Lot 1;

the facilities are fo be installed in general conformity with the plans identified as EXHIBIT B, dated
November 27, 1996, and submitted to the Commission for review on January 16, 1997.

Motion No. 14456 (Case No. 97.507€)

1997 conditional use authorization for Pac Bell Mobile Services fo install a total of three panel antennas on the

building’s fagade and a base fransceiver statlon on the roof of an existing building. Conditional of approvals as
follows:

University of San Francisco

Institutional Master Plan
Appendix 3

Prior Conditional Use Authorizations

1. This autharization is granted to instalf up to three antennas on the building's facads, and a base
transceiver station (the "facilities”) on the roof of the exisfing building at 2195 Fulton Street,
Assessor's Block 1190, Lot 1; the facilities are fo be installed in general conformity with the plans

identified as EXHIBIT B, dated July 17, 1997, and submitted to the Commission for review on
September 4, 1997.

Antennas on Gershwin Theater— Biock 11 07, Lot 006

Motion No. 15049 (00.036C)

2000 conditional use authorization to flush-mount a total of two panel antennas on the facade and mstall a base
transceiver station in an existing rooftop penthouse of the existing Gershwin Theater.
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University of San Francisco

Institutional Master Plan
Appendix 3

Prior Conditional Use Authorizations

1. This authorization is granted to flush-mount up to two panel antennas on the facade of the building
and install a base transceiver station (the "facilities") on the roof of the existing school building at
2350 Turk Street, Assessor's Block 1107, Lot 006; the facilities are to be installed in general
conformity with the plans identified as EXHIBIT B, daled March 21, 2000.

University of San Francisco

Institutional Master Plan
Appendix 3

Prior Conditional Use Authorizations

1. This authorization is granted to flush-mount up to two panel antennas on the facade of the building
and install a base fransceiver station (the "facilities”} on the roof of the existing school building at
2350 Turk Street, Assessor’s Block 1107, Lot 0086; the facilities are to be installed in general
conformity with the plans identified as EXHIBIT B, dated March 21, 2000.

SAN FRANGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

December 5, 2012

Re:  Building Permit Application No. 2012.11.30.5223
2350 Turk Blvd/USE School of Education
Block 1107, Lot 006

Permit Application No. 2012.11.30.5223 has been filed for the property referenced above,

The applicant proposes to replace two existing antennas with two new antennas, addition of
four remote radio units behind parapet wall and replace two existing equipment cabinets with
two new equipment cabinets on the roof. The proposed modification does not require Planning
Code Section 311 notification.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

. BETTYT. YEE
STATE BOARD OF EQUAUZATION N First District, San Francisco
PROPERTY AND SPECIAL TAXES DEPARTMENT BILL LEONARD
450 N STREET, SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA ) Second District, Ontario/Sacramento
PO BOX 942879, SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 94279-0064
916 4454982 @ FAX 916 323-8765 MICHELLE STEEL

Third District, Rolling Hills Estates
www.boe.ca.gov

JUDY CHU, Ph.D.

S eptemb er 16, 200 8 Fourth District, Los Angeles

JOHN CHIANG
State Controller

RAMON J. HIRSIG
Executive Director

No. 2008/054

TO COUNTY ASSESSORS:
CELL TOWERS ON PROPERTY OF RELIGIOUS ORGANIZATIONS

We have received an increasing number of inquiries regarding religious organizations that lease
a portion of their property for wireless communication tower (cell tower) sites. The cell towers
are typically installed on the roof of a main worship center, embedded in an item such as a
steeple or cross, in the parking lot, or elsewhere on the grounds. The inquiries are seeking an
opinion on whether religious organization property leased to telecommunication companies for
the installation of cell towers still qualifies for exemption under Revenue and Taxation Code
section’ 206 (church exemption), section 207 (religious exemption), or section 214 (welfare
exemption).

As explained in further detail below, the portions of the religious organization property that are
leased as cell tower sites would not qualify for the church, religious, or welfare exemptions.
However, disqualification of the exemption for the portion of the property leased as a cell tower
site does not, by itself, jeopardize the organization's qualification for exemption on the remaining
portions of the property that are used exclusively for religious worship (church exemption), for
religious worship and the operation of a school of less than collegiate grade (religious
exemption), or for religious purposes (welfare exemptlon)

Law and Analysis
There are three property tax exemptions available for property used for religious purposes:

o Church exemption
e Religious exemption
e Welfare exemption

The church exemption® applies to property used exclusively for religious worship. The only
requirement that must be satisfied is that the primary use of the property is for religious worship,
and that all other uses are mc1denta1 and reasonably necessary uses supportive of the primary
religious worship use.

The religious exemption® applies to property owned and operated by religious organizations that
use their property exclusively for religious worship, preschools, nursery schools, kindergartens,

1 All section references are to the Revenue and Taxation Code unless otherwise indicated.
2 California Constitution, article XIII, sections 3(f) and 5; section 206.
% Section 207. 1074



TO COUNTY ASSESSORS 2 ' September 16, 2008

schools of less than collegiate grade, or for both schools of collegiate grade and schools of less
than collegiate grade (but excluding property used solely for schools of collegiate grade). This

exemption applies when the religious organization/owner uses 1ts property for both a place of
worship and a school. :

As relevant to the cell tower issue, the welfare exemption® applies to property used exclusively
for religious purposes by a qualifying nonprofit entity, if the property is owned and operated by a
qualifying nonprofit entity.’ The definition of religious purposes as used for the welfare
exemption is much broader than the definition of religious worship as used for either the church
or religious exemptions.

The church, religious, and welfare exemptions all require that any property for which one of the
exemptions is sought must be used exclusively for the exempt purpose; specifically for religious
worship (church exemption), for religious worship and the operation of a qualifying school
(religious exemption), or for religious purposes (welfare exemption). Therefore, the first step in
any analysis of a property's qualification for one of the exemptions is a-determination as to
whether the organization's exempt purpose is the exclusive use made of that property. Clearly,
‘leasing a portion of a religious organization's property for the installation of a cell tower does not
fall within its exempt purpose, regardless of whether the orgamzatmn holds a church, rehglous
or welfare exemption on its property. :

The next step in determining qualification for exemption pertains to property that is used for a
purpose that is not within the organization's primary exempt purpose. For such property, it must
be determined whether that use is incidental to and reasonably necessary for the organization's
" exempt purpose. The courts have consistently approved exemption for property that, while not
used solely for the organization's primary purpose, is incidental to and reasonably necessary for
the accomphshment of that primary exempt purpose. In Cedars of Lebanon Hospital v. County of
Los Angeles,® the California Supreme Court held:

It thus appears that under the rule of strict but reasonable construction, the phrase
"property used exclusively for...hospital...purposes" should be held to include
any property which is used exclusively for any facility which is incidental to and
reasonable necessary for...the fulfillment of a generally recognized funct10n ofa
complete modern hospital. -

Although the Cedars court interpreted the term used exclusively to include uses that are
incidental to and reasonably necessary for an organization's exempt purpose in the confext of a
hospital under the welfare exemptlon that holding and analysis apply equally to both the church
and religious exemptions. Agam it would be difficult to conclude that leasing property for the
installation of a cell tower is incidental to and reasonably necessary for religious worship or
religious purposes. Therefore, that portion of the property so leased does not qualify for the

* Section 214(a). .
> This letter discusses only how the welfare exemption relates to property owned by religious organizations. The
exemption is also available for property owned by other non-profit organizations and used exclusively for charitable,
scientific, or hospital purposes.
6 (1950) 35Cal2d 729. .

" See Assessors' Handbook Section 267, Welfare, Church, and Religious Exemptzons Part 11, at pp. 3, 12-13. All
Assessors' Handbook Sections are posted on the Board's website at www.boe.ca.gov/proptaxes/ahcont. htm
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TO COUNTY ASSESSORS 3 September 16, 2008 .

church, religious, or welfare exemptions. However, if a religious organization that qualifies for -
the church, religious, or welfare exemption leases space for the installation of a cell tower site,
the organization may continue to qualify for the exemption on all of its property that previously
qualified for the exemption; only the leased portion of the property Would be disqualified from
exemption.

With respect to the welfare exemption, courts' holdings indicate that disqualification of a portion
of property from the welfare exemption does not disqualify the entire property from the welfare
exemption. In fact, in Cedars, the court held that certain portions of the taxpayer's property
qualified and certain other portions did not qualify for the welfare exemption.

We are unaware of any constitutional provision, statute, or judicial precedent that would require
a different result when considering the effect of cell tower leases on property qualifying for the
church or religious exemptions. Therefore, while the portion of property leased for the placement
of a cell tower does not qualify for the church or religious exemptions, it does not disqualify the
entire property from exemption. This is especially true since the amount of the property used is,
in most cases, minimal. Additionally, and most importantly, the leasing of space on the exterior
of a religious organization's building or on its grounds is distinguishable from allowing third
‘party organizations the regular use of the interior of a main building for its own purposes
unrelated to a religious purpose.

Assessors' Handbook Section 267, Welfare, Church, and Religious Exemptions (AH 267),
supports this view. AH 267 states that if religious worship is found to be the primary use of a
building and all other uses are incidental to religious worship, the church exemption is applicable
to the entire building. It goes on to state:

If, however, another organization uses all or part of the facility for charitable
purposes on a fixed rental basis, the welfare exemption must be claimed by both
the church and the other organization for the extent of that use, in addition to the
church exemption for the remaining portion; or the church could claim the
welfare exemption for the entire property and the other organization could claim
the welfare exemption for the extent of that use. (Empha31s added.)

AH 267 contemplates that an organization that uses a portion of a building for purposes that are
not incidental to religious worship but qualifying for the welfare exemption on that portion must
qualify that portion under the welfare exemption; however, the church exemption is not lost on
the portion of the building used for religious worship. By extension, if the use- of the
non-qualifying portion of the building qualifies for neither the church exemption nor the welfare
exemption, that portion of the property will not be exempt. However, the remaining portions of
the building that are used for religious worship should still qualify for the church exemption.
This example applies equally to the religious exemption.

" AH 267 also contemplates this treatment when separate structures are involved. It states that the
church exemption applies to the place of worship and other areas or rooms in separate structures
used for incidental or non-interfering purposes, while the welfare or religious exemption, or no

8 AH 267, PartI1, p. 6.
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TO COUNTY ASSESSORS 4 S September 16, 2008

exemption, applies to other structures based on their individual use.” This contemplates that there
may be other structures on a religious organization's property that do not qualify for the church
exemption without jeopardizing the church exemption on the structures used exclusively for
religious worship. This example applies equally to the religious exemption.

While possibly difficult for county assessors to measure the actual square footage of the
disqualified space because of the varying ways in which cell towers could be placed, it is
necessary since the exemption is lost only for that portion of the property leased for the cell
tower site. The county assessor must determine a valuation methodology that satisfactorily
estimates the value of the leased property. For instance, if leased space is separated from the
main worship center on the grounds or in a portion of the parking lot, the leased space square
footage may easily be measured. In many cases, however, religious organizations lease and allow
the installation of the towers on the main worship center roof or in an item such as a steeple or
cross. In those cases, an estimate of square footage leased must be determined, or it may be
appropriate for the county assessor to use the income approach to determine the value of the
leased site.

For assessment purposes, that portion of the property attributable to the lease may not be
assessed as if it had undergone a change in ownership since the loss of an exemption does not’
trigger a change in ownership.” Rather, the value upon which property tax must be paid is
equivalent to that portion of the existing factored base year value that no longer qualifies for
exemption. :

If you have questions regarding these issues, you may contact Mrs. Ladeena Ford at -
916-445-0208 or at ladeena.ford@boe.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

/s/ David J. Gau

David J. Gau

Deputy Director

Property and Special Taxes Department

DIG:If

? AH 267, Part 11, pp. 6-7.
1 Unless the lease is for 35 years or more; section 61(c).
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U N [ V E R S l T Y O F ’ Office of Internal Audit
.. - and Tax Compliance
SAN FRANCISCO . 2130 Fuiton Street
San Francisco, CA'94117-1080
Tel 4154225124
Fax 415.422.2058

CHANGE THE WORLD FROM HERE

January 12, 2012

Phil Ting, Assessor-Recorder
Welfare Exemption Division
City Hall, Room 190

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

RE: Exemption from Property Taxes for 28 Chabot Ter.
To Whom It May Concern:

The University of San Francisco has previously filed a valid College Exemption Form
with respect to the property we own at 28 Chabot Ter. (Vol. 08, Block No. 1147, Lot No.
014). Accordingly, we believe the enclosed property tax bills which fail to show our
exemption for this property has been issued in error. I've enclosed another copy of our
previously filed exemption for this property.

Hence, I am writing to ask that you update your records to reflect the exemptron for this
property, and please re-issue us a correct tax bill.

Should you require any further information, please feel free to contact me at 415-422-
5124,

' Kmdest regards

Dom1mc L. Daher, MAcc, JD, LLM in Taxation
Director of Internal Audit and Tax Compliance

DLD/qt

Enclosure(s):

Property tax bill (1)

Notice of Enrollment of Escape Assessment
2011 College Exemption Claim-

Attachments to Exemption Claim (2)

60034

93AlHg5 5055288y
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ity & Lounty ot dan Francisco
José Cisnero~ Treasurer and Tax Collector

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
"+t Hall, Room 140

: Secure  :ape Property Tax Bill Sa  cisco,CA94102
Fiscal Year July 1,2011 through June 30,2012 wwsftreasurer.org
Vo' Block Lot Account Number 8ili Number Statem.ent Date Property Location
( 1147 014 114700140 114167 12/16/2011 28 CHABOTTE * )
4 Assessed Value )
Description Fult Value
UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO Land 505,708
2130 FULTON ST Structure 288,931
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94117 . '
Fixtures
Personal Property
Gross Taxabfe Valua ) 794,639
Less Exemption
Net Taxable Value 794,639
L 3 )
Additional Tax Bill - Escape Assessment 4 Tax Summary A
Description - Tax Amount
ESCAPE YEAR 2010 Real Estate Tax $9,249.58
R&T CODE 531.2 Sec. 506 Interest 5.00
AO1 TO2
TOTAL TAXDUE $9,249.58
L .
e . .
1st Installment 2nd Installment
Assessea .
( UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO ) $4,624.79 $4,624.79
Escape Year _Tax Rate Bill Date
N .
L 2010 1.1640% 12/16/2001 DUE. 01/31/2012 DUE  01/31/2012 -
\ -y
Keep this portion for your records.. See back of bill for payment optiens and additlonal infarmation.
@A City & County of San Francisco 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
{4 ;@ﬁ) Secured Escape Property Tax Bill City Hall, Room 140
s Fiscal Year July 1, 2011 through June 30, 2012 San Francisco, CA 94102
Vol Block Lot Account Number Bill Number Statement Date Property Loc;atlon
08 1147 014 114700140 114167 12/16/2011 28 CHABOTTE
YELINQUENT IF NOT RECEIVED OR POSTMARKED - ~
BY JANUARY 31,2012 ( 2nd Installment Due
u $4,624.79
Please detach this portion and return with payment to: FOR DELINQUENT PAYMENTS b
zan Fra:;iss’co Ta; Collectc%r‘ ADD 10% PENALTY $462.47
b O Box 720 foperty Tax ADD 2D INSTALLMENT COST $45.00
*-San Francisco, CA 94120-7426 | TOTAL AMOUNT $5132.26

0811470001400 14167 00O4L2479 O00004k2Y47? 0L3LL2 2303

City & County of San Francisco
Secured Escape Property Tax Bill

Fiscal Year July 1, 2011 through June 30, 2012

1 Dr. Carlton B, Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room 140
San Francisco, CA 94102

Black Lot Account Number Bill Number Statement Date Property Location
1147 014 114700140 114167 12/16/2011 28 CHABOTTE ]
JELINQUENT IF NOT RECEIVED OR F;OSTMARKED i
BY  JANUARY 31,2012 _ IstInstaliment Due
| $4,624.79
k. etach this portlon and return with payment to ( FOR DELINQUENT PAYMENTS ‘]
San Frandisco Tax Collector ADD 10% PENALTY $262.47 J
Secured Escape Property Tax
P.0.Box 7426 TOTAL AMOUNT $5,087.26

San Francisco, CA 94120-7426

0831470003400 114147

DDD'—IEEH?{]OD’DgUHEEH? 013112 1303
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264-AH (P2) REV. 08 (08-10)

INSTRUCTIONS AND QUESTIONNAIRE FOR COLLEGE EXEMPTION

Answer each question below, and provide as much detail as you consider necessary to support your claim for an exemptlon for this property. List

all locations used, either owned or leased, where the exemption is to be applied.
1. Listall buildings and other improvements for which exemption Is claimed and state the primary and incidental use of each. Attach a separate
sheet If necessary. Indicate whether leased or owned.
LOCATIONS PRIMARY USE INCIDENTAL USE
See Attached Education Education housing . CILEASE  Mown
’ [OLEASE [JOWN
CJLEASE [JOWN
OLEASE [JOWN
COLEASE [JOWN
COLEASE [J1OwWN
COLEASE [JOWN
CJLEASE [JOWN
2. Attach a separate page showing the requirements for admission. A current catalog showing the requirements may be-substituted.
See attached and wvisit http://www.usfca.edu/catalog/
3. Attach a separate page, or current catalog, listing the degrees conferred upon the graduates and the requirements for each degrea.
See attached and visit http://www.usfca.edu/catalog/
4, Attach a copy of the financial statements (balance sheet and operaﬁng,statement for the preceding fiscal year.)
See attached financial statements
5. Has any construction commenced and/or been completed on this parcel since 12:01 a.m., January 1 of last year?
[Vlyes [ ]no ) , :
If YES, please explain: Renovation work at 28 Chabot Te, 284 Stanyan Street, and 2130 Fulton Street.
8. lIsthe propeny, or a portion-thereof, for which an exemption is claimed a student bookstore that generates unrelated busmess taxable income
as defined in section 512 of the Internal Revenue Code?
[Jyes [¥]no :
If YES, a copy of the institution's most recent tax return filed with the Internal Revenue Service must accompany this claim. Property taxes,
as determined by establishing a ratio of the unrelated business taxable income to the bookstore’s gross income, will be levied,
Has any of the property listed above been used for business purposes other than a student bookstora?
[Jves  [/]no
If YES, please explain:
8. Ifthe business is operated by someone other than the college, attach a copy of the lease or other agreement. Please explain:
N/A
9. s any equipment or other property being leased or rented from: someone else?
[ ]ves NO _
If YES, list on a separate sheet the name and address of the owner and the type, make, model, and serial number of the property. If the
property listed is not used exclusively for educational purposes at the collegiate level, please state the other uses of the property. If real
property, provide the name and address of the owner. .
The benefit of a property tax exemptlon must inure to the lessee institution. If taxes paid by the lessor see section 202.2 of the Revenue and
Taxation Code.
Whom should we contact for additional information during normal busmess hours?
NAME . DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER
Dominic L. Daher - (415) 422-5124

ADDRESS (Street, Cily, County, State)
2130 Fulton Street, San Francisco, CA 94117

E-MAIL ADDRESS

didaher@usfca.edu
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} BOE-66-A(6-01)
NOTICE OF ENRCLLMENT OF ESCAPE ASSESSMENT

[For counties in which the Board of supzrwsors has not adopted the provisions of
section 1605 (¢) ]

* Phil Ting, Assessor — Recorder
City & County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
' City Hall, Room 190 °
San Francisco, CA 94102

(415) 554-5596
Universtty of Sam P
'm
December 16, 2011 ‘ RECEIVE w535
: : A JANO 8 zggz
UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO Parcel Number: 1147 014 Office of I
2130 FULTON ST Address of Property: 28 CHABOT TE T°’ ntemal Augit
SAN FRANCISCO,CA 94117 Description of Property:Real PToparTy————CoMpliance

A NOTICE-OF PROPOSED ESCAPE ASSESSMENT was sent to you as required by Revenue and Taxation Code
section 531.8. That notice was sent to advise you of the proposed escape assessment ten (10) days prior to
enrollment of the escape assessment. This is to notify you, as required by Revenue and Taxation Code
section 534, that the following escape assessment has now been enrolled. .

YEAR 2010
LAND $ 505,708
IMPR - 3 288,931
PERSONAL PROPERTY § 0
FIXTURE § 0
EXEMPTION $ 0
NET VALUE § 794,639

YOUR RIGHT TO AN INFORMAL REVIEW ‘ ‘
If you believe this assessment is incorrect, you have the right to an informal review with a member of the
Assessor's Staff. You may contact us at (415) 554-5596 for information regarding an informal review.

YOUR RIGHT TO APPEAL

You also have the right to a formal appeal of the assessment, which involves (1) the filing of an APPLICATION
FOR CHANGED ASSESSMENT, (2) a hearing before an appeals board, and (3) a decision by the appeals board.

An APPLICATION FOR CHANGED ASSESSMENT-form is available from and should be filed with, the Clerk of the
Assessment Appeals Board. You may contact the Clerk’s Office at (415) 554-6778 or visit their website at
www.sfgov.org/aab for more information on filing an application.

FlLlNG DEADLINES .

in general, an APPLICATION FOR CHANGED ASSESSMENT must be filed within sixty (60) days after the Date of
Notice (printed above) or the postmark date on the envelope in which the notice was mailed, whichever is
later.

An application is corisidered timely filed if: (1) it is sent by U.S. mail, properly addressed with postage prepaid,
postmarked on or before the filing deadline; OR (2) the appeals board is satisfied that the mailing occurred by the
filing deadline. If the filing deadtine falls on a Saturday, Sunday, or a legal hohday, an application that is mailed
and postmarked on the next busmess day shall be considered timely fﬂed )

City Hafl Office: 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

Roont #190 - San Francisco, CA 94102

Telephone (415) 554-5596 - Fax Number (415) 554-7915

e-mail: assessor@sfgov.og 1081




Phil Ting, Assessor-Recorder

Office of the Assessor-Récorder

City and County of San Francisco

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 190
San Francisco, CA 94102

{415) 554-5596

BOE-264-AH (P1) REV. 08 {08-10)

CULLEGE EXEMPTION CLAIM

Declaration of properiy information as of
12:01 a.m., January 1, 201 1

This claim must be filed by 5:00 p.m., February 15.

State of California, County of S2n Francisco

CLAIMANT NAME AND MAILING ADDRESS
{Make necessary comrections to the printed name and mailing address}

ro -1
Received by
(Assessor's designee)
of i
(county or city}
| J
on
. (Cate)
NAME OF CLAIMANT
Dominic L. Daher, MAcg, JD, LLM .
TITLE OF CLAIMANT . DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER
Director of Tax (415) 422-5124

CORPORATE NAME OF THE COLLEGE

University of San Francisco

ADDRESS (Street, Cily, County, State)

2130 Fulton Street, San Francisco, CA 94117
ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBER OR LEGAL DESCRIPTION
Various-see attached

1. Does the above institution qualify as a college or seminary of learning under the laws of the State of California?
[V]yes [ ]no :

2. s the institution conducted as a non-profit entity?
Vlyes []no

3. Does the institution require for regular admission the completion of a four-year high school course or its equivalent?
[V]yes [Jno ‘

4, Does the institution confer upon its graduates at least one academic or professional degree, based on a course of at least two years in
liberal arts and sciences, or on a course of at least three years in professional studles, such as law, theology, education, medicine, dentistry,
engineering, veterinary medicine, pharmacy, architecture, fine arts, commetrce, or journalism?

[Vlves []no

5. Are you claiming the exemption on both the land and buildings?
[Vlves [ no

6. Isthe properttﬂlnr which the exemption is claimed used exclusively for the purposes of education?

YES NO

CERTIFICATION

| certify (or dgelare) under penalty under the laws of the Stale of California that the foregoing and all information hereon, including any
ﬁ accompany/ng si; te en lor documents, is frue, correct and complete fo the best of my knowledge and belief,

S!:NATUW_“_”A\NT 7\ M}l\y’\ . ‘ DirectorofTax ' i ;/ 4 / 'Z(

E-MAILADDRESS
didaher@usfca.edu

THIS bOCUMENT 1S SUB»%E(S%I‘ZTO PUBLIC INSPECTION
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University of San Francisco  roperties in the City and County of Francisco
3 Vol Block No. Lot No. Property Location Primary Use Owrned or Leased

8 1107 9 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 10 303 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 i1 305 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 12 307 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 13 311 Anza St Student residence Owned -
8 1107 14 313 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 15 315 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 16 317 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 17 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 18 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 19 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 20 301 Anza St - . Student residence Owned
8 1107 21 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 22 301 Anza St . Student residence Owned
8 1107 23 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 24 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 25 301 Anza St Student residence Owned’
8 1107 26 -301 Anza St Student residence . Owned
8 1107 27 . 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 28 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 29 301 Anza St Student residence’ . Owned
8 - 1107 30 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 31 301 Anza St - Student residence Owned
8 1107 32 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 33 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 34 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 35 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 36 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
] 1107 37 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 38 © 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 39 301 Anza St Student residence -Owned
8 1107 40 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 41 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 42 . 301 Anza St Student residence . Owned
8 1107 43 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 44 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 45 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 46 301 Anza St. Student residence Owned
8 1107 47 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 48 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 49 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 50 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 51 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 52 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 53 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 54 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 55 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 56 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 57 301 Anza St " Student residence Owned
8 1107 58 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 59 301 Anza St ‘Student residence Owned
8 1107 60 301 Anza St Student resldence Owned
8 1107 61 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 62 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 63 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 64 301 Anza St Student residence Owned.
8 1107 65 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 66 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 67 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 68 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 69 301 Anza St 1083

Student residence

RYDSHted parch 31, 2010



University of San Francisco roperties in the City and County of . Francisco
‘" vol Block No. Lot No. Property Location Primary Use Owned or Leased

8 1107 70 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 71 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 72 301 Anza St Student residence Owned

. 8 1107 73 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 74 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 75 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 76 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 77. 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 78 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 79 301 Anza St Student residerice Owned
8 1107 80 301 Anza St Student-residence Owned
8 1107 81 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 82 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 83 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 84 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 "85 301 Anza St Student fesidence Owned
8 1107 86 301 Anza St Student residence Owned.
8 1107 87 - 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 88 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 89 - 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 90 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 91 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 92 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 93 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 94 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 95 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 96 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 97. 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 98 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 99 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 -100 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 101 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 102 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 103 " 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 104 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 105 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 106 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 107 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 108 301 Anza St Student residence’ Owned
8 1107 109 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 110 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 111 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 112 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 113 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 114 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 115 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 -116 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 117 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 118 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 119 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 120 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 121 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 122 . 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 123 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 124 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 125 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 126 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 127 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 128 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 129 301 Anza St Student residence Owned :
8 1107 130 Student residence

301 Anza St 1084

RYDN&8ted march 31, 2010



« - Umiversity of San FranciscL  roperties in the City and County of - Francisco

/

Property Location

Primary Use

Owned or Leased

7 Vol Block No., Lot No,

./ 8
38

1107 131
1107 132
1107 133
1107 134
1107 135
1107 136
1107 137
1107 138
1107 139
1107 140
1107 141
1107 142
1107 143
1107 144
1109 3C

1138 13

1173 18

1146 2

1146 4

1146 7

301 Anza St
301 Anza St
301 Anza St
301 Anza St
301 Anza St
301 Anza St
301 Anza St
301 Anza St
301 Anza St
301 Anza St
301 Anza St
301 Anza St
301 Anza St
301 Anza St
239 Masonic Av
186 Stanyan St
1982 Fulton St
25 Chabot Te
35 Chabot Te
53 Chabot Te
28 Chabot Te
22 Chabot Te
2745 Turk Bl
701 Parker Av #100
2001 Grove St #2
2001 Grove St #8
284 Stanyan St
2350 Turk Bl
2500 Turk Bl
2195 Fulton St
2130 Fulton St
222 Stanyan St
501 Parker Av

1855 Mission St
47 Chabot Te

Student residence
Student residence
Student residence
Student residence
Student residence
Student residence
Student residence
Student residence
Student residence
Student residence
Student residence
Student residence
Student resldence
Student residence
Student residence
Student residence
Student residence
Faculty/Staff Housing
Faculty/Staff Housing
Faculty/Staff Housing
Facuity/Staff Housing
Faculty/Staff Housing
Faculty/Staff Housing
Faculty/Staff Housing
Faculty/Staff Housing
Faculty/Staff Housing
Faculty/Staff Housing
Classrooms and Faculty Offices
Classrooms and Faculty Offices
Classrooms and Faculty Offices
Classrooms and Faculty Offices
Health and Recreation Center
Negoesco Athletic Stadium
Storage Facility Used to Store
Campus Supplies
Faculty/Staff Housing

1085

Owned
Owned
Owned
Owned
Owned
Owned
Owned
Owned
Owned
Owned
Owned
Owned
Owned
Owned
Owned
Owned
Owned
Owned
Owned
Owned
Owned
Owned
Owned
Leased
leased
Leased
Owned
Owned"
Owned .
Owned
Owned
Owned
Owned

Leased
Owned

Last updated March 31, 2010
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Office of the Assessor-Recorder

City and County of San Francisco

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 180
San Francisco, CA 94102
www.sfassessor.org (415) 554-5596

BOE-264-AH (P1) REV. 10 (05-12)

COLLEGE EXEMPTION CLAIM 4;3\,""' ey orrd

This claim is filed for fiscal year 20 13 -2014
(Example: a person filing a timely claim in January 3q?{E
would enter "2011-2012.")

This claim must be filed by 5:00 p.m., February 15.

CLAIMANT NAME AND MAILING ADDRESS
(Make necessary corrections lo the printed name and malling address)

-
- . University of San Francisco
C/Q Dominic L. Daher

Received by i
2130 Fulton Street - " [Assessor's designes)

San Francisco, CA 84117-1080

of
({county or city)
L J
. on
(date)

NAME OF CLAIMANT
Dominic L. Daher, MAcc, JB, LLM )
TITLE OF CLAIMANT ) . - DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER
Director of Tax (415 ) 422-5124

CORPORATE NAME OF THE COLLEGE

University of San Francisco
ADDRESS (Street, City, County, State, Zip Cods)

2130 Fulton Street, San Francisco, CA 94117-1080 : .
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER OR LEGAL DESCRIPTION 1 DATE PROPERTY WAS FIRST USED BY CLAIMANT

Various - see attached Various

1. Qwner and operator: (check applicable boxes)
Claimant is: 71 Owner and operator [] Owneronly [ Operator only

and claims exemption on all [MLand [/] Buildings and improvements and/or /1 Personal property

2. Does the above institution qualify as a college or seminary of learning under the laws of the State of California?
[Fves [ ]no

3. Is the institution conducted as a non-prof it entlty?
[v]yes [ ]No

4, Does the institution require for regular admission the completion of a four-year high school course or its equivalent?

[v/]YEs []nNo

5. Does the institution confer upon its graduates atleast one academic or professional degree, based on a course of at least two years in fiberal arts
and sciences, or on a course of at Jeast three years in professional studies, such as law, theology, education, medicine, dentistry, engineering,
veterinary medicine, pharmacy, architecture, fine arts, commerce, or journalism?

[v]yes [ ]no

8. Is the property for which the exemption is claimed used exclusively for the purposes of education?

[v][ves [ ]no

7. List all buildings and other improvements for which exemption is claimed and state the primary and incidental use of each. Attach a separate
sheet if necessary. Indicate whether leased or owned.

LOCATIONS . PRIMARY USE INCIDENTAL USE
See attached Education Education housing - l [JLEASE [JOWN
[JLEASE [JOWN
[ILEASE T]JOWN
[JLEASE [JOWN
OLEASE [ JOWN
[JLEASE [JOWN

THIS DOCUMENT IS SUBJECT TO PUBLIC INSPECTION
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BOE-264-AH (P2) REV. 10 (05-12)

8. Has any construction commenced and/or been completed on this parcel since 12:01 a.m,, .ng a ‘F iof lastyeér? .
[V]YEs []NO IfYES, please explain: SRRESOE - ‘

Miscellaneous repairs and alterations at 22 Chabot Tr, 1186 Stanyan St, 2350 Turk Blvd and 50’? gqn{ég\lp{j%eQQQnggqt 23415 Turk Bivd.
. - LA % s, -

P

SFFIRF

Miscelfaneous construction, repairs and alterations at 2130 Fulton St. Seismic refrofitting improvements at 2001 Grove St. and 284 Stanyan St.

9. Is the property, or a portion thereof, for which an exemption is claimed a student bookstore that generates unrelated busmess taxable income
as defined in section 512 of the Internal Revenue Code?

[]Jves [v]no

If YES, a c'opy'of the institution's most recent tax return filed with the Internal Revenue Service must accompany this claim. Property taxes,
as determined by establishing a ratio of the unrelated business taxable income to the bookstore’s gross income, will be levied.

10. Has any of the property listed above been used for business purposes other than a student bookstore?
[ ]ves NO If YES, please explain:

11. If the business is operated by someorne other than the college, attach a copy of the lease or other agreement. Please explain;

N/A

12. Is any equipment or other property being leased or rented from someone else?
[v]ves [ ]No

If YES, list on a separate sheet the name and address of the owner and the type, make, model, and serial number of the property. If the
property listed is not used exclusively for educational purposes at the collegiate level, please state the other uses of the property. If real
property, provide the name and address of the owner.

The benefit of a property tax exemption must inure to the lessee instifution. If taxes paid by the lessor see section 202 2 of the Revenue and
Taxation Code.

ADDITIONAL REQUIRED DOCUMENTATION

«  Aftach a separate page showing the requiréments for admission. A current catalog showing the requirements may be
substituted.

+  Altach a separate page or current catalag, listing the degrees conferred upon the graduates and the requirements for each
degree.

.« Atftach a copy of the financial statements (balance shieet and operating statement for the preceding fiscal year.)

Whom should we contact during normal business hours for addifional information?

NAME TITLE
Dominic’L. Daher Director of Tax
DAYTIME TELEPHONE . EMAIL ADDRESS

(415 ) 42256124 | didaher@usfca.edu

CERTIFICATION

| certify (or deglare) under penalfy of perjury ungder the leys of the State of California thaf the foregoing and all information hereon, including any
. / 7 accompanying statements opdocuménys, is true, correct, and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief,

SIGNATURH OF PERSON MAKING CLAIM ‘ TITLE
» e l . . Director of Tax

NAME OF PERSON MAKING CLAIM - DATE

Dorminic L. Daher SNIINEE
| 1087




- University of San Franciscos~Properties in the City and County gﬁeﬁan Francisco

: - Owned or
Vol Block No. Lot No. Property Location Primary Use Leased
8 1107 9 301 Anza St - Student residence Owned
. 8 1107 10 303 Anza St - Student residence Owned
8 1107 11 305 Anza St - Student residence Owned
8 1107 12 307 Anza St~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 13 311 Anza St - Student residence Owned
8 1107 14 ‘313 Anza St ~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 15 315 Anza St . Student residence Owned
8 1107 16 317 Anza St ~ Student residence Owned
- 8 1107 17 301 Anza St 7 Student residence Owned
8 1107 18 301 Anza St . Student residence Owried
8 1107 19 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 20 301 Anza St - Student residence Owned
8 1107 21 301 Anza St - Student residence Owned
8 11067 22 301 Anza St - - Student residence Owned
8 1107 .23 301 Anza St - Student residence Owned
8 1107 24 301 Anza St~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 25 301 Anza St - Student residence Owned
8 1107 26 301 Anza St - Student residence Owned
8 © 1107 27 301 Anza St. Student residence Owned
8 1107 28 301 Anza St~ ‘Student residence Owned
8 1107 29 301 Anza St - Student residence Owned
8 1107 30 301 Anza St ~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 31 301 Anza St~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 32 301 Anza St ~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 33 301 Anza St - - Student residence - Owned
8 - 1107 34 301 Anza St ~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 35 301 Anza St - Student residence Owned
8 1107 36 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 37 301 Anza St /- Student residence Owned
8 1107 38 301 Anza St - Student residence Owned
8 1107 39 301 Anza St - Student residence Owned
8 1107 40 . 301 Anza St - Student residence Owned -
8 1107 41 301 Anza St~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 42 301 Anza St ~ Student residence Owned
'8 1107 43 301 Anza St < Student residence Owned
8 1107 44 301 Anza St~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 45 301 Anza St - Student residence Owned
8 1107 46 301 Anza St - Student residence Owned
8 1107 47 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned
8 1107 48 301 Anza St / Student residence Owned
8 1107 49 301 Anza St -~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 - 50 301 Anza St - Student residerice Owned
8 1107 51 301 Anza St~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 52 - 301 Anza St~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 53 301 Anza St - Student residence Owned
8 1107 54 301 Anza St~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 55 301 Anza St - Student residence Owned
8 1107 56 301 Anza st~ Student residence Owned
-8 1107 57 301 Anza St~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 58 301 Anza St- Student residence Owned
8 1107 59 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned
8 1107 60 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned
8 1107 61 301 Anza St~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 62 301 Anza St~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 63 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned
8 1107 64 301 Anza Str - Student residence Owned
8 1107 65 301 Anza St - Student residence

1088
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. University of San Francisc%gv Properties in the City and County ¢5San Francisco

. Owned or

Vol Block No. Lot No. Property Location Primary Use Leased
8 1107 66 301 Anza St ~ - Student residence Owned
8 1107 67 301 Anza St~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 68 301 Anza St~ Student residence Owned
8 . 1107 69 301 Anza St - Student residence Owned
8 1107 70 301 Anza St- Student residence Owned
8 1107 71 301 Anza St ~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 72 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 73 301 Anza St 7 Student residence Owned
8- 1107 74 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned
8 1107 75 301 Anza St -~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 76 301 Anza St 7 Student residence Owned
8 1107 77 301 Anza St~ Student residence Owned
"8 1107 78 301 Anza St - Student residence . Owned
8 1107 79 301 Anza St - _Student residence | Owned

8 1107 80 301 Anza St~ Student residence Owned -
8 1107 81 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned
8 1107 82 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 83 301 Anza S5t~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 84 301 Anza St ~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 85 301 Anza St~ . Student residence Owned
8 1107 86 301 Anza St ~ Student residence Owned
8 - 1107 87 301 Anza St - Student residence Owned
'8 1107 88 301 Anza St 7 Student residence Owned
8 1107 89 301 Anza St~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 90 - 301 Anza St~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 91 301 Anza St - Student residence Owned
8 1107 92 301 Anza St - Student residence Owned
8 1107 93 301 Anza St # ‘Student residence Owned
8 1107 94 301 Anza St / Student residence Owned
8 1107 95 301 Anza St~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 96 301 Anza St - Student residence Owned
8 1107 97 301 Anza St ~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 98 301 Anza St 7 Student residence - Owned
8 1107 99 301 Anza St 7/ Student residence Owned
8 1107 100 301 Anza St © Student residence Owned
8 1107 101 301 Anza St~ Student residence Owned
8" 1107 102 301 Anza St 7 Student residence Owned
8 1107 103 301 Anza St - Student residence Owned
8 1107 104 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 105 301 Anza St~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 106 301 Anza St~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 107 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 108 301 Anza St~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 109 301 Anza St « Student residence Owned
8 1107 110 301 Anza St~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 111 301 Anza St 7 Student residence Owned
8 1107 112 301 Anza St~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 113 301 Anza St - Student residence Owned
8 1107 114 301 Anza St - Student residence Owned
8 1107 115 301 Anza St - Student residence Owned
8 1107 116 301 Anza St~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 117 301 Anza St~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 118 301 Anza St - Student residence Owned
8 1107 119 301 Anza St ~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 120 301 Anza St - Student residence Owned
8 1107 121 301 Anza 5t ~ Student residence Owned
8 122, 301 Anza St~ Student residence Owned

1107

1089
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University of San -Franciscg Toperties in the City and County 5‘ an Francisco

Owned or

Vol Block No. Lot No. Property Location Primary Use Leased
8 1107 123 301 Anza St ~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 124 301 Anza St . Student residence Owned
8 1107 125 301 Anza St, Student residence Owned
8 1107 126 301 Anza St~ Student residence Owned
- 8 1107 127 301 Anza St 7 Student residence Owned
8 1107 . 128 301 Anza St ~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 129 301 Anza St~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 130 301 Anza St - Student residence Owned
8 1107 131 301 Anza St 7 Student residence Owned
8 1107 132 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 133 301 Anza St 7 Student residence Owned
8 1107 134 301 Anza St 7~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 135 301 Anza St ~ Student residence Owned
. 8 1107 136 301 Anza St / Student residence Owned
8 1107 137 301 Anza St~ Student residence Owned
8 1107. 138 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned
8 1107 139 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned
8 1107 140- 301 Anza St~ Student residence Owned
8 11077 141 301 Anza St 7 " Student residence Owned
8 1107 142 301 Anza St~ Student residence " Owned
8 1107 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 B! 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned
8 1109. ... -: 239 Masonic Av ~ Student residence Owned
8 1138 186 Stanyan St Student residence Owned
8 1173 1982 Fulton St 7 Student residence Owned
:8 1146 2 25-27 Chabot Te 7 Faculty/Staff Housing Owned
%8 1146 4 35 Chabot Te Faculty/Staff Housing Owned
'8 1146 7 53 Chabot Te ~ Faculty/Staff Housing Owned
8 1147 14 28 Chabot Te ~ Faculty/Staff Housing Owned
‘8 1147 15 22 Chabot Te Faculty/Staff Housing Owned
8 1147 16 2745-2747 Turk Bl ~ Faculty/Staff Housing Owned
8__ 1170 001 701 Parker Av #100 Faculty/Staff Housing Leased
9 1194 001, 2001 Grove St #2 Faculty/Staff Housing Leased
9 1194 001 2001 Grove St #8 Faculty/Staff Housing Leased
8 1144 001A 284 Stanyan St - Faculty/Staff Housing Owned
8 1107 6 2350 Turk Bl ~ Classrooms and Faculty Offices Owned
8 1107\ 8 2500-2698 Turk Bl 7 Classrooms and Faculty Offices Owned
9 1190 1 2195 Fulton St~ . Classrooms and Faculty Offices Owned

8 1145 3 2130 Fulton St 7~ Classrooms and Faculty Offices .Owned -
8 1144 iB 222 Stanyan St Health and Recreation Center Owned
8 1144 1 501 Parker Av “ Negoesco Athletic Stadium Owned
/(23 3548 035 1855 Mission St Storage Faclility Used to Store  Leased

: " Campus Supplies
/ 8% 1146\ 6 47 Chabot Te 7/ Faculty/Staff Housing - Owned
/\ : Business Property Account #034441-001 . :

[ | 8% 1148 8 59-61 Roselyn Ter - Faculty/Staff Housing Owned
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UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO

REAL PROPERTY/EQUIPMENT LEASED OR RENTED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO

EQUIPMENT QUANTITY  COMPANY

Mode! #MSPS 1 Pitney Bowes Global Financial

Serial #0003850 1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200
Chesapeake, VA 23323

Model #MSF1 1 Pitney Bowes Global Financial

Serical #0004943 : 1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200
Chesapeake, VA 23323

Model #1WO00 1 Pitney Bowes Global Financial

Serial #1370515 1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200

: Chesapeake, VA 23323

Model #MSF1 1 Pitney Bowes Global Financial

Serical #0001770 1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200
Chesapeake, VA 23323

Model #MPR1 1 Pitney Bowes Global Financial -

Serical #0005450 1305 Executive Bivd Ste 200
Chesapeake, VA 23323

Model #1W00 1 Pitney Bowes Global Financial’

Serical #1370552

REAL PROPERTY

Arrupe
490 6th Avenue
San Francisco, CA

701 Parker Avenue #100

San Francisco, CA

2001 Grove Street #2
San Francisco, CA

2001 Grove Street #8
San Francisco, CA

1855 Mission Street
San Francisco

Attachment to San Francisco

Claim for Exemption

Attachment 1

1305 Executive Bivd Ste 200
Chesapeake, VA 23323

OWNER

Kaiser Foundation Hoébi:ca[s
1950 Franklin Street
Oakland, CA 94612

Gordon Clifford Realty Inc.
1572 Union Street
San Francisco, CA 94123-4505

Washington Street Property
152 6th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94118-1326

Washington Street Property
152 6th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94118-1326

ATM Investments

1135 Trinity Dr
Menlo Park, CA 94025-6646
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ACCOUNT NO BUSINESS NAME /OR OWNER NAME REAL /OR STREET
001 034441001 UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 2130  FULTON ST 0000 ve v
002 034441002 UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 2155 FULTON ST 0000 8. - CHR
003 034441003 UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 101 HOWARD ST 0404 e Ta . (us
004 034441900 UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO  GE CAPITAL CORPORATION o, Les
005 041476001 UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO _ 186 STANYAN ST 0000 A, AT
006 041999001 UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO . 2001 GROVE ST 0000 Dot AT
007 044076001 UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO _ 2701 TURK BLVD 0000 Lot WA
008 131041001 UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO _ 2130 FULTON ST 0000 o Rez
009 181869001 UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO _ 220 MONTGOMERY ST 1050 T

OPTION 000

owners li'st. Enter record number or F12, F13, F3
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- Phil Ting; Assessor-Retorder
Office of'the Assessor-Recorder
City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 180
San Francisco, CA 84102
7 \ . (415) 554-5596

J0E-264-AH (P1) REV. 08 (02-11)

COLLEGE EXEMPTION CLAIM
. Declaration of property Infor,
12:01 a.m., Jargy

This claim must be filed by 5:00 p.m., February 15,

San Francisco

State of California, County of -

CLAIMANT NAME AND MAILING ADDRESS ’
(Make necassary sorractions lo the prinled name and malling address)

rUniversity of San Francisco ) . K FORASSESSOR'S PSE ONLY
C/O Dominic L. Daher - B Received by
2130 Fulton Street T (ssssarsdesineg)
San Francisco, CA 94117- 1080 ‘of e e
L . , ER
’ ' on (date)
NAME OF CLAIMANT
Dominic L. Daher, MAcc, JD, LLM ,
TITLE OF CLAIMANT - } DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER
Director of Tax ' (415) 422-5124

CORPORATE NAME OF THE COLLEG‘E ]
University of Sah Francisco
ADDRESS (Street, Clty, County, Stals, Zip Code)
2130 Fulton Street, San Francisco, CA 94117.
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER OR LEGAL DESCRIPTION
Varlous - see attached .

1.. Does the above institution qualify as a college or semlnary of learning under the laws of the State of California?

[V]yes [ no

" 2. Is the'nstitution conducted as a non-profit entity?
[Vives  []no

3. Does the Institution require for regular admission the comp!etlon ofa four—year high school course or its equivalent?

Vlves [ ]no

4. Does the institution confer upon its graduates at least one academic or professional degree, based on a course of at least two years In
liberal arts and sclences, or on a course of at [east three years In professional studles, such as law, theclogy, education, medicine, dentisiry,
engineering, veterinary medicihe, pharmacy, architecturs, fine arts, commerce, or journallsm?

Vives  []no

5. Are you claiming the exemption on both the land and buildlngs?
Vives []no

8. Is the property for which the exemption Is claimed used exclusively for the purposes of education?
V]yes [ ]no

CERTIFICATION

| certify {or degtara} under penalty o dury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing and all information hereon, Including any
/ %ccompan ying statﬁ ents %ocuments, s true, correct, and complete to the best of my knowledge and bellef,

cIGNATUR ZW L WQ/\ TITLE DATE
Director of Tax ' 2013/ [

EMAILADDRESS
didaher@usfca.edu

THIS DOCUMENT IS SUBJEGTBPUBLIC INSPECTION




BOE-264-AH (P2) REV. 08 (02-11)
INSTRUCTIONS AND QUESTIONNAIRE FOR COLLEGE EXEMPTION

Answer each duestion below, and provide as much detall as you conslder necessary o support your claim for an exemption for this property, List
all locations used, either awned or leased, whers the exemption is to be applied.

1. Listall buildings and other improvements for which exemption Is clalmed and state the primary and Incldental use of each. Attach a separafe
sheet if necessary. Indicate whether leased or owned.

LOCATIONS PRIMARY USE INCIDENTAL USE
See attached Education Education housing [JLEASE [JOWN
CILEASE  [JOWN
CJLEASE  []OWN
[JLEASE. []OWN
[JLEASE [JOWN
CJLEASE [JOWN
[ILEASE []OWN
CILEASE []OWN

2, Attach a separate page showing the requirements for admisslon. A current catalog showing the requlrements ‘may he substituted.
' See attached and vislt http:/iwww.usfca.edu/catalog/
3. Aftach a separats page, or current catalog, listing the degrees conferred upon the graduates and the requirements for each degree.
See attached and visit hitp:/fwww. usfca.edufcatalog/
4, Attach a copy of the financlal statements (balance sheet and operating statement for the precading fiscal year.)
Ses attached financlal statements
5. Has any construction commenced andlor been completed on this parcel since 12 01 a.m., January 1 of Iast year?
[/]yes [Ino

If YES, please explaln: Renovatlon work at 28 Chabot Te, 284 Stanyan Sfreet, and 213'0 Fulton Street.

6. Isthe préperty, or a portion thereof, for which an exemptlon is claimed a student bookstore that generates unrelated business taxable income
as defined In section 512 of the Internal Revenue Code?

[]yes . [VIwno

If YES, a copy of the Institution’s most recent tax return filed with the Internal Revenue Service must accompany this claim. Propetty taxes,
as determined by establishing a ratlo of the unrelated business taxable income to the bookstore's gross Income, will be levied.

7. Has any of the property listed above been used for buslness purposes other than a student bookstore?

[Jyes [V]no

[ YES, please explain:

8. If the business Is operated by someone other than the collegs, attach a copy of the !ease or other agreement. Pleasa explam

N/A

9. s any equipment or other property being leased or rented from someane else?

[ Jves- [/]no
If YES, list on a separate sheet the name and address of the owner and the type, make, model, and serfal number of the property. If the

property listed is not used exclusively for educational purposes at the collegiate level, pleass state the other uses of the properly. If real
property provnde the name and address of the owner.

The benefit.of a properly tax exemption must inure to the lessee institution, If taxes paid by the lessor, see sectlon 202.2 of the Revenus and
Taxation Code.

Whom should we contact for additional information during normal business hours?
NAME . . DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER
Dominic L. Daher ~ ' (415) 422-5124
ADDRESS (Siraal, Cily, Counly, Slate) -
_ 2130 Fulton Street, San Francisco, CA 94117
" EMAILADDRESS

didaher@usfca.edu
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- University of San Francisco -\

.

§:rties in the City and County of San .

\cisco

Vol-  Block No. Lot No. Property Location Primary Use .Owned or Leased
8 1107 9 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 10 303 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 11 305 Anza St Student resldence Owned
8 1107 12 307 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 13 311 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 14 313 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 15 315 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 16 317 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 17 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 18 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 i9 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 20 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 21 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107. 22 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 - 1107 23 301 Anza St Student residence -Owned
8 1107 24 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 25 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 - 26 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 27 301 Anza St Student residence Owned -
8 1107 28 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 29 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 30 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 31 301 Anza St Student resldence Owned
8 1107 32 301 Anza St _Student residence Owned
8 1107 33 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 34 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 . 35 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 36 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 37 301 Anza St Student resldence Owned
8 1107 38 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 - 1107 39 301 Anza St ‘Student residence Owned
8 1107 40 301 Anza St ~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 41 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 42 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 43 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8- 1107 44 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 45 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 46 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 47 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 48 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 49 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 . 1107 50 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 51 301 Anza St Student residence Owned

. 8 1107 52 301 Anza St Student residerice Owned
8 1107 53 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 54 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 55 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 56 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 57 301 Anza St Student resldence Owned
8 1107 58 301 Anza'St Student residence Owned
8 1107 59 301 Anza St Student residence Owned

8 1107 60 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 61 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 62 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 63 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 64 301 Anza St Student resldence Owned
8 1107 65 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 66 301 Anza St - Student residence Owned

-8 - 02— B~ - - 30L-Anza St - ---Student-residence —. .  Owned..-
8 1107 68 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 69 301 Anza 5t 1095 Student residence Owned



4

University of San Francisco - . .

a

icisca

301 Anza St

arties in the City and County of San
Vol  Block No. Lot No. Property Location Primary Use Owned or Leased
8 " 1107 70 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 71 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 72 301 Anza St Student residence Owned .
8 1107 73 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 74 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 75 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 76 301 Anza St Student resldence Owned
8 1107 77 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 78 301 Anza 5t Student residence . Owned
8 1107 79 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 80 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 81 301 Anza St Student residence - Owned
8 1107 82 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 83 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 84 301 Anza St ‘Student residence Owned
8 1107 85 301 Anza St Student resldence Owned
8 1107 86 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 87 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 88 301 Anza St Student residence Owned -
8 1107 89 301 Anza St Student residence ‘Owned
8 1107 90 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 91 301 Anza St Student resldence Owned
8 1107 92 - 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 93 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 - 1107 94 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 g5 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 96 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 97 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 98 . .301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 99 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 - 100 301 Anza St Student resldence Owned
8 1107 101. 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
‘8 1107 102 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 103 . 301 Anza St Student resldence - Owned
8 1107 104 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 105 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 106 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 107 301 Anza St Student resldence Owned
8 1107 108 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
.8 1107 109 ° 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 110 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 111 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 112 301 Anza St - Student residence Owned
8 1107 113 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 114 . 301 Anza St Student residence ‘Owned
8 1107 115 301 Anza St Student resldence Owned
8 1107 116 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 117 301 Anza St Student residence Owned.
8 1107 118 . 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 119 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 120 301 Anza St- Student residence " Owned
8 1107 121 301 Anza 5t Student resldence Owned -
8 1107 122 301 Anza St Student residence Owned -
8 1107 123 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 124 301 -Anza St ‘Student residence Owned
'8 1107 125 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 126 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 127 301 Anza St Student resldence Owned -
©oeg s 107 - 28— - e -301-Anza- St e --Student-resldeneg—— - - Owned-- - -~ --- - .
-8 © 1107 128 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 130 Student resldence Owned



bniversity of San Francisco - % zrties in the City and County of San

!

‘cisco
Vol  Block No. Lot No. Property Location Primary Use Owned or Leased

8 1107 131 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 132 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 133 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 134 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 135 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 - 136 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 137 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 138 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 139 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 140 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 141 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 142 301 Anza St Student residence - Owned
8 1107 143 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 144 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1109 3C 239 Masonlc Av Student resldence Owned -
8 1138 13 . 186 Stanyan St Student residence | Owned
8 1173 18 1982 Fulton St Student resldence Owned
8 1146 2 25 Chabot Te . Faculty/Staff Housing Owned
8 1146 4 35 Chabot Te - Faculty/Staff Housing Owned
8 )

Noowonwononeoonw

[e4]

w

1147
1170
1194
1194
1144

1107
1107
1190
1145
1144
1144
3548

1146

1148

16
ool
0o1
001

001A
6
8
1
3
iB
1
035
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Business Property Account #034441-001

8

22 Chabot Te
2745 Turk Bl
701 Parker Ay #100
2001 Grove.St #2
2001 Grove St #8
284 Stanyan St
2350 Turk Bl
2500 Turk Bi
2195 Fulton St
2130 Fulton St
222 Stanyan St
501 Parker Av
1855 Mission St

47 Chabot Te

59-61 Roselyn Ter

Faculty/Staff Housing
Faculty/Staff Housing
Faculty/Staff Housing
Faculty/Staff Housing
Faculty/Staff Housing
Classrooms and Faculty Offices
Classrooms and Faculty Offices
Classrooms and Faculty Offices

Classrooms and Facilty Offices

Health and Recreation Center
Negoesco Athletic Stadium
Storage Facllity Used to Store

Campus Supplies
Faculty/Staff Housing

Faculty/Staff Housing A

1097

Leased
Owned
Owned
Owned
Owned
Owned
Owned
Owned
Leased

Owned

Owned
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END
RECEIVED FEB 18

BOE-264-AH (P1) REV. 10 (05-12) FEB 1 l’ 2014

COLLEGE EXEMPTION CLAIM ! SAN FRANCISCOL| 2tk
This claim is filed for fiscal year 20 14 _-20 15 ASS@ss0r-Recorder's OffifgRy 1 Dr. Cariton B. Goodlett Place, Room 190
(Example: a persan filing a timely clalm in J January 20° 2011 San Francisco, CA 94102

would enter "2011-2012.") . www.sfassessor.org (415) 554-5596

Carmen Chu, Assessar-Recorder
_ Office of the Assessor-Recorder
City and County of San Francisco

" This claim must be filed by 5:00 p.m,, February 15.

CLAIMANT NAME AND MAILING ADDRESS
{Make necessaty correclions lo the panled name and mailing address)

. - YT orarn
University of San Francisco SSSQ AE
C/O Dominic L. Daher | Recelved by ]
2130 Fulton Street {Assassor's designee)
San Francisco, CA 94117-1 080 ¢
0 {counly or city}
L : . - on
(dale)
NAME OF CLAIMANT
Dominic L. Daher, MAce, JD, LLM . .
TITLE OF CLAIMANT ] DAYTIME TELEPHDNE NUMBER
Director of Tax (415 ) 4225124
CORPORATE NAME OF THE COLLEGE
University of San Francisco
ADDRESS (Streel, Cily, Counly, State, Zip Code}
2130 Fulton Street, San Franclsco, CA 94117-1080 .
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER OR LEGAL DESCRIPTION DATE PROPERTY WAS FIRST USED BY CLAIMANT
Varlous - see attached Various

1. Owner and operator: {check applicable boxes)
Claimant is: {#1 Owner and operator [} Owner anly [T] Operator only

and claims exemption on all i Land [/l Buildings and improvements  andfor [/} Personal property
2. Does the above institution qualify as a college or seminary of learning under the laws of the State of California?
[Vlyes []no
3. Is the institution conducted as a non-profit entity?
[Vlves []no -
4. Does the institution require for regular admission the completion of a four-year high school course or its equivalent?

[Wyes [Ino

5. Does the institution confer upon its graduates at least one academic or professional degree, based on a course of at least two years in liberal arts
and sciences, or on a course of at least three years in professional studies, such as law, theology, education, medicine, dentistry, engineering,
veterinary medicing, pharmacy, architecture, fine arts, commerce, or journalism?

vlves [Ino
6. Isthe property for which the exemption is claimed used exclusively for the purpeses of education?

[/lyes [ ]no

7. List all buildings and other improvements for which exemption is claimed and state the primary and mcxdental use of each. Attach a separate
sheet if necessary. Indicate whether leased or owned.

LOCATIONS PRIMARY USE INCIDENTAL USE
See attached Education Education housing CILEASE [JOWN
[JLEASE [JOWN
[JLEASE [JOWN
[OLEASE [JOWN
CILEASE [JOWN
B CILEASE [JOWN

THIS DOCUMENT IS SUBJESDTD PUBLIC INSPECTION



RECEIVED
FEB 14 20t

BOE-264-AR (P2) REV. 10 {05-12) . SAN FRANCI§CO
_ , Assessor-Recorder’s Office
8. Has any construction commenced and/or been completed on this parcel since 12:01 a.m., January 1 of last year?

YES D NO If YES, please explain:
Miscellaneous repairs and alterations at 2350 Turk Blvd.
Miscellaneous construction, repalrs and alterations at 2130 Fulton Street. Completed seismic retrofitting improvements at 2001 Grove Street.

9. Is the property, or a portion thereof, for which an exemption is claimed a student bookstore that generates unrelated business taxable income
as defined in section 512 of the Internal Revenue Code?

[Jyes [v]no
If YES, a copy of the institution's most recent tax return filed with the Internal Revenue Service must accompany this claim. Property taxes,
as determined by establishing a ratio of the unrelated business taxable income ta the bookstore's gross income, will be levied.

10. Has any of the properly listed above been used for business purposes other than a student bookstore?
[ ]yes NO If YES, please explain;

11. If the business is operated by someone other than the college, attach a capy of the lease or other agreement. Please éxplain:

NIA

12. |s any equipment or other propeity being leased or rented from someone else?

[Mves []wno

If YES, list on a separate sheet the name and address of the owner and the type, make, model, and serial number of the property. If the
property listed Is not used exclusively for educational purposes at the collegiate level, please state the other uses of the property. If real
property, provide the name and address of the owner.

The benefit of a property tax exemptton must inure to the lessee institution. [f taxes paid by the lessor, see section 202.2 of the Revenue and
Taxation Code.

ADDITIONAL REQUIRED DOCUMENTATION

+  Attach a separate page showing the requirements for admission. A current catalog showing the requirements may be
substituted.

«  Attach a separate page, or current catalog, listing the degrees conferred upon the graduates and the requirements for each
- degree.
< Attach a copy of the financial statements (balance sheet and operating statement for the preceding fiscal year.)

Whom should we contact during normal business hours for additional information?

NAME TILE

Dominic L. Daher Directar of Tax
DAYTIME TELEPHONE EMAIL ADDRESS

(415 ) 422-5124 didaher@usfca gdu

} GERTIFICATION ,
| certify {(or deflae} under penalty of perjury und f the ’?J %he State of California that the foregoing and all information hereon, including any

ccompanying statements or ume true, correcl, and complele lo the besl of my knowledge and belief.
SIGNATURE QF{PEEISON MAKING CLAIM ILE
> W ‘ l . /<- W : Director of Tax
NAME OF PERSON MAKING CLAIM DATE
Dominic: L. Daher 1100 *llo |1 L/
. =10 {



RECEILIVED

7rB 1 8 ENTD
University of San Francisco - Properties in the City and County of San Francisco FEB 14 20t
SANFRANCISCO .
Astssvefeoorder's Office
Vol  Block No. .Lot No. Property Location Primary Use Leased
8 1107 9 301 Anza St Student residence Owned’
8 1107 10 303 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 . 11 305 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 12 307 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 13 311 Anza St Student residence * Owned
8 1107 14 313 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 15 315 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 16 317 Anza 5t Student residence Owned
8 1107 17 301 Anza St Student resldence - Owned
8 1107 18 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 19 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 20 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 - 1107 21 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 22 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 23 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 24 301 Anza St Student residence - Owned
8 1107 25 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 i107 26 301 Anza St Student residence . Owned
8 1107 27 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 28 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 29 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 30 ‘301 Anza St ~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 31 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 32 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 33 301 Anza St Student resldence Owned
8 1107 34 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 35 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 36 301 Anza S5t Student residence Owned
8 1107 37 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 38 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 -39 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 40 301 Anza St Student resldence Owned
8 1107 41 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 42 301 Anza St Student residence Owned- .
8 1107 43 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 44 301 Anza St Student reslidence Owned
8 1107 45 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 46 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 47 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 48 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 . 1107 49 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 50 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 51 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 52 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 53 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 54 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 55 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 -56 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
'8 1107 57 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 58 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 59 301 Anza St Student resldence Owned
8 1107 60 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 61 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 62 301 Anza St . Student residence Owned
-8 1107 63 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 64 301 Anza St1901 ~ Student residence Owned
] 1107 65 301 Anza St Student residence Owned



RE

IVED
CEIV R 180

University of San Francisco ~ Properties in the City and County or San FranFEBq 4 2014

A SAN FRAN?

Vol Block No. Lot No. Property Location Primary UseAssessor-Recof ase
8 - 1107 66 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 67 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 68 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 69 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 70 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 -1107 71 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 72 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 73 301 Anza St. Student residence Owned
8 1107 74 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 75 301 Anza St Student residence -Owned
8 1107 76 . 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 77 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 78 301 Anza St Student residence Dwned
8 1107 79 301 Anza St Student resldence ~Owned
8 1107 80 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 81 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 82 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 83 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 84 . 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 85 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 86 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 87 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 88 301 Anza St ‘Student residence Owned
8 1107 89 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 90 301 Anza St Student residence Ownhed
8 1107 91 301 Anza St Student residence Ownhed
8 1107 32 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 93 301 Anza St Student resldence - Owned
8 1107 94 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 95 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 96 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 97 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 © 1107 98 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 89 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 100 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 101 301 Anza St .Student residence - Owned-
8 1107 102 301 Anza St Student resldence Owned
8 1107 103 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 104 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 105 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 106 - 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 107 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 108 301 Anza St Student residence - Owned
8 1107 109 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 110 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 111 301 Anza St Student resldence Owned
8 1107 112 301 Anza St Student resldence Owned
8 1107 113 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 114 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 - 115 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 116 301 Anza St Student residence” Ownhed

- 8 1107 117 301 Anza St Student residence Ownhed
8 1107 118 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 119 301 Anza St~ Student residence Owned
8 1107 120 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 121 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 122 301 Anza St1102 Student residence Owned



University of San Franciscu - Properties in the City and County «. San Francisco FER 1 § ENI'D

Owned or’

Vol  Block No. Lot No. Property Locatlion Primaty Use Leased
8 1107 123 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 124 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 125 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 126 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 127 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 i28 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 129 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 130 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 131 301 Anza St Student residence Owried
8 1107 132 301 Anza St Student residence - Owned
8 1107 133 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 134 301 Anza St Student resldence’ Ownhed
8 1107 135 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 136 301 Anza St Student residence ‘Owhed
8 1107 137 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 138 301 Anza St Student residence. Owned

8 1107 139 301 Anza St Student residence . Owned
8 1107 140 301 Anza St Student residence Owned

- 8 1107 141 301 Anza St Student residence Owned -
8 1107 142 301 Anza 'St Student residence Owned
8 1107 143 301 Anza St Student residence Owned
8 1107 144 301 Anza St Student residence Owned

8 1107 6 2350 Turk Bl Classrooms and Faculty Offices Owned
8 1107 8 2500-2698 Turk Bl Classrooms and Faculty Offices Owned
8 1109 3C 239 Masonic Av Student residence Owned
8 1138 13 186 Stanyan St _ Student residence Owned
8 1144 1 501 Parker Av Negoesco Athletic Stadium Owned
8 1144 001A 284 Stanyan St Faculty/Staff Housing Owned
8 1144 1B 222 Stanyan St Health and Recreation Center Owned
8 1145 3 2130 Fulton St Classrooms and Faculty Offices Owned
8 1146 2 25-27 Chabot Te Faculty/Staff Housing Owned
8 1146 4 35 Chabot Te Faculty/Staff Housing Owned
8 1146 6 47 Chabot Te Faculty/Staff Housing Owned
8 1146 7 53 Chabot Te Faculty/Staff Housing Oowned
8 1147 14 28 Chabot Te Faculty/Staff Housing Owned
8 1147 15 22 Chabot Te Faculty/Staff Housing Owned
8 1147 i6 2745-2747 Turk Bl Facuity/Staff Housing Owned
8 1148 8 59-61 Roselyn Ter Faculty/Staff Housing Owned
8 1170 001 701 Parker Ay #100 Faculty/Staff Housing Leased
8 1173 18 1982 Fulton St Student residence Owned
9 1190 1 2195 Fulton St Classrooms and Facuity Offices Owned
9 1194 001 2001 Grove St #2 Faculty/Staff Housing Leased
9 1194 001 2001 Grove St #8 Faculty/Staff Houslng Leased
23 3548 035 1855 Mission St Storage Facillty Used to Store  Leased

‘ Campus Supplles :
Business Property Account #034441-001
FER 14 20W
Asi@s?oERecorder s Qffice
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UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO

REAL PROPERTY/ EQUI.PMENT LEASED OR RENTED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO

EQUIPMENT QUANTITY ~ COMPANY
Model #MSPS 1 Pitney Bowes Global Financial
Serial #0003850 1305 Executive Bivd Ste 200
Chesapeake, VA 23323
Mode] #MSF1 1 Pitney Bowes Global Financial
Serical #0004943 1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200
Chesapeake, VA 23323
Madel #1W00 1 Pitney Bowes Global Financial
Seral #1370515 1305 Executive Bivd Ste 200
Chesapeake, VA 23323 .
Model #MSF1 1 Pitney Bowes Global Financial
Serical #0001770 1305 Executive Bivd Ste 200
‘ Chesapeake, VA 23323
Model #MPR1 i Pithey Bowes Global Financlal

Serical #0005450

Model #1W00
Serlcal #1370552

REAL PROPERTY

490 6th Avenue
San Francisco, CA

701 Parker Avenue #100
San Francisco, CA

2001 Grove Street #2
San Francisco, CA

2001 Grove Street #8
San Francisco, CA

1855 Misslon Street
San Francisco, CA

920 Mason Street
San Francisco, CA

281 Masonic Ave.
San Francisco, CA

Attachment to San Francisco
Claim for Exemption

Attachment 1

1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200
Chesapeake, VA 23323

Pitney Bowes Global Financial
1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200
Chesapeake, VA 23323

OWNER :

Kaiser Foundation Hospltals
1800 Harrison-Street, 19th Floor
Oakland, CA 94612-3466

Gordon Clifford Realty Inc,
1572 Union Street .
San Francisco, CA 94123-4505

Washington Street Property
152 6th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94118-1326

Washington Street Property

152 6th Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94118-1326

ATM Investments
1135 Trinity Dr
Menlo Park, CA 94025-6646

The Presidio Trust

C/0 Cbh Richard Eilis Inc

PO Box 29546

San Francisco, CA 94129-0546

Sisters of the Presentation

2340 Turk Blvd
San Francisco, CA 94118-4340

1104

RECEIVED
FEB 14 201

cisCco
Agé\s‘;‘oswder’s Office



FROM:

Mary Miles, Attorney at Law (SB #230395)
364 Page St., #36

San Francisco, CA 94102

(415) 863-2310

TO:

Chair Malia Cohen, Jane Kim, Scott Wiener, Members, and Andrea Ausberry, Clerk of the
San Francisco Board of Supervisors Land Use and Transportation Committee ("LUC")
Legislative Chamber, Room 244, City Hall ‘

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

DATE: September 28, 2015

RE: Public Comment: LUC Meeting of September 28, 2015, Agenda item 2 [File No. 150790
Establishing a New Citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee ("TSF™)]

This letter is public comment opposing adoption of the proposed ordinance legislating a
"Transportation Sustainability Fee" ("the Project"). Please distribute this letter to Members of
the Land Use and Transportation Committee and place a copy in all applicable files on the
Project. The proposed ordinance should be rejected for the following reasons, along with those
described in my previous comments.

1. The TSF Is a Project Under CEQA and NEPA.

V The proposed legislation incorrectly concludes that the TSF is not a "project" under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA, Pub. Res. Code ["PRC"] §21000 ef seq.; 14 Cal.
Code Regs. ["Guidelines"] §15378(b)(4) ["The creation of government funding mechanisms or
other government fiscal activities which do not involve any commitment to any specific project
which may result in a potentially significant physical impact on the environment"]. )

The proposed TSF does not fall within an exception in Guidelines §15378(b)(4), because
it is targeted toward specific projects and categories of projects in San Francisco ("City"), and
proposes using funding for selected neighborhood projects and grandfathering other specific
projects already approved. In fact, the proposed TSF is a project under Guidelines §15378(a),
since it proposes to partially "mitigate" the admitted transportation impacts of City's deregulated
overdevelopment. (Ibid.; California Native Plant Society v. County of El Dorado ["CNPS"]
(2009) 170 Cal.App.4th 1026, 1030, 1049 [fee mitigation program must "pass CEQA muster"];
and 1055 ["must be tied to a functioning mitigation program"]; Center for Sierra Nevada
Conservation v. County of El Dorado (2012) 202 Cal.App.4th 1156, 1180 [fee program must be
reviewed under CEQA].)

. The Project clearly has a potential for resulting in n either a direct physical change in the
environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment and is an
activity directly undertaken by a public agency, since it proposes physical changes to City streets
that will increase traffic congestion, lessen roadway capacity. The Project will clearly have
significant impacts on traffic, transit, parking, air quality, and land use by collecting a
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"mitigation fee" from developers to fund projects that increase traffic congestion and eliminate

parking. Since the proposed fee does not mitigate the fransportation and other impacts of

unregulated development throughout the City, it violates both CEQA and the National

Environmental Policy Act ("NEPA"). (Ibid,, and, e.g., City of San Diego v. Board of Trustees of
the California State University ["City of San Diego"] (2015) 61 Cal.4th 945.)

2. The Project Violates the Requirements of Nollan/Dolan and Ehrlich.

The Project also violates the nexus and rough proportionality requirements of the
California and United States Constitutions set out in Nollan v. California Coastal Commission
(1987) ["Nollan"] 483 U.S. 825; Dolan v. City of Tigard ["Dolan"] (1994) 512 U.S. 374; and
Ehrlich v. City of Culver City ["Ehrlich"[(1996) 12 Cal.4th 854.)

The Project proposes imposing a selective development fee generating $1.2 billion over
30 years, including $430 million in "net new revenue," plus "an additional $14 million a year in
revenue." (9/10/15 "Planning Commission Executive Summary," p. 11.) The Project is not
applied with an even hand to all developments, since it exempts some pro;ects requires
additional fees from developments within areas with "community plans," and proposes spending
the fees collected in different proportions in various areas. (Proposed Ordinance §§411.4,
411A.3,411A.5,411A.64, 411A.6B, 411A.7; "San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee
(TSF) Nexus Study," May 2015 ["Nexus Study"], p. 12-13.)

The $1.2 billion development fee imposed on residential projects and other developments
citywide would be spent on "transit," including the Geary Boulevard Bus Rapid Transit ("BRT")
project and other BRT projects , and the "Complete Streets (Bicycle and Pedestrian
Improvements)" of the Municipal Transportation Agency ("MTA") (Nexus Study, p.32-35, 57,
60-66), an open-ended menu of selected anti-car projects designed to eliminate traffic lanes and
parking, and create physical obstructions to vehicle travel on City streets. (Id.)

Here, not a penny of the spending of the TSF millions is proposed to mitigate the real.
impacts of City's deregulated overdevelopment. Instead, City proposes another windfall to the
MTA for more of the same projects that do nothing to mitigate the obvious transportation ‘
impacts of growth and development on City streets and the air quality, GHG, and noise impacts
of increased congestion.

The Project also unlawfully eliminates accoum‘mg requirements for the additional
developer fees in areas with "community plans" such as City's "Market-Octavia Plan" project,
which includes the "Van Ness Downtown Residential SUD." It does not do away with the
development fees legislated with those projects but adds the TSF as an additional fee.
(Ordinance, §§411A.3, 421.7,422 - 424.1; see, e.g., CNPS, supra, 170 Cal.App.4th at p.1050;
Gov. Code §66006. City would thus require no accounting of developer fees collected for the
deregulated, uncontrolled development of the Market-Octavia Plan area, even though that project
has led to 24-hour congestion and peak hour gridlock on Octavia Boulevard, freeway ingress and
egress, and many neighborhood streets. The Market-Octavia development "mitigation" fee did
nothing to mitigate the transportation impacts from the Market-Octavia Plan, and none of the
required annual or five-year reports has shed light on money collected or spent from that fee.

3. The Transportation Sustainability Program (""TSP") of which the TSF Is Part, Proposes
Eliminating Analysis and Mitigation of Transportation Impacts

The TSF Project is part of the greater Transportation Sustainability Program ("T'SP"),
which proposes eliminating the critical need to analyze and mitigate the significant
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' transportation, air quality, noise, land use, and other impacts from unregulated development
under CEQA. Thus the TSF's claimed purpose of collecting fees to mitigate transportation
impacts is a sham and contradicts City's purported goal of such mitigation, since it actually plans
on exempting itself from mitigating the transportation impacts of City's runaway growth and
development.

According to the September 10, 2015 Planning Commission "Executive Summary
("ES") and the "Transportation Sustainability Fee: Economic Feasibility Study, Spring 2015"
("EFS™), the TSP proposes replacing the Level of Service (LOS) analysis of transportation
impacts with a Vehicle Miles Traveled ("VMT") methodology. That action would effectively
exempt San Francisco from all analysis and mitigation of transportation impacts, since VMT on
projects in San Francisco would be less than a "regional average" arbitrarily set-as the standard
for a significant transportation impact under the proposed VMT methodology. (EFS, pp.19-20) !

By eliminating analysis and mitigation of transportation impacts of all development in
the City, the TSP would also unlawfully insulate City from analyzing the cumulative
transportation impacts of development projects that generate commuter and other traffic to and
from areas outside the City. Since the larger TSP involves the proposed elimination of effective
standards for measuring transportation impacts, it violates CEQA and NEPA. (See also, this
commenter's September 10, 2015 Public Comment to the Planning Commission, which is
missing from the packet transmitted to this Committee.)

The proposed changes to the CEQA Guidelines have not yet been approved at the state
level, and the TSF thus proceeds based on unsupported speculation that the CEQA Guidelines
may someday authorize the TSP and its proposed exemption of all projects from CEQA. The
City does not have authority to change CEQA's requirements. Further, City may not retroactively
apply amendments of the CEQA Guidelines to residential development projects with
development or environmental review applications filed before the effective date of the
" ordinance (e.g., proposed Ordinance §411A.3(d -f)), or to any other project not previously
authorized by a state amendment to the CEQA Guidelines. (Guidelines, §15007 ["Amendments
to the guidelines apply prospectlvely only."].)

By segregating the TSF from other features of the TSP, especially the VMT strategy, City
hopes to escape the requirements of Nollan, Dolan, Ehrlich, CEQA, and NEPA, but it cannot:

!'In the larger TSP, City proposes to substitute a VMT methodology for the standard Level of Service
("LOS") methodology for measuring traffic impacts of private development and its own projects. Even if
such authority existed, analyzing only a project's VMT would result in a piecemealed and evasive
analysis that completely ignores a project's cumulative transportation impacts when combined with other
projects. Public transportation projects would also be improperly exempted from environmental review,

 since they would not generate any VMT, regardless of how much congestion they cause, including "road
diets," traffic lane and parking elimination, "bicycle improvements," "pedestrian improvements," BRT's,
and other public projects with significant impacts on traffic, transit, parking, air quality, and noise. Not
coincidentally, the TSF proposes to fund such projects without CEQA review, even though they are
already lavishly funded. While San Francisco proposes to abnegate its greater regional responsibility by
ignoring cumulative impacts, it may not lawfully do so under CEQA and NEPA. Further, CEQA's
statutory revision at PRC §21099 on which Cily relies does not excuse City from accurately analyzing
transportation impacts and indeed reinforces CEQA's requlrements to analyze and mitigate transportation
impacts, including the impacts of congestion on air quality, noise, safety, "or any other impact associated
with transportation." City's scheme thus plainly fails to comply with CEQA's provision that it claims
supports its strategy. (See also, e.g., Cal. Gov. Code §11342.2.)
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The proposed legislation before you>is not reasonably related to the actual transportation impacts
or mitigation of transportation impacts from development and does not comply with the
requirements of Nollan, Dolan, and Ehrlich.

4. The MTA's TDM Program Excludes the Vast Majority of Travelers Who Travel by Car

Public agencies have a duty under both CEQA and NEPA to avoid or minimize
environmental damage, not cause more of it. (e.g., Guidelines, §15021.)

Here, "[f]ee revenues would be collected by the Planning Department and then routed to
the SFMTA to be allocated through an interagency process that will be outlined in a
Memorandum of Understanding, currently being developed." (9/10/15 Planning Commission ES,
p.12.) The proposed "key" expenditures are described as "Transit capital and operational
investments (Central Subway, Muni Forward, Bus Rapid Transit Projects, etc.)"; "Bicycle
infrastructure (protected lanes, parking, etc.)"; and "Pedestrian safety (Vision Zero, Walk First,
etc.)." (Id., p.2.) '

Under the proposal adopted by the MTA Board on September 1, 2015, the TSF, which is
suddenly shifted to the "Transportation Demand Management" ["TDM"] Program, proposes
allowing developers to choose from a menu of "TDM options" when "designing their projects.”
(9/1/15 MTA Board Packet, p.5.) Someone not identified would then quantify the "efficacy or
effectiveness of some these [sic] options at different locations in San Francisco." (Id) Someone
also not identified would then determine "that developers are implementing the measure they
committed to and the program is effective.” (/d.)

" The "menu options" would include such ineffective measures as "Subsidize Transit
Passes," "Subsidize Bike Share or Car Share Membership," "Hire TDM Coordinator," "Shuttle or
Vanpool Service," Reduce On-site Parking Supply," "Provide Delivery Service," "Sponsor Bike-
" share Stations," "Commute Reduction Programs," and "Charge for Parking/Parking Pricing."
(9/1/15 MTA Board Packet, p.5.) The 9/1/15 MTA Board packet admits that the city is still
"working on the technical details of the program, including quantifying the efficacy of some of
the above-listed measures." (Id.)

The TSF should not be approved without quantifying the efficacy of all of the proposed
measures, and without those "technical details" about that "efficacy" of all of the proposed
"measures," since such approval would violate both CEQA and NEPA. City may not use alleged |
mitigation measures to exempt itself from CEQA. Moreover, the measures described for
mitigating significant impacts must be effective and enforceable, with those features supported
by substantial evidence.

Further, City may not selectively allocate public funding for bicycle and other projects
that benefit only a small percentage of travelers using existing infrastructure, since such funding
would not satisfy CEQA, NEPA, or the California and United States Constitutions. (Nollan,
supra, 483 U.S. 825; Dolan, supra, 512 U.S. 374; Ehrlich, supra, 12 Cal.4th 854.)

5. The TSF May Not Selectively Use Developer Fee Revenue, or Ignore Mitigating
Transportation Impacts on the Vast Majority of City Travelers and Infrastructure Users
CEQA limits any agency applying fees to the nexus and rough proportionality
requirements of the California and United States Constitutions. (Guidelines §15041; Nollan,
supra, 483 U.S. 825; Dolan, supra, 512 U.S. 374; Ehrlich, supra, 12 Cal.4th 854.) The TSE
clearly does not comply with these requirements, since City's proposed fees do not meet the
nexus and rough proportionality requirements that apply to any developer fee imposed to
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mitigate the impacts of development, including those purportedly to remedy transportation
impacts caused by development in the City. (Nollan, supra, 483 U.S. 825; Dolan, supra, 512
U.S. 374; Ehrlich, supra, 12 Cal.4th at pp. 865, 874-885, 899-901, 907, 912; San Remo Hotel v.
City and County of San Francisco (2002) 27 Cal.4th 643, 671; Koontz v. St. Johns River Water
Mgmit. Dist. (2013) 133 S.Ct. 2586; California Building Industry Assn. v. City of San Jose (2015)
61 Cal.4th 435, 458 [under Koontz, the Nollan-Dolan test applies not only when the government
conditions approval of a land use permit on the property owner's dedication of a portion of the
property for public use but also when it conditions approval of such a permit on the owner's
payment of money.).)

The proposed uses of the TSF fees are not rationally related to the transportation 1mpacts
from development, and they are disproportionate to those impacts. For example, no mitigation is
proposed for impacts on traffic for those who use the mode of travel chosen by the vast majority
of City commuters, residents, and travelers, the automobile. Instead, the TSF Project proposes
using its fees to degrade traffic and vehicle travel or to force people to not travel by car, The
fees also bear.no rational relation to mitigating air quality impacts, since they instead propose
increasing congestion, thus also degrading air quality and increasing GHG impacts. There is no
evidence of any impacts on bicycling from development; yet millions are proposed to "mitigate"
such nonexistent impacts. (Home Builders Assn. of Tulare/Kings Counties, Inc. v. City of
Lemoore (2010) 185 Cal.App.4th 554, 572 [invalidating fees imposed as not reasonably related
 to 1mpacts of development.)

6. No Evidence Supports More Funding for MTA's Irresponsible and Unaccountable
Performance

The MTA has never met the transit performance measures legislated in the Proposmon A
(November, 1999) Charter Amendment as a condition of giving that agency complete control of
transportation in San Francisco. In spite of the billions it has recently received in bonds and
other funding, the MTA cannot live up to its own standards for transit, much less accommodate
the needs of another 100,000 or more new residents invited to reside and commute to and from
San Francisco by City's unregulated development. Indeed, the MTA recently announced that it
needed another $123 billion just to keep buses running. The TSF contains #o mention of
repairing or improving the City's third-world pitted streets for the more than two million daily
drivers. Again, not a penny of the TSF before you is proposed to improve conditions or mitigate
impacts of increased traffic from development on the vast miajority of travelers. (Nollan, supra,
483 U.S. 825; Dolan, supra, 512 U.S. 374; Ehrlich, supra, 12 Cal.4th 854.)

City's unsupported fantasy that pouring more money into the MTA trough for bicycle and
pedestrian "improvements" that hinder and obstruct motorized traffic will motivate people to
abandon cars has proven futile for the entire 44 years of City's "Transit First" rhetoric.
According to City's own data and the United States census, the vast majority of travelers still use
automobiles as their preferred mode of travel in San Francisco and the greater Bay Area and will
continue to do so. (Nollan, supra, 483 U.S. 825; Dolan, supra, 512 U.S. 374; Ehrlich, 12
Cal.4th 854.)

The City's deregulation of residential development is transforming San Francisco into an
overcrowded bedroom community for tech industries with those employees often commuting 50
miles or more daily to live in unregulated, densified residential structures in overdeveloped areas
of the City. At the same time, employment hubs in overdeveloped downtown, Civic Center,
mid-Market, and other areas generate massively increased commuter traffic and transit use.
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Even though the Project Nexus Study acknowledges some of the real transportation impacts of
. City's unregulated development, the TSF-does nothing to actually mitigate those impacts.

The duty of the Board of Supervisors and this committee is to serve the public, meaning all of
the public, including the majority of travelers who use automobiles, not just small, special
interest groups like bicyclists who comprise less than four percent of San Francisco travelers.

The TSF is of regional and statewide importance, since it will significantly affect traffic
throughout the City and the region.

The proposed legislation sﬁou]d be rejected.

~ Mary Miles
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Evans, Derek

rom:
sent:
To:
Subject:

Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Monday, October 05, 2015 10:37 AM

BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS); Young, Victor; Evans, Derek
FW: File No 150790 - Support for higher Transportation Sustainability Fee

From: Pd Pd [mailto:pdpd71@netscape.net]

Sent: Friday, October 02, 2015 9:06 PM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>

Subject: re: File No 150790 - Support for higher Transportation Sustainability Fee

1 am a lifelong Bernal Heights, San Francisco resident and | support the Transportation Sustainability Fee.

Peter DiStefano
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Evans, Derek

From: ' Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Sent: Monday, October 05, 2015 10:41 AM

To: Young, Victor; Evans Derek; Somera, Alisa (BOS) ’

Subject: FW: File No 150790/Agenda item 3 10/5/15 - Support for higher Transportation Sustainability .
Fee

From Alice Rogers [mailto: arcomnsf@pacbell net]

Sent: Sunday, October 04, 2015 4:01 PM

To: Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane kim@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott <scott. wnener@sfgov org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS)
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>

Cc: Yadegar, Danny (BOS) <danny.yadegar@sfgov.org>; Nicole Ferrara <n1cole@walksf org>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>

Subject: re: File No 150790/Agenda Item 3 10/5/15 - Support for higher Transportation Sustainability Fee

Honorable Supervisdrs Wiener, Kim and Cohen comprising the Land Use and Transportation Committee,

Please, please do not repeat the short-sighted thinking of your predecessors by kicking transportation and
safer street funding down the road for some future generation to grapple with. Your own City staff has
acknowledged decades of insufficient transportation infrastructure funding leading to the current $6 billion
deficit and a transit and street system completely unable to support current density and planned growth.

I ask you to support the maximum politically feasible transportation fee increase, and in no circumstance
less than the 33% rate requested by the consortium of transit/pedestrian/bicycle/affordable housing advocates
who have addressed their very considered recommendations to committees and commissions throughout the
hearings on this issue. Anything less, including the staff recommendations and the sponsors’ draft language is
woefully inadequate and simply maintains the status quo on the streets.

Further, the legislation must be more nuanced. .Please support the recommendations as proposed by Walk San
Francisco and their fellow advocates which include:

e Development must pay for a greater share of its impacts on the transportation system (with tiering
so smaller, lower profit projects pay less than larger, high-profit projects); currently, developers pay for
no more than 25% of their impacts on the transportation system. '

« Parking must be included in gross square footage calculations for the TSF; currently, developers pay
impacts based on the square footage of buildings, but parking space is not included.

Discounts must be reduced to 25% for any project early in the application process (i.e., those
which submittéd initial paperwork after July 1, 2014); current projects -- whether one-day or four-years
into the process -- get a 50% discount on their fees.

Your transit-oriented planning and density increases are death-traps in the making if the
existing DPH-documented air quality hot spots are not radically diminished as a result of
effectively shifting commuters to transit, bike and pedestrian modes. Money, not '
rhetoric, will speed the change.

Sincerely,
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Alice Rogers
Ali;:.é Rogers
10 South Park St
Studio 2
- San Francisco, CA 94107
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Your@, Victor

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Sent: Monday, September 21, 2015 10:28 AM

To: BOS-Supervisors; Ausberry, Andrea; Young, Victor

Subject: FW: SFBOS Land Use - Sept. 21, 2015- ITEM #3 - 150790 [Planning Code - Establishing a

New Citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee]

From : Aaron Goodman [mallto amgodman@yahoo com]

Sent: Sunday, September 20, 2015 3:23 PM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>

Cc: Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS)

<jane.kim@sfgov.org>

Subject: SFBOS Land Use - Sept. 21, 2015- ITEM #3 - 150790 [Planning Code - Establishing a New Cltyw1de Transportatlon
Sustainability Fee]

ITEM # 3 - 150790 [Planning Code - Establishing a New Citywide Transportation Sustamablllty Fee]
SF BOS Land Use Committee
Sept. 21st, 2015

Land-Use Committee / cc:SFBOS

Once again the public agencies have the opportunity to stand up and take action on the issue of taxation of
Housing Development, Business Development, and Institutional Growth.

The question is whether our publicly elected figures can stand up or just follow the leader.

The consistent back-up of traffic, overcrowded muni bus and trains, dilapidated stations, and lacking intermodal
design and connectivity between systems shows a serious failure to plan for the future up front.

I watched from behind a 28 sunset bus, as the driver with a loaded bus skipped multiple stops not picking up
large groups of passengers mainly kids and seniors trying to board. I see daily increased housing development
mostly market rate cramming in, along with tech companies, but little improvement in surrounding stations, and
neighborhoods to alleviate the traffic issues daily.

The articles below also denote very well the issues of lacking taxation, prior and currently in regards to
development.

We are letting big developers and institutions, banks and private interests too much and not looking for the
public's best interests.

Please stand up and ensure that money is not funneled into private interests at the expense of our outer
neighborhoods, and ensure that transit upgrades, improved facilities, and connectivity is the mantra through

proper taxation at a minimum 50% above what the Planning Commissioner's approved

As a member of the public who sees the current imbalance of spendmg it becomes critical to solve the problems
now environmentally and not 20 years down the road.

Your riding MUNI was only a pre-view of the conditions we all will face unless adequate action and resolve is
taken to tax market rate housing, institutional growth, and business interests equitably.
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Sincerely

La:rOﬁ Goodman
D11 Resident
BPSCAC - Seat 8

http://www.sfexaminer.com/new-muni-changes-may-leave-lake-merced-residents-stranded/

http://www.sfexaminer.com/making-up-for-a-lost-generation-of-muni-improvements/

http://www.48hills.org/2015/09/11/when-is-growth-too-expensive/

http://www.48hills.org/2015/09/08/a-new-subway-system-in-sf-brilliant-now-who-pays/
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TSF Amendments

. Eliminate area plan exemption

Eliminate hospital exemption
Create a two-tiered structure for the overall TSF
e Residential:
e 21-99 units: keep fee at $7.74/square foot (25% of the nexus)
e 100+ units: raise fee to $8.74/square foot (28% of the nexus) ;a5 2’
e Non-residential:
e 800-99,999 GSF: raise fee $3 to $21.04/sq.ft. (24% of the nexus)
e 100,000+ GSF: raise fee $6 to $24.04/sq.ft. (27% ofthe nexus)
Tiered grandfathering residential
e Projects submitted before 7/1/14 would pay 50% of the TSF.
e Projects submitted after 7/1/14 would pay 75% of the TSF.
e Projects submitted after 7/21/15 (date the TSF ordmance was introduced)
would pay 100% of the TSF.
Tiered grandfathering non-residential
e Projects submitted before 7/1/14 would pay 50% of the dlfference between
the TIDF and the TSF.
e Projects submitted after 7/1/14 would pay 75% of the dlfference between
the TIDF and TSF.
e Projects submitted after 7/21/15 would pay the full TSF.
Study Geographic-Based Fee Structure
e Direct the Planning Department and the Controller to study the feasibility of
making impact fees variable based on the economic feasibility of different
" areas of town.
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Amendment by Supervisor Wiener

File #150790

Agenda Item #3

Planning Code — Establishing a New Citywide TSF

Increase TSF rate.

Page 11, line 1

SEC. 4114.5. TSF SCHEDULE.

. Development Projects subject to the TSF shall pay the following fees, as adjusted

annually in accordance with Planning Code Sectiori 409(b).

Table 411A.5. TSF Schedule

Land Use Categories ‘ ' ISF Per Gross Square Foot
Qf Development Project

Residential,_up to 99 S [ e | S

Residential, 100 units or more $8.74

Non-Residential, up to 99,999 gross square | § 18.04

feet

Non-Residential, 99,999 gross square feet 19.04

or more |

Production, Distribution and Repair 3761
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Amendment by Supervisor Wiener

File #150790

Agenda Item #3

Planning Code — Establishing a New Citywide TSF

Amend the grandfathering for residential to require 100% TSF for projects filed after July 21,
2015. :

Page 8, line 19

(2) Projects that have filed a Development Application or environmental review

application on or before the-effective-date-of this-Section_July 21, 2015, but and have not

received approval of any such application, shall be subject to the TSF as follows:

A4) Residential Uses subject to the TSF shall pay 50% of the

applicable residential TSF rate, as well as any other applicable fees.

(B) The Non-residential or PDR portion of any project shall be

subject to the TIDF and pay the applicable TIDF rate per Planning Code Sections 411.3(e) and

i

409, as well as any other applicable fees.

(3) __Projects that have filed a Development Application or
environmental review apbplication after July 21, 2015, and have not received approval of
any such application, shall be subject to the TSF as follows:

(A) Residential Uses subject to the TSF shall pay 100% of the
applicable residential TSF rate, as well as any other applicable fees. ‘

(B) The Non-residential or PDR portion of any project shall be
( subject to the TIDF and pay the :agglicable TIDF rate per Planning Code Sections
411.3(e) and 409, as well as any other applicable fees.

. (fe)  Effect of ISF on TIDF and Development Subject to TIDF.

() The provisions of this Section 4114 are intended to supersede the

provisions of Section 411 et seq. as to new development in the City as of the effective date of
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Section 4114, except as stated below. The provisions of Section 411 et seq. are hereby

suspended, with the following exceptions.:

(4) Section 411 et seq. shall remain operative and effective with

respect to any Redevelopment Plan, Development Agreement, Interagency Cooperation

Agreement, or any other agreement entered into by the City, the former Redevelopment Agency

or the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency, that is valid and effective on the effective

date of Section 4114, and that by its terms would preclude the application of Sectioﬁ 4114, and

instead allow for the application of Section 411 et seq.

' (B) Section 411 et seq. shall remain operative and effective with

respect to Development Projects that are in the approval process as of the effective date of

Section 4114, and for which the TIDF is imposed as set forth in Section 4114.3(ed).

(C)  Section 411 et seq. shall remain operative and effective with

respect to imposition and collection of the TIDF for any new development for which a

Development Application was approved prior to the effective date of Section 4114, and for

which TIDF has not been paid.

2) Notwithstanding subsection (fe)(1) above, if the City Attorney certifies in

writing to the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors that a court has determined that the provisions

of Section 4114 are invalid or unenforceable in whole or substantial part, the provisions of

Section 411 shall no longer be suspended and shall become operative as of the effective date of

the court ruling. In that event, the City Attorney shall cause to be printed appropriate notations

in the Planning Code indicating that the provisions of Section 4114 are suspended, and the

provisions of Section 411 are no longer suspended,

(3) The City Attorney’s certification referenced in subsection (fe)(2) above shall

be superseded if the City Attorney thereafter certifies in writing to the Clerk of the Board of

- Supervisors that the provisions of Section 4114 are valid and enforceable in whole or in

substantial part because the court decision referenced in subsection (fe)(2) has been reversed,

overturned, invalidated, or otherwise rendered inoperative with respect to Section 4114. In that
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event, the provisions of Section 4114 shall no longer be suspended and shall become operative

as of the date the court decision no longer governs, and the provisions of Section 411 shall be

suspended except as specified in Section 4114. Further, the City Attorney shall cause to be

printed appropriate notations in the Planning Code indicating the same.
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Amendment by Supervisor Wiener

File #150790

Agenda Item #3

Planning Code — Establishing a New Citywide TSF

Exempt all non-profit post-secondary educational institutions from TSF

Page 6, line 18

(4) _The TSF shall not apply to any portion of a project located on a

pr@érty or portion of a property that will be exempt from real property taxation or possessory

interest taxation under Califdrnia Constitution, Article XIII, Section 4; as implemented by

| California Revenue and Taxation Code Section 214. Howeverany-Pest-Secondary

€ ala - O a ran - 0 ata g - L) - alala - ate
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Amendment by Supervisor Wiener
File #150790

Agenda Item #3
Planning Code — Establishing a New CltyWIde TSF

Increase frequency of economic feasibility study from every 5 years to every 3 years.

Page 13, line 14

SEC. 4114.8. ENE. THREE YEAR REVIEW OF ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY
STUDY. "

Every five th ree years, or sooner if requested by the Mayor, the Planning

Commission, or the Board of Supervisors, the SFMTA shall update the TSF Economic

Feasibility Study. This update shall analyze the impact of the TSF on the feasibility of

" development, throughout the City. This update shall be in addition to the five-year evaluation of

all development fees mandated by Section 410 of this Code.
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File #15079
- Agenda Ite l #3
Planning Code — Establishing a New Citywide TSF

Amendmen‘ﬁby Supervisor Cohen } . W

Increasing PDR exemption from 800gsf to 1500gsf

Page 5, line |3

4 New construction of a PDR use in excess of 1,500 gross square

feet, or additions of 1,500 square feet or more to an existing PDR use: or

(45) Change or Replacement of Use, such that the ‘rate charged for the new use

is higher than the rate charged for the existing use, regardless of whether the existing use

previously DJJid the TSF or TIDF.
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Amendment by Supervisor Cohen

File #150790

Agenda Item #3
Planning Code — Establishing a New Citywide TSF

Remove area plan residential TSF fee credit

Page 8, line B

(ed)

Application bf the TSF to Projects in the Approval Process at the Effective Date

of Section 4]

at the effectiy

1A. The TSF shall apply to Developfnent Projects that are in the approval process

ve date of Section 4114, except as modified below:
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URGENT FUNDING NEED

TRANSPORTATION TASK FORCE 2030

Facilities Vision Bicycle Strategy SF Area Plans SF County
S o Transportation
. : R : ‘ api 1 Plan
EXISTING PLANS/ Ped Stfategy , lMum FIeej: Plan SF Capital Plan |

PROJECTS/POLICIES g
/ : MTA Capital Plan ' MTA Strategic Plan Regional Trasportation Growth

f"} ADA Plan :, - TEP -Neighborhood Transportation Plans

“$37BILLION N |
EXISTING FUNDING|
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' INVESTMENT PRIORITIES

TRANSPORTATION TASK FORCE 2030

MAINTAIN THE

Focus of new revenue
sources requiring voter

approval — existing

residents invest in
maintaining the core
system

Focus of the
Transportation
Sustainability Fee -
Developers pay their fair
share for transportation
impacts from new trips
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PROPOSED TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABIL!TY
FEE |

e Citywide transpoﬁamn fee to ensure that new
- development pays ils fa ir Sha?e for mpamts on xh@
transportation system

. Repﬁaces ex:zsfmg Ci tywade Transit Impact Devempmem
Fee (TIDF) and expands applicability to include market-
rate residential development and @er&a n large -

mstutuhoﬂs

* No change to status quo for nonprofiis

“Exemptions apply
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NEXUS & ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY STUDIES

The fee proposal was crafted to strike a balance
between two technical studies:

» TSF Nexus Study: Analyzed the total cost to the City of
providing transportation infrastructure o serve the
“demand qenemﬁed by new growth.

» TSF Economic %’:@agmaéa ty Smuﬁdy: Evaluated how high
 fees could be set without making new development
projects too costly to bui &d | :
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'PROPOSED FEE APPLICABILITY

) B
A A T
Fo% B §
AW,
»

 Most non-residential development (generally
same as existing Transit Impact Development
Fee) o |

* Market-rate residential development creating
21 or more units ' N

» Large non-profit private universities with
Institutional Master Plan
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PROPOSED FEE EXEMPTIONS
Does not apply fo:

* Deed- restr cted affor dab e units (80% Mw ) & "E@@% middle-
income housing (150% AMI) projects » |

» ‘Required inclusionary units are not exempt
. ‘Resédemiaﬂ development creating 20 or fewer units

* Small busi ness changes of use (<5, @@@ sf), except formula
retail | | |

» Nonprofits (same rules as existing “HDF except for large non
profit private universiti e%‘) -

» Nonprofit hospitals continue 1o be exe mpt. The Board of Superviscors
may vote to apply TSF when California’s Seismic dmty Law
~ fequaremenm are exhaus‘m—zd (currerntly 2030).
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PROJECTS IN THE PIPELINE — PROPOSED

« Projects with Planning entitlements: would not

pay TSF, ébuﬁwmuid pay existing TIDr (which does
not apply to residential) |

* Residential projects with development

ag@m‘émﬁ@m submitted: would pay 50% of TSF

- Non-residential projects with development
applications swbma‘@i%@@ would pay existing TIDF
rates |
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EXPENDITURE PLAN: OUTCOMES

Over $400mn in NEW transportation funding over 30 years

* More Muni buses and trains

Faster and more reliable local transit

* Roomier and faster regional transit (e.g. BART, Caltrain)

-

Safer walking and bicycling

8ELL
°
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" OUTREACH TO AFFECTED STAKEHOLDER!

o Community Advisory Committees
* Small businesses

« Development community

Transportation advocates

Housing advocates

Boards and Commissions
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BOARD & COMM!SSION RECOMMENDATIONS

SFMTA Board and Small Business Commission: unanimousy
recommend approval

Planning Commission: unani "‘nmusiy recommend approval wth

the following amendmenis for the Board to consider:

» Apply a 50% grandfathering discount to projects with Planning applications
prior to July 1, 2014 25% discount for projects with applications after this
date | o ,

. Exempt post-secondary institutions fron Mh@ fee

+ Remove the fee exemption for hospitals

« Consider graduated fee rates up to 33% of nexus, based on project |
feasibility and/or remove the area plan fee credit

* Require an updated feasibility study every 3 year s or as iequested by
Mayor, Board, or Planning Commission
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TSF Amendments

. Eliminate area plan exemption
. Eliminate hospital exemption

. Create a three-tiered structure for the overall TSF
e Residential: :
e 21-50 units: $7.74/square foot (25% of the nexus)
e 51-99 units: $8.98/square foot (29% of the nexus)
e 100+ units: $10.21/square foot (33% of the nexus)
" Non-residential:
o 800-39,999 GSF: $21.86 /square foot (25% of the nexus)
e 40,000-99,999 GSF: $25.36/square foot (29% of the nexus)
e 100,000+ GSF: $28.85/square foot (33% of the nexus)

. Tiered grandfathering residential 4
e Projects submitted before 7/1/14 would pay 50% of the TSF.
e Projects submitted after 7/1/14 would pay 75% of the TSF.

. Tiered grandfathering non-residential
e Projects submitted before 7/1/14 would pay 50% of the difference between
the TIDF and the TSF.

e Projects submitted after 7/1/14 would pay 75% of the difference between
the TIDF and TSF.

. Study Geographic-Based Fee Structure

e Direct the Planning Department and the Controller to study the feasibility of
making impact fees variable based on the economic feasibility of different
areas of town.
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Total Per Unit

357,887 400
Land
All Parcels at $175k/door 70,000,000 175,000

- Total Land © 70,000,000 175,000

Hard Construction Costs
Estimated Based on Current Market Conditions 166,000,000 415,000
Total Hard Costs 166,000,000 415,000
Soft Costs
A&E 6,640,000 16,600
Insurance 4,150,000 10,375
Construction Interest 9,130,000 22,825
Soft Costs - Other 14,940,000 37,350
Total Soft Costs (excludes Government Fees) 34,860,000 87,150
Planning Fees
Planning Department 800,000 2,000
DBI Fees 2,100,000 5,250
Escalation 290,000 725
Total Planning Fees 3,190,000 7,975
Impact Fees
Downtown C-3 Artwork 1,660,000 4,150
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program 25,349,768 63,374
Market & Octavia Community Infrastructure Impact Fee 3,908,122 9,770
Market & Octavia Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee 3,127,929 7,820
School Impact Fee 910,403 2,276
Wastewater Capacity Charge (old method) 394,280 986
Water Capacity Charge (old method) 146,191 365
Van Ness and Market Inclusionary Affordable Housing Fee 3,358,077 8,395
Escalation 3,885,477 9,714
Total Impact Fees 42,740,249 106,851
Total Government Fees (As-Is) 45,930,249 114,826
Total Development Costs (As-Is) 316,800,000 792,000
Additional Proposed Fees .
Water Reuse Ordinance {estimate) 1,550,000 3,875
Transportation Sustainability Fee {as proposed) 2,770,043 6,925
Total Additional Proposed Fees 4,320,043 10,800
Total Development Costs (As Proposed by Current Legislation) 321,100,000 803,000
CCHO Proposed Fees
Transportation Sustainability Fee (as proposed by CCHO) 5,536,507 13,841
less Transportation Sustainability Fee (as proposed) (2,770,043} (6,925)
Total Additional Fees (as proposed by CCHO) 2,766,464 6,916
Total Development Costs (As Proposed by CCHO) 323,900,000 810,000

/5 072 90
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Tier | Tier It Tier i Total
Height Limit (ft) 55 . 85 N/A All
Planning Department Proposed Fees $/SF
Grandfathered Proposed Fee S 387 S 387 § 387 S 3.87
Permanent Proposed Fee S 774 S 774 S 7.74
CCHO Proposed Fees $/SF
Grandfathered Proposed Fee S 696 S 9.28 § 1160 § 9.45
Permanent Proposed Fee S 9.28 § 1237 § 15.47
Percent of Max $30.93 Fee 30.0% 40.0% 50.0%
Projects Currently in Pipeline
Q2 2015 Development Pipeline (unentitled) 3,557 3,611 4,403 11,571
Average Gross Residential SF/unit (estimate) 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
Total Gross Residential SF in Pipeline 3,557,000 3,611,000 4,403,000 11,571,000
Planning Department Proposed Fees
Total Fees for Grandfathered Units S 13,765,590 $ 13,974,570 $ 17,039,610 S 44,779,770
Fee per Grandfathered Unit S 3,870 § 3,870 S 3870 § 3,870
Permanent Fee per Unit S 7,740 S 7,740 S 7,740 S -
CCHO Proposed Fees
Total Fees for Grandfathered Units S 24,756,720 $ 33,510,080 S 51,074,800 S 109,341,600
Fee per Grandfathered Unit S 6,960 S 9,280 S 11,600 S 9,450
Permanent Fee per Unit ) 9,280 § 12,370 § 15,470
ini Diff ial P ing'
Mlmmum'TotaI Fee Differential between Planning's § 10,991,130 ¢ 19,535,510 § 34,035190 § 64,561,830
and CCHO's Proposals** .
Grandfathering Cost Differential per Unit Between $ 3000 $ 5410 $ 7730 $ 5,580
Two Proposals
- - B
Permanent Cost Differential per Umt etween Two $ 1,500 $ 4,630 $ 7,730

Proposals

*planning's proposed $3.87 grandfathered fee is further reduced if project is within a plan area with a portion of one of its
preexisting impact fees reserved for transit expenses. CCHO's Proposal eliminates this reduction in plan areas. Therefore the

cost differential will be higher than stated above.
**Assumes the cut-off date language is not adopted, Actual nominal increase to be higher depending on when
Grandfathering of currently proposed projects stops, as CCHO letter calls for.
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Implied Rent to Cover Debt Service Assuming:

Assumed Development Cost / Unit 800,000
Assumed Loan to Cost 60.00%
Debt / Unit - 480,000
Assumed Interest Rate 4.75%
Monthly Debt Service (25 Year Term) 2,737
Required Debt Service Threshold 1.20
Required Monthly NOI / Unit 3,284
Assumed Operating Expense Ratio 30.00%
Implied Monthly Rent to Cover Debt 4,691
Implied Rent Assuming Required Equity Yield of 6%
Required Equity Yield 6.00%
Equity Requirement 320,000
Required Annual Cash Flow 19,200
Add: Debt Service 32,839
Required NOI 52,039
Expense Ratio 30.00%
Implied Rent - Annual 74,341
# of Months 12
Implied Rent - Monthly . 6,195
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Planning Commission
Resolution No. 19454

HEARING DATE SEPTEMBER 10, 2015

Project Name: Establishing a New Transportation Sustainability Fee

Case Number: 2015-009096PCA [Board File No. 150790] '

. Initiated by: Mayor Lee and Supervisor Wiener, Supervisor Breed, and Supervisor
. Christensen / Substituted September 8, 2015
Staff Contact: ~ Lisa Chen, Planner, Citywide Division
4 lisa.chen@sfgov.org, 415-575-9124

Reviewed by: Adam Varat, Senior Planner, Citywide Division
adami.varat@sfgov.org, 415-558-6405

Recommendation: Recommend Approval

RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPT A PROPOSED
ORDINANCE AMENDING THE PLANNING CODE BY ESTABLISHING A NEW CITYWIDE
TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE AND SUSPENDING APPLICATION OF THE
EXISTING TRANSIT IMPACT DEVELOPMENT FEE, WITH SOME EXCEPTIONS, AS LONG
AS THE TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE REMAINS OPERATIVE; AMENDING

. SECTION 401 TO ADD DEFINITIONS REFLECTING THESE CHANGES; AMENDING

SECTION 406 TO CLARIFY AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND HOMELESS SHELTER
EXEMPTIONS FROM THE TRANSPORTATION ' SUSTAINABILITY FEE; MAKING
CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO THE AREA PLAN FEES IN ARTICLE 4 OF THE
PLANNING CODE; AFFIRMING THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT'S DETERMINATION
UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT, AND MAKING FINDINGS,
INCLUDING GENERAL FINDINGS, FINDINGS OF PUBLIC NECESSITY, CONVENIENCE

1650 Mission St.

Suite 400
San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377

AND WELFARE, AND FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND THE

'EIGHT PRIORITY-POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1.

WHEREAS, on September 8, 2015 Mayor'Lee and Supervisors Wiener, Breed, and Christensen introduced
a proposed Ordinance under Board of Supervisors (hereinafter “Board”) File Number 150790, which

would amend the Planning Code to establish a new Transportation Sustainability Fee (hereinafter TSF) .

and suspend application of the current Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF), with some exceptions,
for as long as the TSF is in effect; and

. WHEREAS, San Francisco is a popular place to work, live and visit, plaicing strain on the City’s existiﬂg
transportation network; and

WHEREAS, Since 1981, the City has imposed a Transit Impact Development Fee (“TIDF”) on new
development in the City, first limited to office space in the downtown core, and expanded to most non-
residential uses citywide in 2004; and

www.sfplanning.org
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Resolution 19454 ' ' CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA
September 10, 2015 Establishing a New Transportation Sustainability Fee

MOVED, that the Planning Commission hereby recommends that the Board of Supervisors approval the
proposed ordinance with the following modifications:

1. Grandfather residential projects before July 1, 2014 with a 50% fee reducnon and residential

pro]ects after July 1, 2014 with a 25% fee reduction;

2. Exempt non-profit secondary institutions that require a full Institutional Master Plan from paying
the fee; '

3. Apply the fee to non-profit hospitals that require a full Institutional Master Plan;

4. Request that the Board consider fee rates of up to 33% of nexus, subject to further analysis of
development feasibility;

5. Request that the Board consider graduated fee rates based on area/nexghborhood of the cnty,
and/or consider removing t the area plan fee reduction; and,

6. 'Require economic feasibility ;malysis updates every three years rather than five, and include the
Planning Commission as an entity that may request analyses sooner.

FINDINGS

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

7.

10.

11.

‘Substantial investments in infrastructure are needed to address the predicted demands on the

transportation system and street network generated by new growth.

The TSF is an efficient and equitable method of providing funds to address the fransportation
demands imposed on the City by new development projects, and is projected to generate
approximately $1.2 billion in revenue over the next 30 years, of which approximately $420
million would be new revenue.

The TSF rates were set to maximize revenues for transportation and complete streets without
making developments too costly to build, and were based on the findings of the TSF Nexus Study
and TSF Economic Feasibility Study.

General Plan Compliance. The proposed amendments to the Planning Code are not addressed
in the General Plan; the Commission finds that the proposed Ordinance is not inconsistent with
the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan.

Planning Code Section 101 Fiﬁdings. The proposed amendments to the Planning Code are
consistent with the eight Priority Policies set forth in Section 101.1(b) of the Planning Code in
that: :

SAN ERANCISCO 3
PLANNING DEPARTIVENT v .
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Resolution 19454 ' CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA
September 10, 2015 Estabhshlng a New Transportation Sustainability Fee

8. Planning Code Section 302 Findings. The Planning Commission finds from the facts presented
that the public necessity, convenience and general welfare require the proposed amendmients to
the Planning Code as set forth in Section 302.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission hereby récommends that the Board ADOPT
the proposed Ordinance as described in this Resolution.

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Commission at its meeting on
September 10, 2015.

Jonas¥. Ionin
Commission Se&retary

AYES: Fong, Wu, Antonini, Hillis, Johnson, Moore, Richards
NOES:
ABSENT:

ADOPTED:

SAN FRANCISCO . ' 5
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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September 11, 2015

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk
Honorable Supervisor Wiener
Board of Supervisors

City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 244

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

Re: . Transmittal of Planning Department Case Number 2015-009096PCA:
Establishing a New Citywide Transportation Sustamablhty Fee
Board File No. 150790
Planning Commission Recommendation: Approval with Modifications

Dear Ms. Calvillo and Supervisor Wiener:

On September 10, 2015, the San Francisco Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public
hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the proposal introduced by Supervisors Scott
Wiener, Breed, and Christensen to: create a new Planning Code Section 411A; amend Pla_nning

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

- 8an Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6408

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377

Code Sections 411 (Transit Impact Development Fee), 401 (Definitions), and 406 (Waiver, -

Reduction, or Adjustment of Development Project Requirements); and to make other conforming
-amendments to the Area Plan Fees in Planning Code Article 4. At the hearmg, the Planning
Commission recommended approval w1th modifications.

The proposed amendments have been determined to be not a project under the California
Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15378(b)(4} and is thus exempt from environmental
review. Pursuant to San Francisco’s Administrative Code Section 8.12.5 “Electronic Distribution of
Multi-page Documents”, the Department is sending electronic documents and one hard copy.
Additional hard copies may be requested by contacting Lisa Chen at (415)575-9124.

Supervisor, please advise the City Attorney at your earliest convenience if you wish to incorporate
the changes recommended by the Commissions.

Please find attached documents relating to the action of the Planning Commission, as well as a
resolution issued by the SFMTA Board of Directors and a list of Board and public comments heard
at their September 1¢* meeting. If you have any questions or require further information please do
not hesitate to contact me.

Manager of Legislative Affairs

www.sfplanning.org
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_+ “a. .. Transmital Materials ' CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA
' " . Establishing a New Transportation Sustainability Fee

cc: :

Andres Power, Aide, Supervisor Wiener’s Office

Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney

Andrea Ruiz-Esquide, Deputy City Attorney

Nicole Elliot, Mayor's Director of Legislative & Government Affairs

Attachments (two hard copies of the following):

Planning Commission Resolution

SFMTA Board of Directors Resolution No 15-123 ,

SFMTA Board of Directors September 1# Meeting: Summary of Board Member & Public Cornments
Planning Department Executive Summary :
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_ Executive Summary
Planning Code Text Change
~ HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 10, 2015

Establishing a New Citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee

Prdject Name:
* Case Number: 2015-009096PCA [Board File No. 1507901

Initiated by: Mayor Lee, Supervisor Wiener, Supervisor Breed, and
Supervisor Christensen / Substituted July 28, 2015

Staff Contact: Lisa Chen, Planner, Citywide Division

' lisa.chen@sfgov.org, 415-575-9124

Reviewed by: Adam Varat, Senior Planner, Citywide Division
adam.varat@sfgov.org, 415-558-6405 -

Recommendation: Recommend Approval

"PLANNING CODE AMENDMENT

The proposed Ordinance would amend-the Plarmmg Code by: estabhshmg a new citywide
Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) and suspending application of the existing Transit Impact
Development Fee (TIDF), with some exceptions, as long as the TSF remains operative; amending
Section 401 to add definitions reflecting these changes; amending Section 406 to clarify affordable
housing and homeless shelter exemptions from the Transportation Sustainability Fee; amending
conforming amendments to the Area Plan fees in Planning Code, Article 4; affirming the
Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and,
making ‘ findings, including general findings, findings of public necessity, convenience and
welfare, and findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of
Planning Code Section 101.1. .

!

Overview: The Transportation Sustainability Program (T SP)

San Frandisco is a popular place to work, live and visit, placing strains on the City’s existing
transportation network. The City is projected to grow substantially over the next 25 years — by
2040, up to 100,000 new households and 190,000 new jobs are expected in San Francisco.! Without
enhancements to our transportation network, this growth will result in more than 600,000 cars on
our streets — or more than all the cars traveling each day on the Bay and Golden Gate bridges
combined. If we don’'t invest in transportation improvements citywide, we can expect

" unprecedented gridlock on our streets, and crowding on our buses and trains.

The City is addressing the need to enhance and expand the system in a comprehensive way, -

including making multiple public investments in key projects such as:

1 Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), Projections 2013.

www.sfplagaing.org

1850 Mission St.
Suite 400

" San Francisco,

CA 94103-2478
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414.558.6377




SFMTA Board Hearing: September 1, 2015
Item 12: Recommending that the Board of Supervisors approve leglslatlon establishing the
Transportation Sustainability Fee.

Kathy DeLuca (Walk SF):
* Strongsupport
¢ Feesare not high enough.
e 150 AMI threshold for Middle-Income Housing exemption is too high.
‘e Grandfathering applies to too many projects and rates are too low.
e Should charge for accessory parking.

Howard Strassner: ‘
e Fee should be higher.
¢ Should charge for accessory parking.

. Tﬁfler Frisbee (San Francisco Bicycle Coalition):
e Strongsupport. .
e Fee should be higher.
e Should charge for accessory parking.

Tim Colen (SF Housing Action Coalition):
» Supportive. :
e Fees cannot go higher.
e _Fees should be spent to provide improvements local to development projects.
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission 5t.

« . ‘ Suite 400
Planning Commission S,
Resolution No. 19454 | _—
HEARING DATE SEPTEMBER 10, 2015 ' 415.558.6378
" Project Name: Estabhshmg a New Transportation Sustainability Fee 415.358.6409
Case Number: 2015-009096PCA [Board File No. 150790] Planning
Initiated by: . Mayor Lee and Supervisor Wiener, Supervisor Breed, and Supemsor:‘;"sms];“;%sn
Christensen / Substituted September 8, 2015
Staff Contact: Lisa Chen, Planner, Citywide Division
. lisa.chen@sfgov.org, 415-575-9124
Reviewed by: Adam Varat, Senior Planner, Citywide Division
adam.varat@sfgov.org, 415-558-6405
Recommendation: Recommend Approval

RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPT A PROPOSED
ORDINANCE AMENDING THE PLANNING CODE BY ESTABLISHING A NEW CITYWIDE

" TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE AND SUSPENDING APPLICATION OF THE
EXISTING TRANSIT IMPACT DEVELOPMENT FEE, WITH SOME EXCEPTIONS, AS LONG
AS THE TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE REMAINS OPERATIVE; AMENDING
SECTION 401 TO ADD DEFINITIONS REFLECTING THESE CHANGES; AMENDING
SECTION 406 TO CLARIFY AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND HOMELESS SHELTER
EXEMPTIONS FROM THE TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE; MAKING
CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO THE AREA PLAN FEES 'IN ARTICLE 4 OF THE
PLANNING CODE; AFFIRMING THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT'S DETERMINATION
UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT, AND MAKING FINDINGS,
INCLUDING GENERAL FINDINGS, FINDINGS OF PUBLIC NECESSITY, CONVENIENCE
AND WELFARE, AND FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND THE
EIGHT PRIORITY POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1.

WHEREAS, on September 8, 2015 Maypr Lee and Supervisors Wiener, Breed, and Christensen introduced
a proposed Ordinance under Board of Supervisors (hereinafter “Board”) File Number 150790, which
Would amend the Planning Code to establish a new Transportation Sustainability Fee (hereinafter TSF)
and suspend application of the current Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF), with some exceptions,
for as long as the TSF is in effect; and

WHEREAS, San Francisco is a popular place to work, live and visit, placing strain on the City’s ex15t1ng
transportation network; and

WHEREAS, Since 1981, the City has imposed a Transit Impact Development Fee (“TIDF”) on new
development in the City, first limited to office space in the downtown core, and expanded to most non-
residential uses atyw1de in 2004; and




Resolution 19454 : o CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA
September 10, 2015 Establishing a New Transportation Sustainability Fee

MOVED, that the Planning Commission hereby recommends that the Board of Supervisors approval the .
. proposed ordinance with the following modifications: ‘

1. Grandfather residential projects before July 1, 2014 with a 50% fee reduction and residential
projects after July 1, 2014 with a 25% fee reduction; :

2. Exempt non-profit secondary institutions that require a full Institutional Master Plan from paying
the fee; )

3. Apply the fee to non-profit hospitals that require a full Institutional Master Plan;

4. Request that the Board consider fee rates of up to 33% of nexus, subject to further analysis of
development feasibility;

5. Request that the Board consider graduated fee rates based on area/nelghborhood of the city,
and/or consider removing the area plan fee reduction; and,

6. Require economic feasibility analysis updates every three years rather than five, and include the
Planning Commission as an entity that may request analyses sooner.

FINDINGS

' Having reviewed the materials identified in the préamble above, and having heard all testimony and

arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:

7.

10.

11

Substantial investments in infrastructure are needed to address the prédictéd demands on the
transportation system and street network generated by new growth.

The TSF is an efficient and equitable method of providing furids to address the transportation
demands imposed on the City by new development projects, and is projected to generate
approximately $1.2 billion in revenue over the next 30 years, of which approximately $420
million would be new revenue.

The TSF rates were set to maximize revenues for transportation and complete streets without
making developments too costly to build, and were based on the findings of the TSF Nexus Study
and TSF Economic Feasibility Study.

General Plan Compliance. The proposed amendments to the Planning Code are not addressed
in the General Plan; the Commission finds that the proposed Ordinance is not inconsistent with
the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan.

Planning Code Section 101 Findings. The proposed amendments to the Planning Code are
consistent with the eight Priority Policies set forth in Section 101.1(b} of the Planning Code in
that: :

SAN FRANCISCO . . . . 3
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Resolution 19454 - ) . ' CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA
_September 10, 2015 Establishing a New Transportation Sustainability Fee

8. Planning Code Section 302 Findings. The Planning Commission finds from the facts presented
. that the public necessity, convenience and general welfare require the proposed amendmients to
the Planning Code as set forth in Section 302.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission hereby recommends that the Board ADOPT
the proposed Ordinance as described in this Resolution.

I hereby certify that the foregomg Resolution was adopted by the Commission at its meeting on
September 10, 2015.

Joras?. Ionin
Commission Setretary

AYES: Fong, Wu, Antonini, Hillis‘; Johnson, Moore, Richards
NOES:
- ABSENT:

ADOPTED: .

BN searmeer - - | 5
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"~ SANFRANCISCO
MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY
' BOARD OF DIRECTORS

RESOLUTION No. 15-123

WHEREAS, San Francisco is a popular place to work, live and visit, placing strain on the
City’s existing transportation network; and,

WHEREAS, Since 1981, the City has imposed a Transit Impact Development Fee (“TIDF”)
on new development in the City, first limited to office space in the downtown core, and expanded to
most non-residential uses citywide in 2004; and

WHEREAS, Starting in 2009, the City and the San Francisco County Transportation
Authority have worked to develop a comprehensive citywide transportation fee and supporting nexus
study (the “TSF Nexus Study”); and

WHEREAS, The TSF Nexus Study concluded that all new land uses in San Francisco will
generate an increased demand for transportation infrastructure and services, and recommended that
the TSF apply to both residential and non-residential development project in the City; and

WHEREAS, This fee would help offset impacts of both residential and non-residential
development projects on the City’s transportation network, including impacts on transportation
infrastructure that support pedestrian and bicycle travel; and,

WHEREAS, As part of implementation of the TSP, the Board of Supervisors has pending
before it legislation that would amend the City’s Planning Code by establishing a new Section 411A,
imposing a citywide transportation fee, the Transportation Sustainability Fee, which will help enable
the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (“SFMTA”) and other regional transportation
agencies serving San Francisco to meet the demand generated by new development and thus maintain
their existing level of service, and

WHEREAS, Section 411A will require sponsors of development projects in the City to péy a
fee that is reasonably related to the financial burden such projects impose on the City’s transportation
network; and

WHEREAS The TSF is an efficient and equitable method of prov1d1ng funds to address the
transportatlon demands imposed on the City by new development projects; and

WHEREAS, Every five years, or sooner if requested by the Mayor or the Board of
Superv1sors the SFMTA will update the TSF Economic Feasibility Study, analyzing the nnpact of
the TSF on the feasibility of development, throughout the City and

WHEREAS, The TSF would replace the TIDF, suspending the TIDF as long as the TSF
remains in effect; and
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- PAGE 2.

WHEREAS, Subject to economic conditions, the TSF is projected to generate approximately
$1.2 billion in revenue over the next 30 years, of which approximately $430 million would be new
revenue; and :

WHEREAS, The Planning Department determined that the proposed legislation is not a
project under the California Environmental Quality Act, as a “government funding mechanism or
other government fiscal activities which do not involve any commitment to any specific project
which may result in a potentially significant physical impact on the environment.” (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15378(b)(4)); now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, That the SEFMTA Board of Directors recommends that the San Francisco Board
of Supervisors approve the legislation establishing the Transportation Sustainability Fee.

I certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency Board of Directors at its meeting of September 1, 2015.

Secretary to the Board of Directors
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
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SFMTA Board Hearing: September 1, 2015
Item 12: Recommending that the Board of Supervisors approve legislation establishing the
Transportation Sustainability Fee.

Summary of Board Member & Public Comments

Board Member comments:

Cheryl Brinkman:
e Explainthe accessory parklng issue and why it is not considered part of Gross Floor Area
when assessed impact fees.
e How often does TSF get updated?
¢ Supportive; Fee could be higher.

Cristina Rubke:
¢ Are we legally/technically unable to charge accessory parking?

Gwyneth Borden:
. LOSreform is exciting.

e Hospitals which have completed thelr seismic requirements should pay the fee once
completed.

+ (Can developers do in-kind contrlbutlons with TSF?

o Consider charging more TSF for projects that build above certain parking thresholds. - ‘

¢ Consider reducing/waiving the fee for universities not expanding their total student
population ~ universities building student housing is good for the transportation system.

Joel Ramos:
¢ Recognize that this program is part of a broader set of solutions.
e Consider establishing transit benefit assessment districts.
-« Want to encourage affordable housing.

Public Comment:

Members of the public expressmg support: Cathy DeLuca, Howard Strassner, Tyler Frisbee, Tim
Colen.

Members of the public expressing opposition: Herbert Weiner

Members of the public expressing neither support nor oppoSitidn: Edward Mason

Edward Mason:

There should be no exemptions from the fee, including single-family home.
Why is this program so late?

Will VMT take into account TNCs?

Should have mitigations at the point of origin.

Need regional bus service.
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SFMTA Board Hearing: September 1, 2015
Item 12: Recommending that the Board of Superwsors approve leglslatlon establishing the
Transportation Sustainability Fee.

Kathy DeLuca (Walk SF):

s Strong support.
Fees are not high enough
150 AMI threshold for Middle-Income Housing exemption is too high.
Grandfathering applies to too many projects and rates aretoo low.
Should charge for accessory parking.

Howard Strassner:
o Fee should be higher.
o Should charge for accessory parking.

_Tyler Frisbee (San Francisco Bicycle Coalition):
e Strong support.
¢ Fee should be higher.
e Should charge for accessory parking.

Tim Colen (SF Housing Action Coalition):
» Supportive.
s Fees cannot go higher.
o Fees should be spent to provide improvements local to development projects.
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SAN FRANCISCO -
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

_ EXecutive Summary

Planning Code Text Change
HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 10, 2015

Project Name: Establishing a New Citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee

Case Number: 2015-009096PCA [Board File No. 150790]

Initiated by: Mayor Lee, Supervisor Wiener, Supervisbr Breed, and
Supervisor Christensen / Substituted July 28, 2015

Staff Contact: Lisa Chen, Planner, Citywide Division
lisa.chen@sfgov.org, 415-575-9124

Reviewed by: Adam Varat, Senior Planner, Citywide Division
adam.varat@sfgov.org, 415-558-6405

Recommendation: Recommend Approval

"PLANNING CODE AMENDMENT

The proposed Ordinance would amend-the Planning Code by: establishing a new citywide
Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) and suspending application of the existing Transit Impact
Development Fee (TIDF), with some exceptions, as long as the TSF remains operative; amending
Section 401 to add definitions reflecting these changes; amending Section 406 to clarify affordable
housing and homeless shelter exemptions from the Transportation Sustainability Fee; amending
conforming amendments to the Area Plan fees in Planning Code, Artide 4; affirming the
Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and,
making findings, including general findings, findings of public necessity, convenience and
welfare, and findings of consistency with the Genéral Plan and the eight priority policies of
Planning Code Section 101.1.

Overview: The Transportation Sustainability Program (TSP)

San Francisco is a popular place to work, live and visit, placing strains on the City’s existing
transportation network. The City is projected to grow substantially over the next 25 years — by
2040, up to 100,000 new households and 190,000 new jobs are expected in San Francisco.! Without
enhancements to our transportation network, this growth will result in more than 600,000 cars on
our streets — or more than all the cars traveling each day on the Bay and Golden Gate bridges
combined. If we don't invest in transportation improvements citywide, we can expect
unprecedented gridlock on our streets, and crowding on our buses and trains.

The City is addressing the need to enhance and expand the systexh in a comprehensive way,
including making multiple public investments in key projects such as:

1 Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), Projections 2013.

www.sfplanning.org
1162 :

1650 Mis5ion St,
Stite 400

San Frarcisgo,
CA 941032478
Reception:
415.558.6378
Fax
415.558.6404

Planning
Informafion:
415.958.6377



Executive Summary B ' CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA

Hearing Date: September 10, 2015 Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF)
. Transit capital and operational investments (Central Subway, Muni Forward, Bus
Rapid Transit Projects, etc.)
. Bicydle infrastructure (protected lanes, parking, etc.)
) Pedestrian safety (Vision Zero, Walk First, etc.)

The Transportation Sustainability Program (“TSP”) is an initiative aimed at improving and
expanding the transportation system to help accommodate new growth, and creating a policy
framework for private development to contribute to minimizing its impact on the transportation
system, including helping to pay for the system’s enhancement and expansion. The TSP is a joint
effort by the Mayor's Office, the San Francisco Planning Department, the San Francisco County
Transportation Authority and the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SEMTA),
comprised of the following three components:

1. Invest: Fund Transportation Improvements to Support Growth. The proposed
Transportation Sustainability Fee (“TSE”) would be assessed on nmew development,
including residential development, to help fund improvements to transit capacity and
reliability as well as bicycle and pedestrian improvements.

2. Align: Modernize Environmental Review. This component of the TSP will change how
the City analyzes impacts of new development on the transportation system under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This reform has been prompted by
California State Bill 743, which requires that the existing Level of Service (LOS)
transportation review standard be replaced with a more meaningful metric such as
Vehicles Miles Traveled (VMT). The Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR)
and the Secretary of Natural Resources are currently working to develop the new
transportation review guidelines, and are expected to release new CEQA guidelines in
2016.

3. Shift: Encourage Sustainable Travel. This component of the TSP will help manage
demand on the transportation network through a Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) Program, making sure new developments are designed to make it easier for new
residents, visitors, and workers to get around more easily without a car. The City will
create a consolidated menu of TDM options to help developers design projects that
encourage more environmentally-friendly travel modes such as transit, walking, and
biking. Public outreach on the TDM program is expected to begin in Fall or Winter 2015.

These three components are discrete policy initiatives that are programmatically linked through
the TSP. The focus of this Planning Code amendment is on the first component of the program,
the Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF), which was introduced at the Board of Supervisors by
Mayor Lee and co-sponsoring Supervisors Wiener, Breed, and Christensen on July 21st, 2015
[BOS File No. 150790]. The changes to CEQA are bemg led at the state level, while the TDM
component will be considered separately at future hearings.

The TSF is a proposed citywide development impact fee intended to help offset the impact of
new development on the City's transportation system. In 2013, Mayor Edwin Lee convened a
Transportation Task Force to investigate what 'San Francisco needs to do to fix our transportation

S P— 2
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Executive Summary ' CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA
Hearing Date: September 10, 2015 "~ Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF)

network and prepare it for the future. The Task Force found that in order to meet current need
and future demand, the City needs to invest $10 billion in transportation infrastructure through
2030, including $6.3 billion in new revenue. In November 2014, San Francisco voters passed
Proposition A, approving a $500 million one-time investment in transportation infrastructure.
They also passed Proposition B, which is projected to contribute about $300 million for
transportation over the next 15 years. These funds are dedicated to improving the City’s existing
transportation infrastructure and do not materially address the need to expand the system’s
capacity, which will be required to accommodate new growth.

The TSF would provide additional revenue to help fill the City’s transportation funding gap. The
TSF would replace the current Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF; Planning Code Section
411), which is a citywide impact fee on nonresidential development, and would expand
applicability to include both larger market-rate residential and ‘nonresidential uses.
Developments would pay the proposed fee, contributing a portion of their fair share to help pay
for transportation system.expansion and efficiency measures to serve the demand created by new
residents and workers.

On May 15, 2012, Mayor Lee, along with co-sponsoring Supervisors Wiener and Olague,
introduced a previous ordinance to establish a Transportation Sustainability Fee [BOS File no.
120524}, which was proposed to replace the TIDF and expand applicability to residential and -
nonprofit uses. At that time, the fee was contemplated as both a mitigation fee under CEQA and
a development impact fee, and a draft nexus study and economic feasibility study were
developed.

The TSF was reintroduced by Mayor Lee and co-sponsoring Supervisors Wiener, Breed, and
Christensen on July 21, 2015. As part of the new proposal, the City and the San Francisco County
Transportation Authority have reconfigured the program and are now proposing the TSF as a
development impact fee only. This proposal includes an updated nexus study and economic
feasibility study (Exhibits D and E, respectively), as well as an expenditure plan that would
allocate funds towards categories of projects intended to offset impacts of new development on
the City’s transportation network, including transit capital maintenance, transit expansion and
reliability, and pedestrian and bicydle projects.?

~ In the course of developing the TSF proposal, staff conducted extensive outreach to affected
stakeholders to solicit feedback on the fee. Public outreach included but was not limited to the
following groups: Citizen Advisory Committees (SFMTA, SFCTA, Eastern Neighborhoods,
_Market & Octavia); SFCTA Board; Housing Action Coalition; Chamber of Commerce; Residential
Builders Association; BART; Hospital Cotncil; SFMTA Board Policy and Governance Committee
and Full Board, San Francisco Bicycle Coalition; WalkSF; residential and commercial real estate
" developers; participants in the Muni Equity Strategy Working Group ~ including Chinatown
Community Development Center, Transit Riders, Senior & Disability Action, Council of
Community Housing Organizations; SPUR; BOMA; San Francisco Labor Council; the Small
Business Commission, and others. A full schedule of outreach meetings and public hearings is

2The Complete Streets nexus was established by the Citywide Nexus Study available at:
hittp://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/plans-and-programs/plan-
implementation/20140403_SFCity WideNexusAnalysis_March2014.pdf
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Executive Summary | CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA
Hearing Date: September 10,2015 Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF)

attached (Exhibit F). Staff considered the feedback received during this process when drafting the
proposed legislation. ‘ ‘

The Way It Is Now:

The Transit Impact Development Fee, or TIDF (Section 411), is an impact fee levied on most non-
residential development citywide and serves as the City’s primary mechanism to offset the
impacts of new development on the transportation system. Revenue generated by the fee is
dirécted to the SEFMTA and used to fund Muni transit capital and preventive maintenance. First
enacted in the Downtown area by local ordinance in 1981, the fee has been amended in 2004,
2010, and 2012 to expand both the geographic scope and the types of development subject to the
fee, in recognition that a broad range of uses have impacts on the City’s transit system. The TIDF
rates are applied to seven non-residential economic activity categories as follows:

Table 1. Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF)

(2015 Rates)
Use Fee [$/GSF]
Management, Information, and Professional Services $13.87
Retail/Entertainment $14.59
Cultural/Institution/Education $14.59
Medical $14.59
Visitor services - $13.87
Museum . - $1212
PDR $7.46 )

The TIDF does not apply to residential uses, and currently there is no citywide transportation
impact fee on residential uses. However, in many plan areas, both residential and nonresidential

projects pay an area plan impact fee that allocates a portion of revenues to transportation within

the specific Area Plans. Many of these area plans also.allocate a portion of funds to complete

streets projects (such as pedestrian safety and bicycle projects); however, there is currently no

citywide impact fee dedicated to complete streets projects.

The TIDF also exempts properties owned and operated by non-profits (through a Charitable
Exemption process per Section 411.8) and by the city, state, and federal governments. Projects
that fall within a redevelopment plan or an area covered by an existing development agreement
are also exempt, to the extent that application of the fee would violate the terms of that plan or
agreement. ‘

SAN FRANGISCO - 4
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Executive Summary CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA
Hearing Date: September 10, 2015 Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF)

Required payment of the TIDF is triggered by an application for any of the following:
e New construction of 800 square feet or greater;
e Additions of greater than 800 square feet to an existing building; and,

o Changes of use greater than 800 square feet from an economic activity category with
a lower fee rate to a category with a higher fee rate.

A prior use credit is available for existing uses on the project site, as long as such uses were an
approved and active use within five years prior to the date of the development application.

Finally, the existing TIDF includes a Policy Credit program (Section 411.3(d)(2)) that may reduce
or eliminate the fee burden for some projects if they reduce onsite parking supply or if they
qualify as a small business (defined as a business that is less than 5,000 square feet; formula retail
uses are ineligible). Credits are available first-come, first-served on an annual basis, until the
annual limit is reached (equal to 3% of the total anticipated TIDF revenue for the current fiscal

year). :

The Way It Would Be:

Proposed TSF Fee Rates

If adopted, the TSF would replace the current TIDF for as long as the TSF remains in effect. It
would apply to commercial developments, large market-rate residential developments, and large
non-profit universities (those that are required to submit a full Institutional Master Plan per
Section 304.5). Under the TSF, there would be no change in the status quo for the vast majority of
nonprofits, who would continue to be eligible for a Charitable Exemption. The TSF would
‘consolidate land use categories into residential, non-residential, and PDR, consistent with other
Planning Code impact fees. Table 2 shows the proposed fee TSF rates and how they compare to
_the current TIDF rates.

‘Table 2. TIDF vs, TSF Proposed Fee Schedule

Existing: Proposed:
Transit Impact Development | Transportation Sustainability Fee
) Fee (TIDF) . (TSF)
Use [$/GSF] [$/GSF]
Residential n/a $7.74
Nonresidential $13.87 - $14.59 ' $18.04
PDR $7.46 $7.61

These proposed fee amounts were informed by two reports: the San Francisco Transportation
Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (“TSF Nexus Study”) and the San Francisco Transportation
Sustainability Fee Economic Feasibility Study (“TSF Economic Feasibility Study”). The TSF
Nexus Study - describes the total cost to the City of providing transit service to the new
population, based on the increased transportation demand from new development. The TSF
Economic Feasibility Study evaluated the potential impact of a range of fee levels on new
development, to determine how high fees could be set without making projects too costly to

PLANNRE peparTmEnT 5
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CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA
Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF)

Executive Summary
Hearing Date: Septeniber 10, 2015

build. See the following sections for further discussion of how the proposed fee amounts were
established.

The legislation would require the City to update the TSF Economic Feasibility Study every five
years, or sooner if requested by the Mayor or the Board of Supervisors. This update will analyze
the impact of the TSF on the feasibility of development throughout the city.

TSF Nexus Study

The proposed fee rates are based on two technical documents ~ the TSF Nexus Study and the TSF
Economic Feasibility Study. The TSF Nexus Study, developed by Urban Economics, is intended
to meet the requirements of the California Mitigation Fee Act. (California Government Code
Section 66000 et seq). This statute establishes requirements and principles for local jurisdictions to
impose certain fees as a condition of development approval. One of the requirements is that the
local jurisdiction establish a reasonable relationship or “nexus” between the impacts of new
development and the use of the proposed fee.

The TSF Nexus Study identified a range of transportation projects that will be needed to serve
new growth and established that the total cost to the-City of providing these services through
2040 is as follows:

Table 3: Maximum Justified TSF! per Building Square Foot (2015 dollars)

Use Transit? | Complete streets? Total
Residential $22.59 $8.34 $30.93
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) $80.68 $6.74 $87.42

‘Production, Distribution, $22.59 $3.48 $26.07
Repair (PDR)

1. The TSF Nexus Stidy describes the maximum amount of development impact fees that can be charged for transit
and complete streets projects, inclusive of citywide fees (e.g. TIDF, TSF) and any area plan impact fees that include a
transit or complete streets component. . .

2. Includes transit capital maintenance and transit capital facilities.
3. Nexus established in the San Francisco Citywide Nexus Study (2014). Includes bicycle facilities plus pedestrian and
other streetscape infrastructure.

The nexus study methodology involved estimating the demand for new infrastructure, based on
a consistent set of development estimates for 2010 and land use projections for 2040, These
estimates are converted to trip generation estimates and used to evaluate the impact of
development on the transportation system, and subsequently, the cost of new infrastructure
needed to address this demand. Further information on the land use and trip generation
assumptions used to establish the maximum justified TSF rates can be found in Appendix A of
the TSF Nexus Study. ?

8 Residential trip generation calculations are based on housing unit sizes from the Eastern Neighborhoods Nexus Study
(2008). Nonresidential trip generation calculations are based on trip generation rates from the TIDF Nexus Study (2011)
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The nexus study determines the legally justified maximum rate that can be charged to new
development. In order to understand the implications of the fee on new development, the City
also commissioned a TSF Economic Feasibility Study to help determine the ultimate fee rates.

TSF Economic Feasibility Study

_The concurrent TSF Economic Feasibility Study, conducted by Seifel Consulting, helped inform
what fee levels would maximize transportation revenues, without stifling development or
causing housing and commercial real estate costs to increase substantially. The study evaluated
the potential impact of the proposed TSF on new residential and non-residential developments
citywide, by modeling the financial feasibility of ten development prototypes (seven residential,
three nonresidential) under several fee scenarios, representing fee rates ranging from 100% to
250% of levels initially proposed in the 2012 TSF proposed ordinance. This translates to a range of
$6.19 - $15.48/GSF for residential uses and $14.43 - $36.08/GSF for nonresidential uses.

The economic feasibility study found that the current market could support $7.74/GSF for
residential uses and $18.04/GSF for non-residential uses citywide, or roughly 125% of the levels
proposed in 2012 (accounting for cost inflation). These fees would amount to an increase of
roughly 1 to 2% of construction costs for residential developments, and less than 1% of
construction costs for nonresidential projects, depending on project and construction type. The
. study found that this would not have a major impact on overall project feasibility or resulting
housing costs in neighborhoods where most new development is occurring.

The study also found ' that raising the TSF above these proposed amounts could inhibit
development feasibility in some areas of the city and for some project types. New development in
certain neighborhoods in the City — such as the western neighborhoods and outer Mission —~ have
lower than average price levels and rents and may not be financially feasible given the current
high cost of construction relative to potential revenuies. While the TSF itself will not cause these
developments to be infeasible, it may further distance these areas from development feasibility.
As the City wants to ensure that new housing and other development can occur in these areas,
. the study recommended setting fees no higher than what was ultimately proposed in the TSF
ordinance, As part of the TSF proposal, the City will renew the economic feasibility analysis
every five years — or sooner if requested by the Mayor or the Board of Supervisors — to ensure
that the fee levels are appropriate.

The following Table 4 illustrates the proposed TSF rates compared to the maximum justified
nexus amounts identified in the TSF Nexus Study, taking into consideration the contribution of
area plan fees which may include expenditures that fall under the transit and complete streets
nexus categories.

and employment density factors that are consistent with the Planning Department’s land use allocation tool, with the
exception of office development. Office trip generation calculations utilize the TIDF trip generation rate and an
employment density factor that blends the citywide factor with the récent figure identified in the Central SoMa draft EIR
analysis, which found that the area has higher employment densities than the city average (see Table A-3 of the TSF
Nexus Study for more information). ; :
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Table 4. Proposed Fees compared to Transit and Complete Streets Nexus

Transit: : "Complete streets:
" Proposed TSF | Total fees as a % of maximum | Total fees as a % of maximum

Use ($/GSF) justified nexus® justified nexus!
Residential $7.74 33% - 34% 3% - 99%

(in area plans: 33% - 34%) (in area plans: 30% - 99%)
Non- $18.04 21% - 32% ‘ 8% - 89% -
residential (in area plans: 22% —32%) (in area plans: 18% —89%)
PDR $7.61 32% ~ 33% 7% .

(in area plans: 32% - 33%) (in area plans: 7%)
1. “Total fees as a % of maximum justified nexus” includes portions of area plan impact fees that are dedicated to transit
and complete streets projects, with the exception of the Transit Center District Plan area. That area plan fee (the Transit
Center Transportation & Street Improvement Fee) has a separate nexus designated for specific projects meant to address
the substantial impacts on transit associated with areas developed to such a high level of density.

TSF Apphcablhty and Exemphons

The proposed TSF would apply to any development pr0]ect that results in:

More than 20 new dwelling units

New group facilities, or additions of 800 gross square feet or more to an existing
group housing facility

New construction or additions of non—re51denhal or PDR uses greater than 800 gross
square feet

- Changes/replacement of use from a category with a lower fee rate to a category with

a higher fee rate

The following table summarizes how these fee triggers compare to the current TIDE.

Table 5: Fee Triggers, TIDF vs. Proposed TSF

Development . .
Type TIDF Fee Trigger Proposed TSF Fee Trigger
Non-residential | New construction of 800 sf or greater New construction of 800 sf or greater
and PDR '
Additions of 800 sf or greater Additions of 800 sf or greater
Residential n/a Any development (new construction or
(not assessed on residential) additions) that results in more than 20 new
units
New group housing facilities or additions of
800 sf or more to an existing facility
Changes of use | All changes of use of 800 sf or greater. | All changes of use, '
except for small businesses
(see below)
SAN FRANCISCO : 8
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Under the proposed TSF, the following types of development would be exempt from paying the
~ fee. Many of these exemptions are intended to ensure that the TSF is aligned with other c1tyw1de
policy goals (e.g. increasing production of affordable housing).

e Affordable housing: income-restricted housing units up to 80% of AMI, consistent
with other Planning Code impact fees; income-restricted middle-income units up to
150% of AMLI if they are located in a building where all of the units are income-
restricted. Inclusionary housmg units as required under Section 415 would still be
subject to the fee.

e HOPE SF projects, includirig market-rate and affordable units, and non-residential
square footage.

. & Small businesses (< 5,000 square feet) applying for a change of use from PDR to Non-
Residential, except formula retail.

e Non-profit institutions (same as existing TIDF), except for large non-profit
universities that are required to submlt a full Institutional Master Plan (Section
304.5).

o Non-profit hospitals would continue to be exempt. However, the ordinance
proposes that the Board of Supervisors may vote to apply the TSF to
hospitals when California’s Seismic Safety Law requlrements are exhausted
(currently estimated for 2030).

e Projects that fall within a redevelopment plan or area covered by a development
agreement, to the extent that application of the fee would violate the terms of that
plan or agreement (same as existing TIDF).

» City, state-, and federally-owned projects (same as existing TIDEF).

The proposed TSF would eliminate the current TIDF requirement for prior uses to be active
within the last five years in order to receive a fee credit, which would increase the number of
projects that would be eligible to receive a credit for prior uses on site. This change would
streamline administration of the fee and is consis‘tent with the way other area plan fees are
assessed in the Planning Code. -

The proposal would also eliminate the policy credits program currently in the TIDF, which is a
first-come, first-served program to reduce or eliminate fees for small businesses and projects that
reduce onsite parking. The TSF proposes a small business exemption that would, in effect,
expand the existing policy credit system and apply it to all qualifying small businesses, obviating
the need for a credit. The TSF would not provide any reduction or credit for projects that reduce
onsite parking. The existing policy credit system does not serve as an adequate incentive for
developers to reduce their parking supply, as the available credits are very limited in scope and
are typically expended early in the year. However, parking reduction is being contemplated as
one of the tools that may be included in a future Transportation Demand Management program,
which is another componentof the TSP. ’

SAN FRANGISOC . 9
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Relationship to Area Plan Fees

Developments in many plan areas ~ where much of the city’s growth is concentrated - currently
pay area plan impact fees that require a specific portion of revenues to be allocated to transit
and/or complete streets projects. Under the TSF proposal, residential projects in some area plans
may be eligible for a reduction of their area plan fee, which can help offset some of the cost of the
TSE. Non-residential developments would not receive such a fee reduction, and would continue
to pay both the full citywide transportation fee (the proposed TSF) and the full area plan impact
fee, as they do under the existing TIDE.

The area plan fee reduction for residential uses would be equal to the transit component of the -
area plan infrastructure fee, up to the full amount of the TSF. (For example, the Market & Octavia -
Community Improvements Fee on residential uses requires 22% of fee revenues to be allocated to
transit projects, so the fee reduction would be $10.92/GSF (2015 rates) multiplied by 22%, which
equals $2.40/GSEF.) - Residential projects (as well as non-residential projects) would continue to

pay the complete streets portion of the area plan in full, and would not receive any fee reduction

for this amount.

Taking into consideration the area plan fee reduction, the net new residential fee under the

proposed TSF would be as follows:

Table 6 Residential Fee Increases in Area Plans Under Proposed TSF (2015 fee rates)

‘ Net new residential fee
Area plan residential (Proposed TSF Rate, |
fee reduction |  Less area plan fee reduction)
Plan area ($/GSF) ($/GSF)
Outside of Area Plans $0.00 $7.74
Eastern Neighborhoods
Tier 1 $0.97 $6.77
Tier 2 $1.46 $6.28
Tier 3 $1.94 $5.80
Balboa Park $1.17 $6.57
Market & Octavia $2.40 $5.34
Van Ness & Market SUD $4.00 $3.74
Visitacion Valley? - $0.00 $7.74
Rincon Hillt $0.00 $7.74
Transit Center District Plan (TCDP)? '
Tier 1 (FAR below 1:9) $0.00 $7.74
Tier 2 (FAR 1:9 t0 1:18) $0.00 $7.74
Tier 3 (FAR above 1:18) $0.00 $7.74
1. The area plan fees for Visitacion Valley and Rincon Hill do not include a component for transit, so there would be no area plan fee
2. rTerilrllztiio(I:Lenter District Plan is not eligible for an area plan fee reduction, The Transit Center Transportation and Street Improvement
Fee is designated to address the substantial impacts on transit associated with development to such a high degree of density.

SAN FRANCISCO
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Grandfathering of Projects in the Development Pipeline

The proposed legislation includes a grandfathering provision for projects that are currently under
review by the City, in recognition of the fact that such projects may not have anticipated the cost
of the TSF when making past financial decisions about their development projects. The
grandfathering proposal is as follows: .

o Projects that have received a planning entitlement: these projects would not be subject
to the TSF, but would be subject to the TIDF and pay the existing TIDF rates.

e Projects that have submitted a development apphcauon, but have not received an
entitlement: .
o Residential projects would pay 50 percent of the new TSF rate.
o Non-residential and PDR projects would be subject to the TIDF, and would pay the
full amount of the existing TIDF rate.

Projects would continue to be subject to any other existing applicable impact fees, such as Area
Plan impact fees.

TSF Expenditure Plan

The TSF is projected to generate a total of approximately $1.2 billion in over 30 years. If the fee is
not adopted, the TIDF would generate about $24 million a year on average for transit capital and
maintenance projects. The TSF is expected to generate an additional $14 million a year in revenue
— resulting in over $400 million in net new revenue over 30 years. It will expand eligible
expenditures to include ftramsit service expansion and reliability —improvements,
bicycle/pedestrian projects, and program administration, in addition to the transit capital
maintenance projects that are currently funded by the TIDF. Table 7 indicates how much revenue
the TSF is projected to raise annually and over 30 years, and what the predicted cost is of the
proposed fee exemptions and grandfathering.

Table 7: Projected TSF Revenues (2015%)

Category Annual revenuye 30-year revenue total
TSF $45,700,000 $1,370,000,000
Less: TIDF (existing) {$24,000,000) ($719,400,000)
Less: Exemptions & Grandfathering!? ($7,700,000) ($230,000,000)
| Net new revenue under proposed TSF $14,000,000 - $420,600,000
Total TSF $38,000,000 $1,170,000,000
1. Includes projected revenue loss due to exemptions for affordable housing, small residential (< 20 units), small
businesses, and non-profits, plus grandfathering for projects in development pipeline.
2. Figures are rounded to nearest $1000.

Tables 8 and 9 show how the TSF expenditure program would be allocated among project types.
TSF revenue would help fund projects that fall within these categories, such as (but not limited
to): the expansion of the Muni fleet, reliability and travel time improvements projects, upgrades

to Muni maintenance facilities, improvements to regional transit (such as retrofitting BART train - -
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cars to provide more space for passengers and bikes), and improvements to bike and pedestrian
infrastructure. ' '

Table 8. TSF Expenditure Program (Proposed Table 411A.6A)

(except Rincon Hill and Visitacion Valley)

Project type % expenditure
Transit Capital Maintenance (Replaces current TIDF expenditures) 61%
Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Improvements - SF 32%
Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Improvements - Regional 2%
Complete Streets (Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements) 3%
Program Administration ‘ 2%

Table 9. TSF Expenditure Program (Proposed Table 411A.6B)

(in Rincon Hill and Visitacion Valley?)

Project type % expenditure
Transit Capital Maintenance (Replaces current TIDF expenditures) 61%
Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Improvements - SF 35%
Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Improvements - Regional 2%
Complete Streets (Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements) 0%
Program Administration 2%
1. The TSF expenditure plan in Rincon Hill and Visitacion Valley area plans does not allocate funds to
complete streets, as these area plan fees do not include any transit expenditures and already allocate a
high proportion of funds to complete streets improvements.

Tee revenues would be collected by the Planning Department and then routed to the SEFMTA to
‘be allocated through an interagency process that will be outlined in a Memorandum of
Understanding, currently being developed. The SEMTA and the Mayor’s Office, as part of the

regular budgeting process, will develop a five-year spending plan and a two-year expenditure.

budget for each category. As part of this process, SFMTA and the Mayor's office will confer with
the County Transportation Authority. Every two years the Controller’s Office will produce a
report identifying the fees collected and actual expenditures by project in each category, which
will be reviewed at the City’s Capital Planning Committee.

In order to respond to community feedback that projects should prioritize areas where significant
growth is anticipated to occur, langiage was added in the substitute ordinance (introduced July
28, 2015) specifying that the expenditure plan shall give priority to transportation projects
identified in area plans. ’
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-Other amendments to the Planning Code

The fee proposal also includes technical clean up language to clarify definitions, ensure accurate
application of the fee, and provide cross-references where necessary. These changes include
modifications to impact fee definitions (Section 401) and fee waivers and exemptions applicable
to affordable housing (Section 406(b)), as well as conforming language in the area plan impact
fees (Sections 418, 420, 421, 422, 423, 424, and 424.7).

ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS

TSF Public Outreach and Comment

City staff conducted outreach on the TSF to key stakeholders who would be impacted by the fee,
including: Citizen Advisory Committees (SFMTA, SFCTA, Eastern Neighborhoods, Market &
Octavia); SFCTA Board; Housing Action Coalition, Chamber of Commerce, Residential Builders
Association, BART, Hospital Council, SEMTA Board Policy and Governance Committee and Full
Board, San Francisco Bicycle Coalition, Walk SF, residential and commercial real estate
developers, participants in the Muni Equity Strategy Working Group — incuding Chinatown
Community Development Center, Transit Riders, Senior & Disability Action, Council of
Community Housing Organizations; SPUR; BOMA; San Francisco Labor Council; the Small
Business Commission, and others. The proposed legislation incorporates the feedback staff
received as part of the stakeholder engagement process. A full schedule of outreach meetings and
public hearings is attached (Exhibit F). ’

The SFMTA Board of Directors unanimously resolved to support adoption of the TSF without
modifications at their September 1st méeﬁng, as did the Small Business Commission at their
. August 24t meeting. Most stakeholders, including residential developers, expressed support for
the legislation and acknowledged that new development needs to contribute to fund
transportation improvements. Stakeholders raised several issues during the public outreach, as
follows:

Small Businesses

The Small Business Commission had questions about the applicability of the fee, particularly as it
relates to the 5,000 square foot threshold. Similarly, the Chamber of Commerce had questions
about the applicability of the fee to changes of use as well as to formula retail. Staff met with
representatives from the Chamber of Commerce and presented at two Small Business
Commission meetings at the end of August to address these concerns. At the August 24t hearing,
the Small Business Commission voted unanimously to issue a resolution in support of the
Transportation Sustainability Fee, without modifications.

Areq Plan CACs

Members of the Market/Octavia and Eastern Neighborhoods Community Advisory Comittees
(CACs) expressed general support of the overall fee concept. They also indicated a desire to
"ensure that funding would be allocated to projects within the respective area plans. To address

SAH FRANGISCO . 13
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this concern, the proposed legislation states that when allocating revenues, priority should be
given to specific projects identified in the different area plans. The Chair and Vice Chair of the
Market and Octavia CAC submitted a letter of support for the proposed legislation (attached).

Development Community

Staff from residential and commercial development firms acknowledged that new development
may further strain our tramsportation system, and they were generally supportive of the
proposed TSF amounts. However, some developers noted that the grandfathering rates for
residential uses were set too high (initially'proposed at 75% of the TSF rate, versus 50% in the
current proposal) which could make some projects currently in the development pipeline
infeasible. Further, some residential builders noted that the fee might disproportionately burden
smaller residential projects, which led to the development of the fee exempnon for projects 20
units and smaller.

Transportation & Other Advocates

-Finally, some advocates have expressed concerns with respect to the fee not being high enough,
the grandfathering provisions being too expansive, and the middle-income exemption being too
lenient (targeting households that earn up to 150% of AMI). They also requested that the fee be
assessed on space dedicated to accessory parking, which is not currently considered as part of
gross square footage for the purpose of calculating Planning Code impact fees. As described
above, the fee amounts were set based on the findings of the TSF Economic Feasibility Study,
with the goal of maximizing transportation revenues while maintaining economic feasibility in a
range of neighborhoods around the city. See the “Basis for Recommendation” section below for
further discussion of these findings.

Potential Modifications to the Ordinance

As part of the continued public outreach process that occurred in August (coinciding with the
recess at the Board of Supervisors), techmical code issues were identified that require
modifications to the ordinance as substituted on July 28, 2015. These issues are minor and non-
substantive in nature, and they are expected to be addressed in an additional substitute version
of the ordinance. Any such changes will be identified in a subsequent memo to the Planning
Commission.

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION

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

SN FRANCISCO 14
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RECOMMENDATION

The Department recommends that the Commission recommend upproval of the proposed
Ordinance and adopt the attached Draft Resolution to that effect.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The proposed TSF is projected to generate approximately $1.2 billion in revenue for
transportation and complete streets projects to accommodate the City’s expected growth, which
represents over $400 million net new revenue above current TIDF and Area Plan impact fees.
This revenue would help address funding needs identified by the TSF Nexus Study and the
Mayor’s Transportation Task Force, and would support the City’s Transit First Policy by funding
more transit vehicles, faster and more reliable transit, and safer streets for all users. During the
development of the TSF, outreach was conducted with key stakeholders to inform them about the
fee and solicit feedback, much of which has been incorporated in the proposed ordinance.

Combined with the other two components of the Transportation Sustainability Program, the TSF
would ensure that new developments are doing their part to contribute to improve the
transportation system,; as well as minimize their impacts by encouraging more sustainable modes
of travel. If adopted, the TSF would be the first citywide transportation fee on residential uses,
ensuring that market-rate residential developers throughout the city are paying to improve the
transportation system to serve new growth. The fee would also represent the first citywide fee to
fund complete streets improvements, which will be allocated to projects that improve safety and
comfort for pedestrians and bicydlists. The proposal would also increase the amount that
nonresidential developments are expected to pay, generating additional revenue for
transportation. The economic feasibility study found that these fees would not have a significant
impact on development feasibility or housing costs across the city.

Fee amounts were set with the goal of maximizing transportation revenues, without inhibiting
development feasibility. The study found that fee amounts above those proposed in the TSF
ordinance could negatively impact development feasibility for some project types and in some
areas of the city. Further, the study noted that if the real estate market were to experience a
downturn such that future revenue growth is insufficient to cover construction and other
development costs, new development will be more sensitive to higher impact fees. For these
reasons, the study recommended that the TSF be established at no more than 125% of the ml’aal
fee levels, which is consistent with the fee amounts proposed in the TSF ordinance.

. Similarly, the TSF grandfathering proposal for residential projects was developed to ensure that
the fee does not cause projects currently in the pipeline to become infeasible. Members of the
development community acknowledged the need for additional transportation funding, but -
indicated that payment of 75% of the fee (the amount initially proposed during the outreach
process) would be difficult for projects already in the development pipeline that haven't
budgeted for this cost in their pro formas. However, they indicated that most residential projects
could likely support a 50% fee amount.

%m'xs‘co - | 15
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Although stakeholders have voiced feedback that the income criteria for the proposed middle-
income exemption is too high, staff from the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community
Development (MOHCD) have confirmed that the 150% AMI threshold is appropriate and
consistent with the agency’s eligibility criteria for the Middle Income Rental Housing Program.4

. Finally, in response to stakeholder comments, staff have investigated whether impact fees could
be assessed on space devoted to accessory parking. They found that charging such uses cannot
" be justified by the TSF Nexus Study, as the study did not include an analysis of whether the
amount of accessory parking has a corresponding impact on increased demand for transportation
services. However, as mentioned above, parking reduction may be one of the tools considered as
part of the Transportation Demand Management program currently under development by the

City.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The proposal to create a new Planning Code Section 411A; amend Planning Code Sections 411
(Transit Impact Development Fee), 401 (Definitions), and 406 (Waiver, Reduction, or Adjustment
of Development Project Requirements); and fo make other conforming amendments to the Area
_ Plan Fees in Planning Code Article 4 is exempt from environmental review under Section
15378(b)(4) of the CEQA Guidelines.

RECOMMENDATION: Recommendation of Approval

Attachments: )

Exhibit A: Draft Planning Commission Resolution

Exhibit B: -Board of Supervisors File No. 150790

Exhibit C: CEQA Findings :

Exhibit D: San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) Nexus Study

Exhibit E: San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Economic Feasibility Study
Exhibit F: TSE Stakeholder Outreach List

Exhibit G: Public Comments

4 More information on the Middle Income Rental Housing Program is available at: hitp://sf-
moh.org/index.aspx?page=1411.
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SUBSTITUTED
7/28/2015
FILE NO. 150790 ORDINANCE NO.

[Planning Code - Establishing a New Citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee]

Ordinance amending the Planning Code by establishing a new citywide Transportation
Sustainability Fee and suspending application of the existing Transit Impact

Development Fee, with some exceptions, as long as the Transportation Sustainability

Fee remains operativé; amending Section 401 to add definitions reflecting these

changes; amending Section 406 to clarify affordable housing and homeless shelter

exemptions from the Transportation Sustainability Fee; making conforming

érﬁendments to the Area Plan fees in Planning Code, Article 4; affirming the Planning
Department’s determination under thé California Environmental Quality Act; and
making findings, including Qeneral findings; findings of public necessity, convenience,
and welfare, and findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority

policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1,

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.
Additions to Codes are in szngle—underlzne ztalzcs Times New Roman font.
Deletions to Codes are in
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font.
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough-Arial-font.
Asterisks (* * * *)indicate the omission of unchanged Code
subsections or parts of tables.

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

Section 1. Findings. The Board of Supervisoré of the City ahd County of San
Francisco hereby finds and determines that: _ .

(a)  The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this
ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources

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

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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Supervisors in File No.-_and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board affirms this
determination. ‘

(b) On - , the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. ;
adopted findings that the actions contemplatéd in this ordinance are consistent, on balance,
with the City’s General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The
Board adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clevrk_ of
the Board of Supetrvisors in File No. , and is incorporated herein by reference.

(c) On. , the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. -
approved this legislation, recommended it for adoption by the Board of Supervisors, and
adopted findings that it will serve the public necessity, convenience and welfare. Pursuant to
Planning Code Section 302, the Board adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said -

Resolution is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. ,and is

incorporated by reference herein.

Section 2. The Planning Code is hereby amended by.adding Sections 411A, 411A1,
411A.2, 411A.3, 411A4, 411A5,411A6, 411A.7, and 411A.8, to read as follows:

SEC. 4114. TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE.

Sections 411A4.1 through 4114.8 (hereafier referred to collectively as “Section 4114”) set forth

the requirements and procedures for the Transporiation Sustainability Fee (“TSF”),

SEC. 411A.1. FINDINGS.

(a) In 1981, San Francisco (“the City”) enacted Ordinance No, 224-81, imposing a Transit

Impact Development Fee (“TIDF”’) on new office development in the downtown-area. The TIDF was

based on studies showing that the development of new office uses places a burden on the City’s transit -

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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system, especially in the downtown area of San Francisco during commute hours, known as "peak

periods. "
(b) The City later amended the TIDF, and made it applicable to non-residential

Development Projects citywide, recognizing that development has transportation impacts across the

City’s transportation network.

(c) Starting in 2009, the City and the San Francisco County Transportation Authority

worked to develop the concept of a comprehensive citywide transportation fee and supporting nexus

study (the “TSF Nexus Studvl The fee would offset impacts of Development Projects, both residential

and non-residential,_ on the City’s transportation network, including impacts on transportation

infrastructure that support pedestrian and bicycle travel. The Nexus. Study is on file with the Clerk of

' the Board of Supervisors in File No. , and is incorporated hereini by reference.

- {d) The TSF Nexus Study concluded that all new land uses in San Francisco will generate

an increased demand for transportation infrastructure and services, and recommended that the TSF

apply to both residential and non-residential Development Projects in the City.

(e) In accordance with the TSF Nexus Study, Section 4114 imposes a citywide

transportation fee, the TSF. which will allow the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

(“SFMTA ) and other regionial transportation agencies serving San Francisco to meet the demand

oenerated by new development and thus maintain their existing level of service. Section 4114 will

require sponsors of Development Projects in the City to pay a fee that is. reasonably related to the

financial burden such projects impose on the City. This financial burden is measured by the cost that

will be incurred by SFMTA and other transportation agencies serving San F rancisco to meet the

demand for transit capital maintenance, transit capital facilities and fleet, and pedestrian and bicycle

infrastructure (also referred to as “complete streets” infrastructure) creqted by new development

throughout the City.

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen : i
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Ji)) The TSF Nexus Study justifies charging fee rates higher than thése Section 4114

imposes. The rates imposed herein take into consideration the recommendations of a TSF Economic

Feasibility Study that the City prepared in conjunction with TSF. The TSF Economic Feasibility S’tudv

" took into account the impact of the TSF on the feasibility of development, throughout the City. The TSF

Economic Feasibility Study is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. ,and

is incorporated herein by reference.

(o) The fee rates charged herein are no higher than necessary to cover the reasonable costs

of providing transportation infrastructure and service fo the population associated with the new

Development Projects, such as residents, visitors, employees and customers. The TSF will provide

revenue that is sienificantly below the costs that SEMTA and other transit providers will incur to

mitioate the transportation infrastructure and service needs resulting from the Development Projects.

(h) The TSF is an efficient and equitable method of providing funds to mitigate the

transportation demands imposed on the City by new Development Projects.

(i) __ Based on the above findings and the TSF Nexus Study, the City determines that the TSF

satisfies the requirements of California Government Code Section 66001 et seq. ("the Mitioation Fee

Act"), as follows:

(1) The purpose of the TSF is to help meet the demands imposed on the City's

transportation svstem by new Development Projects.

(2) Funds from collection of the TSF ugill be used to meet the demand for transit

capital maintenance, transit capital facilities and fleet, and pedestrian and bicvcle infrastructure

generated by new develobment in the City.

(3) There is a reasonable relationship between the proposed uses of the TSF and the

impacts of Development Projects subject to the TSF on the transportation system in the City.

(4) There is a reasonable relationship Betwwn the types of Development Projects on

which the TSF will be imposed and the need to fund transportation system improvements.

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen,
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(5) There is a reasonable relationship between the amount of the TSF to be imposed

on Development Projects and the impact on transit resulting from such projects.

SEC. 4114.2. DEFINITIONS.

See Section 401 of this Article 4 for deﬁnitions of terms applicable to this Section 4114, In

addition, the following abbreviations are used throughout Section 4114: TIDF (Transit Impact

Development Fee), T SF (Transportation Sustainability Fee).

SEC. 411A.3. APPLICATION OF TSF.

(a) Except as provided in Subsection (b), the TSF shall apply to any Development Project in

the City that results in:

) More than twenty new dwelling units;

(2) New group housing facilities, or additions of 800 gross square feet or more to an

existing sroup housing facility;

‘(3) New construction of a Non-Residential or PDR use in excess of 800 grOSS square

feet, or additions of 800 square feet or more to an existing Non-Residential or PDR use: or

4) Change or Replacement of Use, such that the rate charged for the new use is

hicher than the rate charged for the existing use, regardless of whether the existing use previously paid

the ISF or TIDF.

(b) Exemptions: Notwithstanding Subsection (a), the TSF shall not apply to the iolloﬁzing:

(1) City projects. Development Projects on property owned by the City, except for

that portion of a Development Project that may be developed by a private sponsor and not intended to

be occupied by the City or other agency or entity exempted under Section 4114, in which case the TSF

shall apply only to such non-exempted portion. Development Projects on property owned by a private

. Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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person or entity and leased to the City shall be subject to the fee, unless such Development Project is

otherwise exempted under Section 4114.

2) Redevelopment Projects. Development Projects in a Redevelopment Plan Area

or in an ared covered by a Development Agreement in existence at the time a building or site permit is

issued for the Development Project, to the extent payment of the TSF would be inconsistent with such

Redevelopment Plan or Development Agreement.

(3) Projects of the United States. Development Projects located on property owned

by the United States or any of its agencies to be used exclusively for governmental purposes.

4) Projects of the State of California. Development Projects located on property

owned by the State of California or any of its agencies to be used exclusively for governmental

PUrposes.

;) Affordable Housing Projects. Affordable housing, pursuant to the provisions of

Planning Code Section 406(b), other than that required by Planning Code Sections 415 or 419 et seq..

_or any units that trigger a Density Bonus under California Government Code Sections 65915-65918,

(6) Small Businesses. Expansion of any existing Non-Residential or PDR use,

whether throush a Change of Use or an expansion to an existing structure, provided that: (A) the grbss

square footage of both the existing and the resulting use is not greater than 5,000 gross square feet,

and (B) the resulting use is not a Formula Retail use, as d’eﬁned in Section 303. I of this Code. This

exemption shall not apply to new construction or Replacement of Use.
: .

(7) Charitable Exemptions.

4) The TSF shall not apply to any portion of a project located on a property

or portion of a property that will be exempt from real property taxation or possessory interest taxation

under California Constitution, Article XIII, Section 4, as implemented by California Revenue and

Taxation Code Section 214. However, any. Post-Secondary Educational Institution that requires an

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 1183 Page 6



o W o N O O A W N =

N DN N N N N 2 s aa = sed e = el = e
N A W N a0 O 00N ;AN -

Institutional Master Plan under Section 304.5 of the Planning Code shall not be eligible for this

charitable exemption.

(B) "It is anticipated that by January 1, 2030, the hospital seismic retrofitting

process mandated by Article 8 (commencing with Section 15097.100) of Chapter 1, Division 12.5 gf the

California Health and Safety Code will have been completed, although the State Legislature may

extend the deadline. It is the intention of the Board of Supervisors to consider, when that process is

completed, whether hospitals that require an Institutional Master Plan under Sectzon 3 04 5 of the

Planning Coa’e should be subject to the TSF.

(C)  Any project receiving a Charitable Exemption shall maintain its tax

" exempt status, as applicable, for at least 10 years after the issuance of its Ceﬂiﬁcate of Final

Completion. If the property or portion thereof loses its tax exempt status within the 10-vear period, then

the property owner shall be required to pay the TSF that was previously exempted. Such payment shall

be required within 90 days of the property losing its tax exempt status.

(D) Ifa property owner fails to pay the TSF within the 90-day period, a

notzce for request of payment shall be served by the Development F ee Collection Unit at DBI under

Sectzon 1074.13 of z‘he San Francisco Building Code. Thereaﬁer upon nonpayment, a lien proceedzng

shall be instituted under Sectzon 408 of this Article and Section 107A4.13.15 of the San Franczsco

Building Code.

(E) The Zoning Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a

Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder of the City and Coiznty of San Francisco for the subject

property prior to the issuance of a building or site permit. This Notice shall state the amount of the TSF

exempted per this subsection (b)(7). It shall also state the requirements and provisions of subsections

(BU7)A) and (b)(7)(C) above.

(c) ___Relationship between the TSF and Area Plan Fees Devoted to Transit. Except as

provided in subsection (d), all Development Projects subject to the TSF shall pay the full TSF. Where

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen ]
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 7
‘1184



—

N N N N N N - — —_ — - EEN - - - -

O O 00 N O oA W N

Development Projects are subject to both the TSF and an Area Plan Impact Fee, a portion of which is

,dedz‘cated to transit improvements, the Development Projects shall pay the fees as follows: -

(1) Non-Residential portions of developments shall pay both the TSF and the Area Plan

Impact Fee.

- (2) Residential portions of developments shall pay the TSF. The transit component of

an Area Plan Impact Fee applicable to the Residential portion of such development may be reduced by

the amount of TSF due, up to the full amount, as set forth in Sections 421.3, 422.3, 423.3 and 424 of
this Code. .

(3) The Planning Department shall maintain a master feevschedule that clearly

identifies, for each Area Plan Impact Fee: the transit portion of the Area Plan Impact Fee, the amount

of such Area Plan Impact Fee that may be reduced in accordance with subsection (c)(2), above, and the

resulting net Area Plan Impact Fee after taking the TSF reduction into account.

(d) Application of the TSF to Projects in the Approval Process at the Effective Date of

Section 411A4. The TSF shall apply to Development Projects that are in the approval process at the

effective date of Section 4114, except as modified below:

- () Projects that have a Development Application approved before the effective date

of this Section shall not pay the TSF, but.shall be subject to the TIDF at the rate applicable per

Planning Code Sections 411.3(e) and 409, as well a§ any other dpplicdble fees.

2) Projects that have filed a Development Application or environmental review
[i

application before the effective date of this Section, but have not received approval of any such

application, shall pay the TSF as follows:

{A4) Residential Usés subject to the TSF shall pay 50% of the applicable

residential TSF rate, as well as any other applicable fees.

(B) " The Non-residential portion of any project shall pay the applicable TIDF

rate per Planning Code Sections 411.3(e) and 409, as well as any other applicable fees.

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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(e) Effect 07_" TSF on TIDF and Development Subject to TIDF.

(1) . The provisions of this Section 4114 are intended to supersede the provisions of

Section 411 et seq. as to new development in the City as of the effective date of Section 4114, except as

stated below. The provisions of Section 411 et seq. are hereby suspended,_ with the : following

exceptions:

(4)  Section 411 et seq. shall remain operative and effective with respect to

 any Redevelopment'PlangDevelopmem‘ Aoreement, Interagency. Cooperation Agreement, or any other

acreement entered into by the City that is valid and effective on the effective date of Section 4114, and

that by its terms would preclude the application of Section 4114, and instead allow for the application

of Section 411 et seq.

(B) Section 411 et seq. shall remain operative and effective with respect fo

Development Projects that are in the approval process as of the effective date of Section 4114, and for

which the TIDF is imposed as set forth in Section 4114.3(d).

(C)  Section 411 et seq: shall remain operative and effective with respect to

imposition and collection of the TIDF for any new development for which a Development Application

was approved prior fo the effective date of Section 4114, and for which TIDF has not been paid.

(2)  Notwithstanding subsection (e)(1) dboveg’fthe City Attorney certifies in writing

to the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors tha( a court has determined that the provisions of Section 4114

are invalid or unenforceable in whole or substantial part, the provisions of Section 411 shall no longer

be suspended and shall become operative as of the effective date of the court ruling. In that event, the

City Attorney shall cause to be printed appropriate notations in the Planning Code indicating that the

provisions of Section 4114 are suspended, and the provisions of Section 411 are no longer suspended.

(3) The City Attorney’s certification referenced in subsection (e)(2) above shall be

superseded if the City Attorney thereafter certifies in writing to the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors -

that the provisions of Section 4114 are valid and enforceable in whole or in substantial part because

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen . ‘
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the court decision referenced in subsection (e)(2) has been reversed, overturned, invalidated, or

otherwise rendered inoperative with respect to Section 411A. In that event, the provisions of Section

4114 shall no longer be suspended and shall become operative as of the date the court decision no

longer governs, and the provisions of Section 411 shall be suspended except as specified in Section

411A4. Further, the City Attorney shall cause to be printed appropriate notations in the Planning Code

indicating the same.

- SEC. 4114.4. CALCULATION OF TSF.

(a) Calculation. The TSF shall be calculated on the basis of the number of gross square feet

. of the Development Project, multiplied by the TSF rate in effect at the issuance of the First

Construction Document for each of the applicable land use categories within the Development Project.

as provided in the Fee Schedule set forth in Section 411A4.5, except as provided in subsection (b) below.

An accessory use shall be charged at the same rate as the underlying use to which it is accessory. In

reviewing whether a Development Project is subject to the TSF, the project shall be considered in its

entirety. A project sponsor shall not seek multivle applications for building permits to evade payine the

TSF for a single Development Project.

) Change or Replacement of Use. When calculating the TSF for a development project in

which there is a Change of Use such that the rate charged for the new land use category is higher than

the rate chareed for the category of the existing legal land use, the TSF per square foot rate shall be

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

SEC. 4114.5. TSF SCHEDULE.

Development Projects subject to the TSF shall pay the following fees, as adjusted annually in

accordance with Planning Code Section 409(b).

Mayor Lee; Supervisbrs Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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Tuble 4114.5. TSF Schedule

Land Use Categdriés ISF Per Gross Square Foot
of Development Project
Residential $7.74
| Non-Residential $18.04
Production, Distribution and Repair 3761

O © ® N ® o h w N

SEC. 411A.6. TSF EXPENDITURE PROGRAM

As set forth in the TSF Nexus Study, on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors File No.

. TSF funds may only be used to reduce the burden imposed by Development Projects on

the City's transportation system. Expenditures shall be allocated as follows, giving priority to specific

projects identified in the different Area Plans:

Table 4114.6A. TSF Expenditure Program

Transit Capital Maintenance
 Subtotal 61%
Transit Service Expansion & Réliability Improvements — San Francisco
Subtotal | 32%
Transit Service Expansion & Reliability Improvements - Regional Transit
Providers
Subtotal 2%
Complete Streets (Bicycle and Pedestrian) Improvements
Subtotal 3%
Program Administration 2%
Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen .
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Total

100.0%

Within the Rincon Hill Community Improvements Program Area, per Planning Code Sect;'on

418 and the Visitacion Valley Fee Area, per Planning Code Section 420, expenditures shall be

allocated as follows:

Table 411A.6B. TSF Expenditure Program in Rincon Hill and Visitacion Valley |

. Transit Capital Maintenance

' Subtotal 61%
Transit Service Expansion & Reliability Improvements — San Francisco .
' Subtotal 35%
Transit Service Expansion & Reliability Improvements — Regional Transit
Providers
Subtotal 2%
Complete Streets (Bicycle and Pedestria@ Improvements
Subtotal | 0%
Program Administration 2%
Total | 100.0%

SEC. 4114.7. TSF FUND

Money received from collection of the TSF, including earnings from investments of the TSF.

shall be held in trust by the Treasurer of the City and County of San Francisco under California

Government Code Section 66006 of the Mitigation Fee Act. It shall be distributed according to the

_ fiscal and budgetary provisions of the San Francisco Charter and the Mitigation Fee Act, subject to the

following conditions and limitations. As reasonably necessary to miticate the impacts of new

development on the City’s public transportation system, TSF funds may be used to fund transit capital

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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maintenarnce projects, transit capital facilities and fleet, and complete streets (pedestrian and bicycle)

infrastructure. These expenditures may include, but are not limited to: capital costs associated with

establishing new transit routes, expanding transit routes, and increasing service on existing transit

routes, including, but not limited to, procurement of related items such as rolling stock, and desien and

construction of bus shelters, stations, tracks, and overhead wires: capital or maintenance costs

required to add revenue service hours or enhanced capacity to existing routes; capital costs of

pedestrian and bicycle facilities, including, but not limited fo, sidewalk paving and widening,

pedestrian and bicycle signalization of crosswalks or intersection, bicycle lanes within street right-of~

way, physical protection of bicycle facilities from motorized traffic, bike sharing, bicycle parking, and '

traffic calming. Proceeds from the TSF may also be used fo administer, enforce, or defend Section

4114.

SEC. 4114.8. FIVE YEAR REVIEW OF ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY STUDY.

Every five vears, or sooner if requested by the Mayor or the Board of Supervisors, the SFMTA

shall update the TSF Economic Feasibility Study. This update shall analyze the impact of the TSF on

the feasibility of development, throughout the City. This update shall be in addition to the five-year

evaluation of all development fees mandated by Section 410 of this Code.

Sectioh 3. The Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Section 411, to read -
as follows: .

SEC. 411. TRANSIT IMPACT DEVELOPMENT FEE.

(a) Sections 411.1 through 411.9, hereatfter referred to as Section 411.1 ef seq., set
forth the requirements and procedures for the TIDF. The effective date of these requirements
shall be the daté the requirements were originally effective or were subsequently modified,

whichever applies.

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen N
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(b) Partial Suspension of Section 411 et seq. In accordance with Planning Code Section

4114.3(e), the provisions of Section 4114 are intended,. with certain exceptions, to supersede the

provisions of Section 411 et seq., as to new develogmeni in the City as of the effective date of Section

4114. Accordingly, Section 411A4.3(e) suspends, with certain exceptions, the operation of Section 411

et seq., and states the circumstances under which such suspension shall be lifted.

Section 4. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Section 401, to read as
follows:
SEC. 401. DEFINITIONS.

* % k *

“Areq Plan Impact Fee” shall mean a development impact fee collected by the City to mitigate

impacts of new development in the Area Plans of the San Francisco General Plan, under Article 4 of

the Plannz'ng Code.

* k k Kk

“Development Application” shall mean any application for a building permit, site permit,

Conditional Use, Variance, Large Project Authorization, or any application pursuant to Planning Code

Sections 309, 309.1, or 322.

h ok k%

“Hope SF Project Area” shall mean an area owned by or previously owned by the San

Francisco Housing Authority that is currently undergoing, or planned to undergo redevelopment,

whereby existing affordable dwelling units will be replaced, new affordable housing units will be

constructed, and market-rate units may be constructed as a means to cross-subsidize newly needed

" infrastructure and affordable units.. Hope SF Project Area shall include the Hunters View project,

which is located within the Hunters View Special Use District, the Potrero Terrace and Annex Project,

which includes Assessor’s Block 4367, Lots 004 and 0044, Block 42204, Lot 001, Block 4222, Lot 001 :

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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and Block 4223, .Lot 001; and the Sunnydale / Velasco Project; which includes Assessor’s Blnck 6310,
Lot 001; Block 6311, Lot 001; Block 6312, Lot 001; Block 631 3. Lot 001; Block 6314, Lot 001; and

Block 6315, Lot 001.

Section 5. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Section 406, to read as
follows: , '
SEC. 406. WAIVER, REDUCTION, OR ADJUSTMENT OF DEV.ELOPMENT‘
PROJECT REQUIREMENTS. | |
(a) Waiver or Reduction Based on Absence of Reasonable Relationship.
(1) The sponsor of any development pfoject subject to a; development fee or

development impact requirement imposed by this Article may appeal to the Board of

Supervisors for a reduction, adjustment, or waiver of the requirement based upon the absence

of any reasonable relationship or nexus between the impact of development and eithér the

‘amount of the fee charged or the on-site requirenﬁent.

(2) Any appeal authorized by this Section shall be made in writing and filed with
the Clerk of the Board no lafér than 15 days after the date the Department or Commission
takes final action on the project approval that aséesses the requirement. The appeal shall set
forth in detalil thé factual and legal basis for the claim of waiver, reduction, or adjuétment.

(3) The Bnard of Supervisors shall consider the appeal at a bubl‘ic hearing within
60 days after the filing of the appeal. The appéllant shall bear the burden of presenting
substantial evidence to support the appeal, including comparable technical information to
support appellant's position. The decision of the Boarq shall be by a simple majority vote and
shall be final.

(4) If areduction, adjustment, or waiver is granted, any cha_nge in use within the

project shall invalidate the waiver, adjustment, or reduction of the fee or inclusionary

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen _ .
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requirement. If the Board grants a reduction, adjustment or-wai\}er, the Clerk of the Board
shall promptly transmit the nature and extent of the reduction, adjustment or waiver to the
Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI and the Unit shall modify the Project Development
Fee Report to reflect the change.
(b) Waiver or Reduction, Based on Housing Affordability.
(1) An affordable housing unit shall receive a waiver from the Rincon Hill

Community lnfraotructure Impact Fee, the Market and dctavia Community Improvements
impact Fee, the Eastérn Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee, the Balboa Park Impact -

Fee, and-the Visitacion Valley Community Facilities and Infrastructure Impact Fee, and the

Transportation Sustainability Fee, if the affordable housing unit is located within a HOPE SF

Project Area, or if the affordable housing unit:

(A) is i) affordable to a household at or below 80% of the Area Median Income

(as published by HUD), including units that qualify as replacement Section 8 units under the

HOPE SF program, or ii) affordable to a household at or below 150% of the Area Median Income (as

" published by HUD), if located within a building where all residential units are income restricted,

except as provided in subsection (b)(3), below:

(B) is subsidized by MOH, the San Francisco Housing Authority, and/or the San

Francisco Redevélopment Agency; and

(C) is subsidized in a manner which maintains its affordability for a term no less
than 55 years, whether it is a rental or ownership opportunity. Project sponsors must
oemonstrate to the Planni.ng Department staff that a governmenta] agency will be enforcing
the term of affordability aﬁd reviewing performance and service plans as necessary.

(2) Projects that meet the requirements of this subsection are eligible fora 100

percent fee reduction until an alternative fee schedule is published by the Department.

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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(3) Projects that are located within a HOPE SF .ProiectArea ére eligible for a 100 percent

fee reduction, applicable both to the affordable housing units and the market-rate units within such

projects.
(34) This waiver clause shall not be applied to units built as part of a developer's
efforts to meet the re_quirements of the' Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program, end-Sections

415 or 419 of this Code-or any units that trigeer a Density Bonus under California Government

Code Sections 65915-65918.

(c) Waiver for Homeless Sheiters. A Homeless Shelter, as defined in Section 102 of
this Code, is not required to pay the Rincon Hill Community Infrastructure Impact Fee, the
Transit Center District Impact Fees, the Market and Octavia Community Improvements Impact
Feé, the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee, the Balboa Park Impact Fee, and -

the Visitacion Valley Community Facilities and Infrastructure Impact Fee: and the Transportation

Sustainability Fee.

(d) Waiver Baéed on Duplicétion of Fees. The City shall make every effort not to
assess duplicative fees on new development. In general, project sponsors are only eligible for
fee waivers under this Subsection if a contribution to anofher fee program would result in a
duplication of charges for a particular type of corﬁmunity infrastructure. The Department shall
publish a schedule annually of all known opportunities for waivers and reductions under this
clause, including the speciﬁc rate. Requirements under Section 135 and 138 of this Code do
not. qualify for a waive; or reduction. Should futuré fees pose a duplicative charge, such as a
Citywide open space or childcare fee; the same methodology shall apply and the Department

shall update the schedule of waivers or reductions accordingly.

Section 6. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sections 418.3, 420.3
and 424.7.2, o read as follows:

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen - ) .
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SEC. 418. | RINCON HILL COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FUND AND SOMA
COMMUNITY STABILIZATION FUND.

% &k k%

- SEC. 418.3. APPLICATION.

(c) Fee Calculation for the Rincon Hill Community Infrastructure Impact Fee. For
development projects for which the Rincon Hill Community Infrastructure Impact Fee is
applicable:

(1) Any net addition of gross square feet shall pay per the Fee Schedule in Table
418.3A, and

(2) Any replacement of gross square feet or change of use shall pay per the Fee

Schedule in Table 418.3B.

(3) No Reduction of Residential Fee. The transit component of this fee applicable to the

Residential portion of a Development Project shall not be reduced by the amount of TSF due for the

same Residential portion, pursuant to Planning Code Section 4114.3(b).

% k kK

SEC. 420. VISITATION VALLEY COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND
INFRASTRUCTURE FEE AND FUND.

SEC. 420.3 APPLICATION OF VISITACION VALLEY COMMUNITY
IMPROVEMENTS FACILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE FEE -

IR

(e) No Reduction of Residential F. ée. The transit component of this fee applicable to the

Residential portion of a Development Project shall not be reduced by the amount of TSF due for the

same Residential portion, pursuant to Planning Code Section 4114.3(b).

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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SEC. 424.7. TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT TRANSPORTATION AND STREET
IMPROVEMENT IMPACT FEE AND FUND.

SEC. 424.7.2. APPLICATION OF TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT
TRANSPORTATION AND STREET IMPROVEMENT IMPACT FEE.

(c) Fee Calculation for the Transit Center Diétri.ct Transportation and Street
Improvement Impact Fee. For development projects for w_hich the Transit Center District
Tjransportation and Street Improvement Impact Fee is applicable the corresponding fee for net
addition of gross square feet is listed in Table 424.7A. Where development project ir)cludes
more than one land use, the overall proportion of each use relative to-other uses on the lot
shall be used to calculate the applicable fees regardless of the physical distribution or Ibcation
of each use on the lot. If necessary, the Director shall issue a Guidance Statement clarifying
the methodology of calculating fees.

D Transit Delay Mitigation Fee. The fee listed in Column A shall be assessed
on all applicable gross square fo'otage for the entire development project.
| (2) Base Fee. The fee Iisted in Column B shall be assessed on all applicable
grosé square footage for the entire development project. |

(3) Projects Exceeding FAR of 9:1. For development projects that result in the

. Floor Area Ratio on the lot exceeding 9:1, the fee listed in Column C shall be assessed on all

applicable gross square footage on the lot above an FAR of 9:1.
(4) Projects Exceeding FAR of 18:1. For development projects that result in the
Floor Area Ratio on the lot exceeding 18:1, the fee listed in Column D shall be assessed on all

applicable gross square footage on the lot above an FAR of 18:1.

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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(5) For projects that are eligible to apply TDR units to exceed an FAR of 9:1
pursuant to Section 123(e)(1), the fee otherwise applicable to such square footage according
to subsections (3) and (4) above shall be waived.

(6) No Reduction of Residential Fee. The transit component of this fee applicable to the

Residential portion of a Development Project shall not be reduced by the amount of TSF due for the

same Residential portion, pursuant to Planning Code Section 4114.3(b).

* k kX%

Section 7. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sections 421.3, 422.3,
423.3, 423.5 and 424.3, and deleting Section 421.7, to read as follows:
SEC. 421. MARKET AND OCTAVIA COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FUND.

* % Kok

SEC. 421.3. APPLICATION OF COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS IMPACT FEE.
(c) Fee Calculation for the Market-and Octavia Community lmprbvement Impact Fee.
For development projects for which the Market and Octavia Cofnmunity Improvements Impact
Fee is applicable: 7
(1) Any net addition of gross square'feet shall pay per the Fee Schedule in Table
421.3A, and .
(2) Any replacement of gross square feet or change of use shall pay per the Fee
Schedule in Table 421 3B

(3) Reduction of Residential Fee. The transit component of this fee applicable to the

Residential portion of a Development Project shall be reduced, up to the full amount, by the amount of

ISF due for the same Residential portion, pursuant to Planning Code Section 4114.3(b).

* &k F

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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SEC. 422. BALBOA PARK COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FUND.

* k k%

SEC. 422.3. APPLICATION OF COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT IMPACT FEE.

EX X R

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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(c) Fee Calculation for the Balboa Park Impact Fee. For development projects for
which the Balboa Park Impact Fee is applicable:
| (1) Any net addition of gross square feet shall pay per the Fee Schedule in Table
422.3A, and |
(2 Ahy replacement of gross square feet or change of use shall pay per the Fee
Schedule in Table 422.3B.

(3) Reduction of Re&idential Fee. The transit component of this fee dpplicable fo the

Residential portion of a Development Project shall be reduced, up to the full amount. by the amount of

TSF due foz; the same Residential pbrtioanursuant to Planning Code Section 4114.3 o).

* %k x

SEC. 423. EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS IMPACT FEES AND PUBLIC BENEFITS
FUND.

* %k ok

SEC. 423.3. APPLICATION OF EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS INFRASTRUCTURE

" IMPACT FEE.

ok ok ok

(c) Fee Calculation for the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee. For
development projects for which the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure lmpacf Fee is
applicable: | |

(1) Any net addition of gross square feet shall pay per the Fee Schedule in Table
423.3A. and
(2) Any replacement of gross square feet or change of use shall pay per the Fee

Schedule in Table 423.3B.

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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(3) Reduction of Residential Fee. The transit component of this fee applicable to the

Residential portion of a Development Project shall be reduced, up to the full amount, by the amount of

TSF due for the same Residential portion, pursuant to Planning Code Section 4114.3(b).
SEC. 423.5. THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS
FUND. |

* kK Kk

Table 423.5
BREAKDOWN OF USE OF EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS
COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FEE/FUND BY
IMPROVEMENT TYPE*
Dollars Dollars Received From
Improvement Tvpe Received From Non-
P yp Residential Residential/Commercial
Development Development
Complete Streets:
Pedestrian and
Streetscape 31% 34%
Improvements, - :
Bicycle Facilities
Transit 10% 53%
Recreation and 47 5% 6%
Open Space
Childcare 6.5% 2%
Program 0 )
Administration 5% 5%

* Does not apply to Designated Affordable Housing Zones, which are addressed in Table
423.5A ‘

Table 423.5A
BREAKDOWN OF USE OF EASTERN
NEIGHBORHOODS PUBLIC BENEFITFEE/FUND BY
IMPROVEMENT TYPE FOR DESIGNATED AFFORDABLE
HOUSING ZONES

_ Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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Dollars Dollars Received From
Improvement Tyoe Received From Non- .
P yp Residential Residential/Commercial
Development Development
Affordable Housing -
preservation and 75% n/a
development
Complete Streets:
Pedestrian and
Streetscape - 4% 36%
Improvements, oo :
Bicycle Facilities .
Open-Space-and o o
[Transit 6% 9385%
Recreation and Open 10% 6%
Space
Podestriancid
Strectscape 4% 4%
proverents
Program 5% 5%
administration

cok ok %%

SEC. 424. VAN NESS AND MARKET AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND
NEIGHBORHOOD INFRASTRUCTURE FEE AND PROGRAM.
SEC. 424.3. APPLICATION OF VAN NESS AND MARKET AFFORDABLE
HOUSING AND NEIGHBORHOOD INFRASTRUCTURE FEE AND PROGRAM.
(b) Amount of Fee.
(i)  All uses in any development project within the Van Ness and Market Downtown

Residential Special Use District shall pay $30.00 per net additional gross square foot of floor

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen . :
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area in any portion of building area exceeding the base development site FAR of 6:1 up to a
base development site FAR of 9:1.

(i) All uses in any Development Project within the Van Ness and Market
Downtown Residential Special Use District shall pay $15.00 per net addi_tional gross square
foot of floor area in any portion of building area exceeding the base development site FAR of
9:1.

(iii) Reduction of Residential Fee. The transit component of this fee applicable to the

Residential portion of a development project shall be reduced, up to the full amount, by the amount of

TSF due for the same Residential portion, pursuant to Planning Code Section 4114.3(b).

kok kK

Section 8. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sections 421.1, 422.1,
423.1, and 424.1, to read as follows: |

SEC. 421.1. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS SUPPORTING THE MARKET AND
OCTAVIA COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FUND.

(b)  Findings. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed the San Francisco Citywide |
Nexus Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014 (“Nexus Analysis”), axd the San
Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis- prepared by AECOM dated March 2014,
and the Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (ISF Nexus Study), dated May, 2015, betk on

file with the Clerk of the Board in F‘ileg Nos. 150149 and ___, and, under Section 401A,
adopts the findings and conclusions'of those studies and the general and specific findings in
that Section, specifically including the Recreation and Open Space Findings, Pedestrian and

Streetscape Findings, Childcare Findings, @14 Bicycle Infrastructure Findings, and Transit

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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Findings, and incorporates those by reference herein to support the imposition of the fees

under this Section.

'SEC. 422.1. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS IN SUPPORT OF BALBOA PARK
COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FUND. '

k * kK ’ |

(b)  Findings.. The Board of Supervisors lhas reviewed the San Francisco Citywide
Nexus Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014 (“Nexus Analysis”), e#d the San
Francisco Infrastructure Level 6f Servfce Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014,

and the Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (TSF Nexus Study), dated May, 2015, bsetk on
file with the Clerk of the Board in Files Nos. 150149 and . and, under Section 401A,

adopts the findings and conclusions of those studies and the general and specific findings in

that Section, specifically including the Recreation and Open Space Findings, Pedestrian and

N Streetscape Findings, Childcare Findings, axd Bicycle Infrastructure Findings and Transit -

Findings, and incorporates those by reference herein to support the imposition of the fees

under this Section.

Mayor Lee; Supervisors' Wiener, Breed, Christensen :
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SEC. 423.1. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS SUPPORTING EASTERN
NEIGHBORHOODS IMPACT FEES AND COMMUNITY. IMPROVEMENTS FUND.

* & % %

(b) Findings. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed the San Francisco Citywide
Nexus Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014: (“Nexus Analysis”), and the San
Francisco lnfréstructure Level of Service Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014,
and the Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (TSF Nexus Study), dated May, 2015, both on

file with the Clerk of the Board in Files Nos. 150149 and -, and, under Section 401A,

adopts the findings and conclusions of those studies and the general and specific findings in
that Section, specifically including the Recreation and Open Space Findings, Pedestrian and

Streétscape Findings, Childcare Findings, e#d Bicycle Infrastructure Findings, and Transit

Findings, and incorporates those by reference herein to support‘the imposition of the fees

under this Section.

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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SEC. 424.1. FINDINGS SUPPORTING ;I'HE VAN NESS AND MARKET
AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND NEIGHBORHOOD INFRASTRUCTURE FEE AND
PROGRAM. o

(b) Néighborhood Infrastructure. The Van Ness & Market Residential SUD enables
the creation of a very dense residential neighborhood in an area built for back-office and
industrial uses. Projects that seek the FAR bonus above the maximum cap would introduce a
very high localized density in an area generally devoid of necessary public infrastructure and |

amenities, as‘described in the Market and Octavia Area Plan. While envisioned in the Plan,

~ such projects would create localized levels of demand for open space, streetscape

improvements, and public transit above and beyond the levels both existing in the area today
and funded by the Market and_Octavia Community Improvements Fee. Such projects also
entail construction of relatively taller or bulkier structures in a concentrated area; increasing
the need for offsetting open space for relief from the physical presence of larger buildings. '
Additionally, the FAR bonus provisiqné herein are intended to provide an economic incentive
for project sponsors to provide public infrastructure and amenities that improve the quality of

life.in the area. The bénus allowance is calibrated based on the cost of responding to the

. intensified demand for public infrastructure generated by increased densities available

‘through the FAR density bonus program.

_ The Board of Supervisors has reviewed the San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis

prepared by AECOM dated March 2014 (“Nexus Analysis”), and the San. Francisco

Mayor Lee; Sdpervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen .
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Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March'2014, and the
Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (TSF Nexus Study), dated May, 2015, b6tk on file with

the Clerk of the Board in Files Nos. 150149 and _. and, under Section 401A, adopts

the findings and conclusions of those studies and the general and épeciﬁc findings in that
Section, specifically including the Recreation and Open Space Findings, Pedestrian and

Streetscape Findings, Childcare Findings, axd Bicycle Infrastructure Findings, and Transit

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

under this Section. -

TRk kR

Section 9. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Section 401A(b), to read

as follows:

SEC. 401A. FINDINGS.

(b) Specific Findings: The Board of Supervisors has reviewed the San Francisco
Citywide Nexus.Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014 (“Nexus Analysis”), aud the
San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis pvr"epared by AECOM dated March

2014, and the Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (TSF Nexus Stﬁdv), dated May, 2015,

beth on file with the Clefk of the Board in Files No. 150149 and . and adopts the

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen .
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findings and conclusions of those studies, specifically the sections of those studies
establishing levels of service for and a nexus between new development and four five
infrastructure categories: Recreation and Open Space. Childcare, Streetscape and

Pedestrian Infrastructure, axnd Bicycle Infrastructure, and Transit Infrastructure. The Board of

Supervisors finds that, as required by California Govemmeht Code Section 66001, for each'
infrastructure category analyzed, the Nexus Analysis and lnfraetructure Level of Service’
Analysis: identify the purpose of the fee; identify the use or uses to Which the fees are to be
put; determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the fee's use and the type of
development project on which the fee is imposed; determine how there is a reasonable
relationship between the need for the public facility and the type of development project on
which the fee is imposed; and determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the
amount of the fee and the coet of the public facility or portion of the facility attribﬁtable_ fo the
development. Specifically, as discussed in more detail in and supported by the Nexus

Analysis and Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis the Board adopts the following findings:

* k& k

;) Transit Findings: See Section 4114.

(36) - Additional Findings. The Board finds that the Nexus Aralsis Analyses
establishes the fees are less than the cost of mitigetion and do not include the costs of
remedying any existing deficiencies. The City may fund the cost of remedying existing
deficiencies throﬁgh other public and private funds. The Board also finds that the Nexus St
Analy;ses establishes that the fees do not duplicate other City requirements or fees. Moreover,
the Board finds that #kis these fees is are only one part of the City’s broader funding strategy to
address these issues. Residential and non-residential impact fees are only one of many

revenue sources necessary to address the City’s infrastructure needs.

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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Section 10. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after
enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the
ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance'within ten days of receiving it, or the Board

of Supervisors overrides the Mayor’s veto of the ordinance.

Section 11. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors
intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, arﬁcles,
numbers,' punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Munici’pa[
Code that are expﬁcitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment
additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the “Note” that appears under

the official title of the ordinance.

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

By:

ANDREA RUIZ-ESQUIDE
Deputy City Attorney

n:\legana\as2015\1500870\01034085.docx

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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City Hall
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel, No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

July 29, 2015

- File No. 150790

Sarah Jones

Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, 4% Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103 )

Dear Ms. Jones:
- On July 28, 2015, Mayor Lee introduced the following legislation:

File No. 150790

Ordinance amending the Planning Code by establishing a new citywide
Transportation Sustainability Fee and suspending application of the
existing Transit Impact Development Fee, with some exceptions, as long as
the Transportation Sustainability Fee remains operative; amending Section
401 to add definitions reflecting these changes; amending Section 406 to
clarify affordable housing and homeless shelter exemptions from the
Transportation Sustainability Fee; making conforming amendments to the
Area Plan fees in Planning Code, Article 4; affirming the Planning
Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality
Act; and making findings, including general findings, findings of public
necessity, convenience and welfare, and findings of consistency with the
General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section
101.1.
- | o

This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review.

(moke«' u
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board Coctionn 153791b g
- (AL Mt
¢ /2(74‘&?”& “ Yoe cxeaen ! of 050%(:( ctntd
v \I\u.\r\
By: Andrea Ausberry, Assistant Clerk qu\&‘“‘amu e Al a(,hv‘ s
{ Land Use & Transportation Committee A@ exawt At T - ‘/
. u\)\y\ (.\f\ C\\c V\("\ (V\VLI\/( (AN
Attachment : y ko any o
. (,v.z/\/\m\‘Ck"""‘{'/l esi
. oy Y
Tou Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning va\\eC’r W“‘LE"M 1! b zqu
. . .. . *CV\\' \C\.\\‘l BN e
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning . v A pe ,r o the
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et
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In the City and County of San Francisco (the City) the only. cutrent citywide
transportation impact fee is the Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF).
The fee is currently imposed on most nonresidential development in San
Francisco and not on tesidential development. The TIDF funds costs
associated with increased transit setvice provided by the San Francisco
Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) to accommodate development
impacts, including capital facilities, fleet expansion, and capital maintenance.

The only other current City transportation impact fees ate separite fees
imposed in specific plan areas (e.g. Eastérn Neighborhoods infrastructute
impact fee). These fees apply to both residential and most non-residential
development within plan areas. Nontesidential development projects
currently pay these area plan fees in addition to the TIDE.

This report presents the technical analysis (“nexus study”) necessary for the
City to update the TIDF and support adoption of the proposed
Transportation Sustainability Fee (ISF) that would replace the TIDF. The
TSE would replace and expand the TIDF’s applicability to include residental
development projects. The use of TSF revenues would expand to include
bicycle facilifes and pedestrian and other streetscape infrastructure in
addition to existing uses of the TIDF for public transit.

By adopting and irnplémenﬁng the TSF the City would achieve the following
three objectives:

1. Replace the existing TIDF and expand its apphcauon to residential
development and certain major institutions.

2. Expand the use of this citywide transportation impact fee to include
bicycle facilities and pedesttian and other streetscape infrastructure to
address transportation impacts from new development.

3. Establish a maximum justified transportation impact fee for all
development whether or not subject to an area plan transportation fee in
addition to the citywide TSF.

Growth Projections

Current projections indicate that over the next 30 years the number of
housing units in the City will increase by 27 percent and employment by 35
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percent.' Increased population and employment citywide from new
development will generate increased auto and transit trips as well as increased
bicycle and pedesttian activity.

The City’s transportation system is already highly congested under cutrent

- conditions, as a result of both limited roadway capacity for vehicles and
limited transit vehicle capacity for transit passengers. Congestion occurs
particulatly duting morning and afternoon commute hours in the same
eastern areas of the City that are-also expected to experience the most
development. Pedestrian activity will also increase in congested areas.
Incteased travel from new development will directly affect the performance
of the City’s transportation system.

Table E.1 provides a summaty of the growth projections used in the nexus -
study. “Non-TISF Development” primarily refers to major projects not
subject to the TSF because of separate development or other contractual
agreements or whose impacts ate regulated by other agencies. “ISF
Development” is an estimate of development that would be subject to the
'ISE. :

Table E.1: Growth Projections (2010-2040)

Non-TSF TSF
Develo1p- Develop-
ment ment Total
Residential . o Housing Units
Housing Units 47,000 54,400 | 101,400
Percent . - 46% 54% 100%
Nonresidential ) Employment (Jobs)
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) ' 27,700 | 159,600 | 187,300
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - (700) 10,300 | . 9,600
Total 27,000 | 169,900 | 196,900
Percent 14% 86% 100%

Note: Growth projections for 2010 and 2040 households (occupied housing
units) and total employment (jobs) are within one percent of citywide totals
estimated by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). See’
Tables A.1 and A.2 in Appendix A for details.

' Includes major projects not subject to the TSF because of separate
development or other contractual agreements or whose impacts are
regulated by other agencies, plus an estimate of constructed, entitled, or
approved projects from 2010 through 2014 that would be too far along in
the development process to have a new fee applied to them.

Sources: Table 2.4.

1 See Table 2.1 in Chapter 2.




~ As a dense and built-out utban environment, the City does not have the

option’ of physically expanding its roadways to accommodate mote’
automobiles. Instead, the City’s Tramsit First policy directs investments to
transit, bike, and pedestrian modes of travel to improve transportation
services within the City and shift travel away from the use of single-occupant
autos. The policy thus benefits all travel modes: when commuters choose to
travel by transit, bicycle, or walking they benefit from improvements to these
facilities; when they choose to dtive, they benefit from the reduction in
automobile congestion that would exist without these improvements.

The TSF would addtess the impacts of development on the transportation
system while suppotting implementation of the Transit First policy. The TSE
would accomplish these objectives by funding increased transit capacity to
telieve transit congestion and by expanding bicycle and pedesttian facilities.
The TSF would have thtee components: (1) transit capital maintenance, (2)
transit capital facilities (including fleet expansion), and (3) complete streets
(bicycle, pedestrian, and other streetscape infrastructure). These three
components ate described in the following sections.

SFMTA Transit Capital Maintenance Component

May 2015

The transit capital maintenance component of the TSF is based on the same
methodology used to calculate the maximum justified rates for the cutrent
TIDF. If adopted the TSF would replace the TIDF with revenues continuing
to support SEMTA setvice expansion. The relationship between
development and the transit capital maintenance component is summarized
below:

¢ Need for transit capital maintenance: The impact of development on
the need for additional transit capital maintenance is based -on
maintaining the existing transit level of setvice (transit LOS) as growth
occuts. The existing transit LOS is the current ratio of the supply of
transit services (measured by transit revenue service hours) to the level of
transportation demand (measured by number of auto plus transit trips).
As development generates new trips the SFMTA must increase the
'supply of transit services, and in particular capital maintenance
expenditures, to maintain the existing transit LOS.

¢ Use of TSF transit capital maintenance tevenue: The benefit to
development from the use of fee revenues is based on improving transit
vehicle maintenance to increases the availability of vehicles that provide
transit service. SEMTA’s transit vehicles include motor coaches (buses),
trolley coaches (electric buses), light rail vehicles, histotic streetcars, and
cable cars. Improved vehicle maintenance directly increases revenue
service hours by reducing the amount of time that a vehicle is out of
setvice.
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+' Proportional cost: The TSF vaties in direct proportion to the amount of

trip generation of each development project.

" Transit Capital Facilities Componeit

The transit capital faciliies component of the TSF is based on a list of

. currently planned capital projects and programs needed to accommodate

increased transit demand from new development. Examples include transit
fleet expansion, improvements to increase SFMTA transit speed and
reliability, and improvements to regional transit operators such as BART and
Caltrain. The telationship between development and the transit capital
facilities component of the TSF is summarized below:

*

Need for expanded transit capital facilities: The impact of

development on the need for expanded transit facilities is caused by

increased transit and auto trips. The fair share cost of planned transit

facilities is allocated to TSF development based on trip generation from

TSF development as a percent of total trip generation served by the
planned facility (including existing development and development not

subject to the TSF).

For example, if a bus rapid transit project will improve service for both
existing and new development then the cost allocated to the fee is the
share of total trips in 2040 associated with TSF development. Alternately,
if a fleet expansion project only setves growth then the cost allocated is
the TSF development shate of trips from growth only (TSF plus non-
'TSF development).

Use of TSF transit capital facilities component revenue: The benefit
to development from the use of fee revenues is based on funding new ot
expanded transit capital facilities to support increased transit setvices
including improved vehicle availability.

Proportional cost: The TSF varies in direct proportion to the amount of
ttip generation of each development project.
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Complete Streets Component

The complete streets component of the TSF would fund the enhancement
and expansion of bicycle facilities as well as pedestrian and other streetscape
infrastructure to accommodate growth. This component of the TSF is
equivalent to maintaining the existing amount of sidewalk space per
pedestrian in San Francisco. The relationship between development and the
complete streets component of the TSF is summarized below: '

¢ Need for pedestrian infrastructure: The impact of development on the

need for enhanced and expanded pedestrian and other streetscape

infrastructure is based on achieving the pedestrian level of setvice

(pedestdan LOS) recommended in the San Frandsco Citywide Nesus

© Analsis completed in March 2014.> The pedestrian LOS is based on

sidewalk space pet capita. As growth occurs mote investment is needed

in pedestrian and other streetscape infrastructure to offset the congestion
caused by more pedestrian trips.

¢ Use of TSF complete streets revenue: The benefit to development
from the use of fee revenues is based on enhancing and expanding
pedestrian and other streetscape infrastructure. Revenues may also be
used for bicycle capital facilities.

+ Proportional cost: The TSF varies in ditect proportion to the amount of
setvice population of each development project.

TSE Summaty

Table E.2 provides a summary of the maximum justified TSF for each fee
component describe above. The two transit components are summed
because they apply to the same type of facility and to enable comparison with
area plan transportation fees. Area plan fees have one fee component for
transit and a separate one for complete streets (bicycle facilities and
pedestrian and other streetscape infrastructure) based on legislation currently
before the Board of Supervisors. The transit fee levels in Table E.2 are the
maximum justified amounts that the City may charge new development for
impacts on transit facilities and services, and likewise for complete streets.
The City may choose to impose any amount up to the maximum justified
amount for eithet or both of the two components.

2 San Francisco Planning Depastment, San Frandisco Citywide Nexus Analysis, Mazch 2014.
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Table E.2: MaX|mum Justified TSF per Bu1ldmg Square Foot
(2015 dollars)
Complete
. Transit' Streets® Total
Residential $22.59 $8.34 $30.93
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) $80.68 $6.74 $87.42
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) $22.59 $3.48 $26.07

' Includes transit capital maintenance and transit capital facilities.

2 Includes bicycle facilities plus pedestrian and other streetscape
infrastructure.

Source: Table 6.1.

TSFE Implementation

The TSF is part of a larger effort, the proposed Transit Sustainability
Program (I'SP). In addition to the TSF, the TSP includes (1) a transportation
demand management (TDM) program for new development projects, and (2)
~ revision to the City’s significance standard and threshold regarding evaluation
of transportation impacts under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) consistent with the new requirements of State Senate Bill 743.

The TSE nexus study and the expenditure of TSF revenues ate designed to -
avoid any ovetlap with other TSP requirements or in any way double charge
development projects for the same impact. Based on the curtent proposal,
the TDM component of the TSP is focused on reducing vehicle miles
-travelled from new development whereas the TSF is focused  on
accommodating increased transit, bicycle, and pedesttian trips from new
development. The TDM component would include 2 wide range of measures -
to encourage travel by transit, bicycle, and pedesttian modes and thus
increase the need for the expanded facilities and services funded by the TSF.

Transportation fees within plan areas, e.g. Eastern Neighborhoods, may
ovetlap with the TSF depending on the types of impacts addressed by the
particular plan area fee and the types of facilities and setvices funded. Unless
additional analysis is conducted to distinguish the TSF from a patticular plan
atea fee, the TSF nexus study provides the maximum justified amount that
may be imposed on development subject to both the TSF and a plan area fee
for the same type of facility (transit or complete streets).

"~ May 2015



1.. INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides a background and ovetview, presents the purpose of
the report, ahd defines several key concepts and methods.*

Background

In the City and County of San Francisco (the City) the only current citywide
transportation impact fee is the Transit Impact Development Fee (TTDF).*
The City first adopted the TIDF in 1981 and imposed it only on downtown
office development only to fund increased transit setrvices required to serve
that development. In 2004 the City substantially revised and expanded the
TIDF to apply to most nontesidential development citywide. The TIDF
funds costs associated with increased transit service (including capital
facilities, fleet expansion, and capital maintenance costs) incusred by the San
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) to accommodate
development impacts.

The only other transportation impact fees currently being imposed by the
City are separate fees imposed in specific plan areas (e.g. Eastern
Neighbothoods infrastructure impact fee) that apply generally to most
development. within plan ateas, including residential and nonresidential
development. For nonresidential development projects these fees atre
imposed in addition to the TIDF. -

As further explained in Chapter 2, roughly one-quarter of the City’s projected
development over this 30-year planning horizon will be exempt from the
existing TIDF or the proposed TSF. In most cases, this development is
subject to an adopted development agreement that requires implementation
of a substantial array of transportation mitigation measures and other
tequitements identified during the environmental review and planning
entitlement process for each project. For example, the City has entered into
development agreements establishing transportation mitigation and
improvement requirements with the Candlestick Point — Hunters Point
Shipyard PhaseII and the Treasure Island— Yerba Buena Islan

development projects. :

3 This report has been prepared at the ditecton of the San Francisco City Attorney's Office and the San
Prancisco Municipal Transpottation Agency (SFMTA) in close coordination with the San Francisco County
Transportation Authority (SFCTA) and the San Francisco Planning Depattment.

4 San Frandisco Planning Code, Section 411.




At this time, based on curtent law, the remaining thrée-quarters of the City’s
projected development will be subject to either (1) the citywide TIDF on
nontesidential development outside plan areas, (2) one of several
transpottation development impact fees within adopted plan areas® plus the
TIDF, or (3) no transportation impact fee in the case of residential
development outside plan areas (because the TIDF is only imposed on
nonresidential development).

Purpose of Report

This report presents the technical analysis (“nexus study”) needed to support
the City’s adoption of a citywide development impact fee for the following
transportation services and facilities:

¢ Transit capital maintenance
¢ Transit capital facilities

¢+ Complete streets (bicycle facilities plus pedesttian and other stceetscape
infrastructute).

The nexus study draws substantally from ptior efforts. The nexus for the
transit capital maintenance component is based on the current TIDF nexus
analysis last adopted in 2012.° The nexus for the-complete streets component
is based on the San Francsco Citywide Nexus Analysis prepared by the San
Francisco Planning Department in March 2014. The transit capital facilities
component is 2 new nexus analysis that relies substantially on tecent capital
planning studies completed by SEMTA.

By adopting and implementing the Transportation Sustainability Fee (ISF)
the City would be able to achieve the following three objectives:

1. Replace the existing TIDF with an impact fee that extends to tesidential
development and certain major institutions.

2. Expand the use of this citywide transportation impact fee to cover
bicycle facilities plus pedestrian and other streetscape infrastructure, in
addition to impacts on transit setvice.

3. Establish 2 maximum justified manspor‘ration fee for all development
whether or not subject to an area plan transportation fee in addition to
the citywide TSE.

5 Adopted Atea Plans are part of the San Prancisco General Plan. Several of these Area Plans tesulted in the
creation of new development impact fees.

6 Cambridge Systematics (with Urban Economics), San Frandsco Transit Impact Deuelopwmt Fee Update, Februaty
2011 (adopted in 2012).

1224



.S‘ an Przmmm Mumapa/ Trzzrz.?on‘atzon Agem_:y Tmm‘zt S uxfamabzlzgy Fee N excus .S z‘uq’y i

The TSE would be part of a larger effort, the Transportation Sustainability
Program (TSP). In addition to the TSF, the TSP would include, if adopted,
(1) a transportation demand management (IDM) program for new
development projects, and (2) revision to the City’s policies regarding
evaluation of transportation impacts under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA).

This report desctibes the nexus analysis and documents the findings requited
by the Mitigation Fee Act (the Act)’ for the City’s adoption of the TSF. The
purpose of the TSF would be to fund transportation system improvements
that accommodate citywide development impacts caused by increased
‘demand fot auto, transit, bike, and pedesttian travel generated by new
development.

The key findings required by the Act and documented by this report include:

¢ Impact of development: Reasonable relationship between new
development and the need for expanded citywide transpottation setvices.

¢ Use of fee revenue: Reasonable relationship between new development

" and the benefits received from additional citywide transportation setvices
provided by expanded transit capital maintenance, fleet and facilities, plus
complete streets infrastructure to be funded with fee revenues.

¢ Proportional cost: Reasonable relationship between the impact of a
development project and the total cost (maximum justified fee) attributed
to the project.

Together these three key findings define the “nexus” between a development
ptoject, the fee paid, and the benefits received. The nexus study also
documents the use of fee revenues as required by the Act by describing the
types and estimated costs of expenditures to be funded by the fee.

Citywide Approach To Nexus

This section explains the citywide approach to the nexus for the TSF
including the responsibilities of SFMTA and the San Francisco County
Transportation Authority (SFCTA) for managing the citywide transpottation
system, and the tole of the proposed TSF in addressing the impact of
development on the system.

7'The Mitigation Fee Act is contained in Section 66000 and subséquent sections of the California Government
Code. ’
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Citywide Transportation System

San Francisco has a mature, built-out transportation network providing

 rights-of-way (streets, sidewalks, bike paths, and separate light rail cortidots)
for all modes of travel. On a typical weekday, this netwotrk accommodates
about 3.2 million trips to, from, or within the City." The current share by
mode is shown in Figure 1.1. Mode is the type of transportation used to
complete a ttip' such as private auto, transit, walking, or bicycling.

Figure 1-1: San Francisco Travel Mode Share (2014)

& Private Auto
® Transit

w Walk

¥ Bjke

& Taxi

#TNC*

! Transportation network companies such as Lyft, Uber, etc.

Source: Corey, Canapary & Galanis, memorandum to SFMTA regarding
comparison between 2012, 2013, and 2014 SFMTA modeshare studies,
Dec. 12, 2014.

The SEMTA is responsible for all modes of sutface transportation within the
City ‘including public transit, bicycling, pedestrian planning, accessibility,
parkmg and traffic management, and taxi regulauon The transportation
system is the citywide network of public facilities’ that support transportation
services for all modes of travel (auto, transit, bicycle, and pedesttian). The

8 The data cited refers to “trips”, not “trip ends”, as explained in the Trp Generation section of Chapter 2.

9 Private parking lots, shuttles, ride hailing companies, and garages and a few ptivate streets ate the only non-
_public components of the City’s transportation faciliies. *

: SE— R T May 2015
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SEMTA seeks to provide mobility for its customers through whatever mode
they choose.

The Municipal Railway (Muni) is San Francisco’s extensive local transit
system and is the largest SFMTA operating division. San Francisco is the
nation’s second most densely populated major city, and Muni is one of the
most heavily ridden transit systems on a pet capita basis. The system has over
700,000 boardings on an average weekday. Muni focuses on serving
downtown employment centers- duting the morning and afternoon peak
petiods and also provides ctoss-town and neighborhood setvice. With 73 bus
routes and rail lines neatly all city residents are within two blocks of 2 Muni
stop. With neatly 1,000 vehicles the Muni fleet is unique and includes histotic
streetcats, biodiesel and electric hybrid buses, electric trolley coaches, light
tail vehicles, patatransit cabs and vans, and cable cats.

~ The SFCTA serves as the county congestion management agency for San

Francisco, providing funding and coordinating planning efforts with State
and tegional transportation agencies. The congestion management agency
role includes strengthening local land wuse policies with tespect to
transportation impacts and mitigations. '

The City is a major regional destination for employment, shopping, tourism,
and recreation. As a result, connections with other patts of the Bay Area are
also ctitical components of the City’s transportation system. Due to
constraints from watetr bodies and topography, regional gateways for road
vehicles are limited to the Golden Gate Bridge to the notth, the Bay Bridge
to the east, and two highways (Interstate 280 and Hwy. 101) extending south.
Caltrans owns and operates the freeways and funds maintenance of the local

highway network within San Francisco, including Hwy. 101 (Van Ness

Avenue and Lombard Street), Hwy 280, Hwy. 1, and Route 35 (Skyline -
Boulevatd).

Thete is also a transit rail tunnel under the Bay operated by Bay Area Rapid
Transit (BART) and terminals to accommodate ferry travel. The primary
regional transit operators that serve the City include:

_* Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (“AC Transit” setving Alameda

and Contra Costa counties)

* Bay Atea Rapid Transit District (“BART” serving Alameda, Contta
"~ Costa, and San Mateo counties)

* Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and Transportation Disttict (“Golden
Gate Bus” and “Golden Gate Ferry” serving Marin and Sonoma
counties)

* DPeninsula Cortidor Joint Powers Board (“Caltrain” setving San Mateo
and Santa Clara counties)

My 2015



*  San Mateo County Transit District (“SamTtans”).

* San Francisco Bay Area Water Emergency Trinsportation Authority
(“WETA” or “San Francisco Bay Ferry” serving Alameda, Matin, and
San Mateo counties)

Addressing Development Impacts on the Citywide
Transportation System

Cutrent projections indicate that ovet the next 30 years, the number of

-housing units in the City will increase by 27 percent and employment will

increase by 35 percent.”’ Increased population and employment citywide
from new development will generate increased auto and transit trips as well
increased bicycle and pedesttian travel. '

The City’s transportation system is already highly congested, including
significant transit crowding, under current conditions. Congestion occuts
particularly duting morning and afternoon commute hours in the same

“eastern areas of the City that are also expected to expetience the most

development. Pedestrian activity will also increase in congested areas. This
increased travel activity will directly affect the performance of the City’s
transportation  system and constrain the City’s ability to achieve its
transpottation system goals."”

As a dense and built-out urban envitonment, the City does not have the
opton of physically expanding its roadways to accommodate mote
automobiles. Instead, the City’s Transit First policy directs investments to
transit, bike, and pedestrian modes of travel to improve transportation
services within the City and shift travel away from the use of single-occupant
autos.”” These investments include increased transit capacity to relieve
crowding on key lines as well as complete streets and bicycle facilities to
suppott increased walk and bike trips. Increased bicycling has the effect of
teducing both- auto congestion and transit overcrowding, The policy thus
benefits all travel modes. Those choosing to travel by transit, bicycle, or
walking benefit from improvements to the facilities associated with these
modes. Those choosmg to drive benefit from the congestion reduction
caused by the increased use of these modes associated with these
improvements.

10 See Table 2.1 in Chapter 2.

11 San Francisco County Transpottation Authority, San Frandsco Trampoﬂatzon P/an 2040, December 2013, pp-

13-17.

12 City and County of San Francisco, 7996 Charter (as amended through November 2013), Section 8A.115.

“May 2075 -
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The City employs various land use regulatory tools to reduce development
impacts on its transportation system. These tools include (1) design standards
adopted by ordinance requiting on site and adjacent transportation
improvements, (2) the environmental review process resulting in mitigations .
for transportation impacts, (3) agreements with developers to implement
transportation improvements or form transportation management
associations as a condition of project approval, and (4) development impact
fee programs that identify and fund plan area or citywide transportation
improvements. As mentioned under the Purpose of Report section, the TSF
would update the City’s citywide transportation development impact fee
ptogram by including residential development, expanding the use of funds to
include bicycle and pedestrian modes, and providing a maximum justified
amount for all development projects whether or not subject to a separate
area plan fee.

Citywide Impacts and Use of Fee Revenues

The TSF is intended to address the citywide impact on the City’s
transportation system of development subject to the fee. Every development
project has citywide impacts because most ttips extend across significant
pottions of the City’s transportation network.” Furthermore, all new
development projects benefit from the expenditure of TSE revenues citywide
for the same reason that the SFMTA and SFCTA must plan for
transportation . improvements from a citywide perspective: the
interconnectedness of the transportation network. Finally, most transit trips
link to pedestrian trips so the need for complete streets improvements is
linked to transit activity.

For example, just as most trips extend across the network, a major
transportation improvement such as an upgraded transit line or sepatated
bicycle lane benefits a wide vatiety of travelers'due to transfers within the
Muni system and the myriad origins and destinations. Furthermore, these
improvements must address potential impacts to the system that extend
across the network, for example the effect of a transit line upgrade on setvice
to lines connecting to different parts of the City.

Report Organization

The nexus study is organized as follows:

13 San Francisco County Transportation Authority, San Francisco Transportation Plan 2040, December 2013, pp.

11-19.
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Chapter 2 explains how transportation impacts from new development
are measuted.

Chapter 3 provides the nexus analysis for the transit capital maintenance
component of the TSF.

Chapter 4 provides the nexus analysis for the transit capital facilities
component of the TSF.

Chapter 5 provides the nexus analysis for the complete streets
component of the TSF. '

Chapter 6 summatizes the maximum justified TSF and explains its

relationship to area plan fees and the Transportation Sustainability
Program (ISP). -

Appendices provide additional tables to suppott the  quantitative
infofmation provided in individual chapters.

iR
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2. GROWTH IN DEMAND FOR TRANSPORTATION SERVICES

This chapter desctibes existing conditions, development projections, and
other assumptions used to estimate demand on the City’s transportation
system.

2010 Development Estimates and 2040 Projections

The TSF nexus study is based on citywide development estimates for 2010
and a consistent set of development projections for 2040. These 30-year
projections ate based on the most tecent estimates available when the nexus
study was produced. Projections were prepared by the Association of Bay
Area Governments (ABAG) for the nine-county San Francisco Bay tegion in
association with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). These

. ABAG/MTC development projections, known as the “Jobs Housing
Connections” scenario, were approved in 2013 and ate used for the most
recent regional land use and transportation plan (Plan Bay Ared).

The ABAG/MTC development projections anticipate that the City will
continue to attract growth and investment as a primary employment center
for the region. The number of housing units is projected to grow by 27
percent while employment is projected to grow by 35 percent. Employment
growth will be supported by both increased commuting from outside the
City and the addition of over 100,000 housing units in the City. Both
employment and housing growth will depend on incteased commuting into
and out of the City suppotted by increased transit services.

The San Francisco Planning Department prepared estimates of existing and
projected development for use in the TSF nexus study based on the
ABAG/MTC projections for San PFrancisco. The Planning Depattment
routinely prepares land use forecasts to aid in policy deliberation and
decision-making on the City’s land use future, as well as to form the basis for
testing transportation impacts of new policies, projects, and plans.

The Planning Department maintains a land use allocation tool to provide
‘ land use inputs to SF-CHAMP. SF-CHAMP is the travel model operated by
- the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) to generate
- detailed forecasts of travel demand for transportation planning and policy
putposes, including developing countywide and neighborhood transpottation
plans and ptroviding input to micro-simulation modeling for cotridor and
project-level evaluations. The ptimary purpose of the land use tool is to
allocate ABAG’s citywide forecasts to housing and employment categoties
for each of the travel demand model’s structure of 981 traffic analysis zones




(TAZs)."* The Planning Department’s land use allocation tool constrains the
sum of its projections by TAZ within plus or minus one percent of the
ABAG/MTC citywide totals for population, households, and employment.

The Planning Department land use allocation tool convetts the ABAG/MTC
employment by industry sector to the land use categories used by the
Plannmg Department and SF-CHAMP. The Plannmg Depattment’s
economic activity categoties ate:

¢ Residential

¢ Management, Iﬁformadon, and Professional Services
¢+ Retail/Entettainment

¢ Production, Distribution, Repair

+  Cultural / Institution/Education N

* Medical and Health Services

+ Visitor Services.

‘Table 2.1 summatizes the 2010 to 2040 gfowth estimates for San Francisco
used as a basis for the nexus study. See Tables A.1 and A.2 in Appendix A
for a compatison of these projections to Plan Bay Area estimates.

TSF and Non-TSF Development

Only a pottion of the growth summanzed in Table 2.1 would be subject to
the TSF. Components of non-TSE development included in the growth
projections are described below:

*+ Major. private development projects that have already received primary
entitlements from the City and/ot enteted into development ot othet
contractual agreements with the City.® These entitlemesits and
agreements  contractually define developers’ commitments to
transportation infrastructure improvements to mitigate transportation
impacts. These projects would not be subject to the TSF but nonetheless
‘fund substantial improvements to the City’s transportation system to
mitigate project impacts.

14 TAZs are small geographlc areas (e.g., city blocks) used by SF-CHAMP to aggregate trips within the
geographic area for analysls by the model.

15 State and local laws provide the City with authority to enter into developmcnt agreements (or disposition and
development agreements, in the case of a2 Redevelopment Plan) with ptivate parties, to establish the terms for
exactions including impact fees in connection with the development of the particular project. Unless authorized
by the terms of the development agreement, the City may not ordinatily impose additional fees on future
development with areas covered by these agreements. ‘

e o - m—
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Table 2.1: San Francisco Growth 2010-2040

2010 ~ 2040
Growth
2010 2040 AmounL[ Percent
Housing .
Housing Units : 376,200 | 477,400 | 101,200 27%
Households 345,900 | 447,000 | 101,100 29%
Vacancy Rate 8.1% 6.4%
Employment (Jobs)
‘Management, Information and- .
Professional Services 295,100 | 414,800 119,700 41%
Retail/Entertainment 97,700 | 123,200 25,500 26%
Production, Distribution, Repair 59,900 69,500 9,600 16%
Cultural/Institution/Education 59,800 { - 80,400 20,600 34%
Medical and Health Services 36,500 52,200 15,700 43%
Visitor Services 21,000 26,800 5,800 28%
Total Employment ‘570,000 | 766,900 | 196,900 35%
Jobs per Household 1.65 1.72
Sources: Tables A.1 and A.2.

+  Local, state and federal public development projects that are regulated by
the respective public agency and not subject to the TSF.

+ Pipeline development that includes both nonresidential and tesidential
" projects constructed from 2010 through 2014 because the TSF would not
be adopted until 2015 and could not apply to prior development. Pipeline
development also includes residential projects that have already received
their first construction document and thetefore would not be subject to a
new fee program adopted in 2015. At the time of adoption of the TSF
these projects would be too far along in the development process with
permit conditions that would not provide for imposition of the TSF.
Entitled ot approved non-residential projects as of 2015 are excluded
from pipeline development (and included in TSF development) because
these projects would be subject to the TSF as an update to and .
replacement of the TIDF.

Majot private and public development projects included im non-TSF
development and not subject to the TSF are listed in Table 2.2 (the fitst two
of the thtee categories desctibed above).

All other development would be subject to the TSF, including certain major
projects plus development within areas of the City that have an adopted atea
plan. Major projects and area plans included as part of 'TSF development ate
shown in Table 2.3. The relationship between existing area plan
transportation fees and the TSF is discussed in Chapter 6.
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Table 2.2: Major Private and Public Development Projects
Included in Non-TSF Development

Project‘ ‘Why TSF Is Not Applicable

California Pacific Medical | Development agreement provides for

Center (CPMC) transportation improvements and financial
contributions to address impacts and prevents
application of TSF to project.

Candlestick Point — Redevelopment plan provides for transportation

Hunters Point Shipyard improvements {o address impacts and prevents

Phasesiand Il application of TSF to project.

Island — Yerba Buena
Island (residential only)

Parkmerced and Treasure .

Disposition and development agreement requires
payment of TIDF but project not subject to new

impact fees. Nonresidential development would

pay TSF as update to the current TIDF.
Residential development would not pay the TSF
because the current TIDF does not apply to
residential development.

Presidio

-Development regulated by a federal agency

(Presidio Trust).

San Francisco State
University

Developer is a state agency exempt from the
current TIDF and has a separate mitigation
agreement for transportation impacts.

Transbay Redevelopment
Project Area (Zone 1)

Exempt from the current TIDF based on S.F. -
Planning Code. .

' University of California —
San Franc_isco Master Plan

Developer is a state agency exempt from the
current TIDF.

Source: San Francisco Planning Department.
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Table 2.3: Major Projects and Plans Included in TSF

Development
Project Why TSF Is Applicable
Mission Bay Redevelopment plans included a 10-year

moratorium on application of new impact fees and
exactions in the project area that expired in 2011

(so the TSF would apply).
Parkmerced and Treasure Disposition and development agreement requires
Island — Yerba Buena payment of TIDF but project not subject to new
Island (residential only) impact fees. Nonresidential development would

pay TSF as update to the current TIDF. Residential
development would not pay the TSF because the
current TIDF does not apply to residential -
development.

Other major development | No development agreements have been approved
projects currently under | for these projects at the time of the nexus study.
review (e.g. Mission Rock, | Future updates to the TSF would address the
Warriors, Pier 70) impact of any approved agreements that exempt
these projects.

Development within area | Area plan fransit and complete streets fees

plans, including: generally do not address citywide impacts of

« Balboa Park development that would be addressed by the TSF.
See Chapter 6 for more detail regarding relation of
area plan fees to the TSF.

Note: Transbay Redevelopment Project Area

» Eastern Neighborhoods
« Market & Octavia

 Rincon Hill - (Zone 1) parcels within the TCDP would not be
« Transit Center subject to the TSF (see Table 2.2).
Development Plan
(TCDP)

e Van Ness & Market
Downtown Residential
Special Use District

« Visitacion Valley'

! The Schiage Lock development project in Visitacion Valley recently entered
into a development agreement with the City that commits the project to pay
the TSF if adopted.

| Source: San Francisco Planning Department.

Development projections for 2010 to 2040 allocated to TSF and non-TSF
development ate shown in Table 2.4.
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Table 2.4:

Housing Units and Employment

TSF and Non-TSF Development (2010-2040)

Non-TSF Develo

pment
Pipeline . TSF
, Major | Develo op- ' Develop-
Economic Activity Category Total Pro_|ects ment Subtotal ment
Formula a b c d=b+tc | e=a-d
Residential Housing Units
Housing Units 101,400 29,900 17,100 47,000 54,400
Percent 100% 29% 17% 46% 54%
Nonresidential Employment (Jobs)
Management, Information 119,700 14,200 14,200 { 105,500
& Professional Services
Retail/Entertainment 25,500 2,100 1,000 3,100 22,400
Cultural/institution/ 20,600 2,600 1,400 4,000 16,600
Education .
Medical & Health Services 15,700 6,600 (100) 6,500 9,200
Visitor Services 5,800 300 (400) (100) 5,900
Nonresidential (ex, PDR) 187,300 25,800 1,900 27,700 | 159,600
Production, Distribution, 9,600 400 (1,100) (700) 10,300
Repair (PDR)
Total Nonresidential 196,900 26,200 800 27,000 | 169,900
Percent 100% 13% <1% 14% 86%

- the TIDF after 2014.

' Major projects represent development that would not be subject to the TSF because of
separate development or other contractual agreements to mitigate transportation impacts
or whose impacts are regulated by other agencies. See Table 2.2.

2 pPipeline development is in addition to major projects and represents an estimate of all
projects constructed from 2010 through 2014, plus residential projects that have already
received their first construction document and therefore would not be subject to a new fee
program adopted in 2015. Entitled or approved nonresidential projects are included in
TSF development because they would pay the TSF as an update to and replacement of

Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, Land Use Allocation Model Output,
December 2013; Table 2.1.

Measuring Transportation System Impact

The TSF uses two measures of the impact of development on the
transportation system: trip generation and service population. The
assumptions and methods for converting the growth projections discussed
above to each of these two measures of impact are explained in the following
sections.
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Trip Generation

The transit capital maintenance and transit capital faciliies components of
the 'TSF use ttip generation to measure development impact on the need for
transit service. Trips occur between origins and destinations such as from
home to work, or from work to shopping, or from shopping back to home.
Ttip generation is related to travel demand, ot the desite for mobility by
residents and workers to access homes, jobs, shopping, tectreation, and other
activities.'

The impact of development on the need for expanded transit services and
facilities is caused by increases in both transit and auto trips. Increased transit
tips resulting from new development require increased transit services and
facilities to reduce impacts on cutrently overcrowded transit lines, or prevent
lines from becoming overcrowded. Increased auto trips from development
require increased transit services and facilities to offset increased roadway
congestion that increases travel times for transit service. In sum, increased
transit and auto trip generation directly increases crowding on transit
vehicles,

Ttp generation estimates for the purposes of this nexus study do not include
pedestrian and bicycle ttips. Any increase in these trips from development
benefits the transit system by teducing demand for transit setvices and
thereby reducing crowding.

To calculate total trip generation, housing and employment projections are
converted to building space, and a trip generation rate applied per 1,000
square feet of building space. Trip generation rates refer to “trip ends” with
each trip having two trip ends and the impact assigned equally to the land use -
at each end of the trip. Assumptions used to convert housing and
employment projections to building space, and to convert building space to
trip generation, are based on citywide averages developed by the Planning
Department and commonly apphed in studies of development impacts in San
Francisco.

Table 2.5 converts the projections in Table 2.4 to building space for TSF
and non-TSF development, the basis on which the TSF will be applied to
development projects. As shown in Table 2.5 TSF development includes
about 54 percent of total residential growth and 87 petcent of total
nonresidential growth in building space.

16 Por the purposes of the nexus study trip generation represents the movement by one person on a typical
weekday from one activity to another, and are measured as person trips, not vehicle trips (an zuto ot transit
vehicle may carry more than one petson).
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Table 2.5: TSF and Non-TSF Development (2010-2040)
Building Square Feet
Non-TSF
Development TSF Development Total
Sq. Ft. Housing | Building | Housing | Building | Housing | Building

Economic per Unit | Units or Space Units or Space Units or Space

Activity or per Employ- (1,000 Employ- (1,000 Employ- {* (1,000

Category Employee ment sq. ft.) ment sq. ft.) ment sq. ft.) .

Formula } a b c=a*b d e=a*d | f=b+d | g=c+e

Residential 1,156 | 47,000 54,300 54,400 62,900 | 101,400 | 117,200
Percent 46% 54% 100%

Nonresidential

Management, 260 14,200 3,700 { 105,500 27,400 | 119,700 31,100

Information & ‘

Professional

Services

Retail/ 368 3,100 1,100 22,400 8,200 25,500 9,300

Entertainment )

Cultural/Institu- 350 4,000 1,400 16,600 5,800 20,600 " 7,200

tion/Education ‘ ‘

Medical & 350 6,500 2,300 9,200 3,200 15,700 5,500

Health Services )

Visitor Services 787 (100) (100) 5,900 4,600 5,800 4,500
Nonresiden- 308 27,700 8,400 | 159,600 49,200 | 187,300 57,600
tial (ex. PDR) ‘

Production, 597 (700) (400) 10,300 6,100 9,600 5,700

Distribution,

Repair (PDR)

Total Non- 27,000 8,000 | 169,900 55,300 | 196,900 63,300
residential :
Percent 13% 87% 100%

Total 62,300 118,200 180,500

Percent 35% 65% 100%

Sources: Tables 2.4 and A4.

For the nexus study, the employment density factor and ttip géneration rate
for the management, information, and professional setvices economic
 activity category is updated to represent a weighted average of assumptions
used for citywide development, and assumptions recently developed for the
Central SoMa area plan environmental review. The latter tepresents higher
ernployment densities associated with the type of technology-based

companies likely to locate in that area.

Table 2.6 convetts the building space estimates in Table 2.5 to estimates of
total ttip generation for TSF and non-TSF development. To be consistent
with existing area plan impact fee nexus studies and the recently completed




San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis,)” five of the six nonresidential economic
activity categories are merged into a single category ‘“Nonresidential
(excluding PDR)”. The Production, Disttibution, and Repair (PDR) category
is maintained as a separate category. A weighted average trip generation rate
for the five merged categories is calculated based on the trip generation rate
for each category and the 2010-2040 growth amount by categoty.

Table 2.6: TSF and Non-TSF Trip Generation (2010-2040)

Motorized Non-TSF TSF / .
Trip ____Development Development Total
Generation E
Rate Building Building . | Building
Economic {trips per Space Trip Space Trip Space Trip
Activity 1,000 sq. (1,000 Geénera- (1,000 Genera- (1,000 Genera-
Category ft.) sq. ft.) tion sq. ft.) tion sq. ft.) tion
Residential 7 54,300 [ 380,000 62,900 440,000 | 117,200 820,000
Nonresideritial ‘ . .
(ex. PDR) ' 25 8,400 | 210,000 49,200 | 1,230,000 57,600 | 1,440,000
Production, . ’
Distribution,
Repair (PDR) 7 (400 (3,000) 6,100 43,000 5,700 40,000
Total Trip Generation 587,000 1,713,000 2,300,000
Sources: Tables 2.5, A4, and A.6.

Mote detail on housing unit size, employment density factors, and trip
generation rates is shown in Appendix A, T'ables A.3 and A.4. See Tables
A.5 and A.6 in that appendix for mote detail on the estimates of total trip
generation used in the nexus study.

Ttip generation from new development will cause the need for higher levels
of transit service and increased transit facility capacity. Without the transit
setvices and facilities to be fully or partially funded by the TSF, transit setvice -
~ in San Francisco is projected to become increasingly overcrowded. Increased
overcrowding will diminish performance of the City’s transportation system
and constrain the City’s ability to achieve its transportation system goals.”
SEMTA staff conducted an analysis of overcrowding using SF-CHAMP
model output for existing and 2040 conditions. The 2040 projections include
transit capital projects to be completed without funding from the TSF such
as the Central Subway. As shown in Figure 2.1, the number of passengers on..

17 San Francisco Planning Department, San Frandsco Citywide Nexns Analysis, March 2014.

18 San Francisco County Transportaﬂon Authonty, San Francisco Transportation Plan 2040, December 2013, pp.
13-17.
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overcrowded routes will increase from 2010 to 2040 by approximately 6,500
passengers during the morning and afternoon peak periods. When transit
reaches capacity, mototists that would have taken transit are unable to shift
and opt to drive, exacerbating congestion.

Figure 2-1: Transit Passengers On Overcapacity Routes
Without TSF

35,000

30,000

42012-2040 Overcapacity
Increase Without TSF

B 2012 Overcapacity

25,000
20,000

15,000

Passengers On Overcroded Routes*

AM Peak PM Peak

Note: "Overcapacity" is greater than 85 percent occupancy with passengers
measured at maximum foad point on each route.

. Source: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, personal
communication summarizing analysis of SF-CHAMP model output,
MLP Loads & % Contribution.xls, August 29, 2015.

Setvice Population

The complete streets component of the TSF uses setvice population to
measure the impact of new development on the need for complete streets
(improved pedestrian and other streetscape infrastructure). Setvice
population includes both residents and those who wotk in the City
(“employees” measured by the number of jobs). Thus a resident who works
in the City is counted both as a resident and an employee to fully reflect the
level of demand for complete streets infrastructure. One employee (whether
or not a resident) is counted at 50 percent compared to one resident to
reflect the lower level of demand for complete streets inftastructure
associated with the workday compared to the morning, evening, and
weekend demand of a tesident. Tourists and visitors are reflected in the
growth in employment in the City’s business establishments that setve
toutists and visitors. This service population approach to measuring the
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impact of development on the need for complete streets infrastructure is
typical for impact fee nexus studies and is consistent with the San Francisco
Citywide Nexcus Analysis.”®

Assumptions used in the nexus study that convert populauon and
employment to building space are shown in Table A.4.

19 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Citywide Nexcus Analysis, March 2014.
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3. TRANSIT CAPITAL MAINTENANCE

The SFMTA transit capital maintenance component of the TSF is based on
the same methodology used to calculate the maximum justified rates for the
current TIDF. If adopted, the TSF would replace the TIDF. The relationship
between development and the transit capital maintenance component of the
'TSF is summatized below and explained more fully in the sections that
follow: '

¢+ Need for transit capital maintenance: The impact of development on
the need for additional transit capital maintenance is based on
maintaining the existing transit level of service (transit LOS) as growth
occuts. The existing transit LOS is the current ratio of the supply of
transit services (measured by transit tevenue service hours) to the level of
transpottation demand (measuted by number of auto plus transit trips).?’
As development generates new trips the SFMTA must increase the
supply of transit services, and in particular capital maintenance
expenditures, to maintain the existing transit LOS.

¢+ Use of TSF transit capital maintenance revenue: The benefit to
development from the use of fee revenues is based on improving
SFMTA transit vehicle maintenance to increase the availability of vehicles
that provide transit service. SEMTA’s transit vehicles include motor
coaches (buses), trolley coaches (electric buses), light rail vehicles, histotic
streetcars, and cable cars. Improved vehicle maintenance ditectly
incteases revenue setvice hours by reducing the amount of time that a
vehicle is out of service. '

¢ Proportional cost: The TSF vaties in ditect propottion to the amount of
trip generation of each development project.

Need For Transit Capital Maintenance

- The TSF accommodates the impact of development by funding additional
SEFMTA transit capital maintenance to maintain the existing SEMTA transit
LOS. Transit LOS is based on the existing numbet of revenue setvice houts
per trip. The latest available financial data from the National Transit
Database used to calculate the transit capital maintenance component is for

20 As discussed in Chapter 2 (Measuring Transporiation Systemt Impact section), “trips” include both transit and auto
trips because an inctease in the former generates additional demand for transit, and an increase in the latter
. generates additdonal transit delays due to increased auto congestion causing a need for additional transit service.

2015
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2013 so the transit LOS calculation is based on 2013 estimates as well. As
shown in Table 3.1, SEMTA delivers 1.31 revenue setvice hours for every

1,000 auto and transit trips.

Table 3.1: SFMTA Transit Capital Mamtenance Service

Standard
Formula Amount
Annual Revenue Service Hours a 3,458,000
Days per Year . b 365
Average Daily Revenue Service Hours c=a/’b 9,474
2013 Average Daily Trips (ADT)" d 7,235,000
" Revenue Setrvice Hours per 1,000 ADT e=c*d/1,000 | 1.31

1 Auto and transit trip ends only within San Francisco. Excludes bicycle and
pedestrian trip ends.

Sources: U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration,
National Transit Database, RY 2013 Data Tables
(http://www.ntdprogram.gov/ntdprogram/pubs/d/201 3/excel/DataTa
bles.htm); Table A.5. .

The net cost pet-revenue service hour is shown in Table 3.2. Non-vehicle
maintenance costs and general administrative costs are deducted because
these costs are not directly related to providing expanded transit service. Fare
box revenue is also deducted because transit system users from development
projects would pay fafes to offset costs. Other SFMTA funding is not
deducted because it is not restricted to uses that increase service. Unlike the
TIDF nexus analysis, capital expenditures and funding are not included in
the transit capital maintenance component of the TSF. The transit capital
impacts of development are addressed separately in the transit capital
facilities component of the TSF (see next chapter).

Use of Fee Revenues

Based on the nexus apptoach, SEMTA may use fee revenues from the TSE
transit capital maintenance component for any operating cost that directly
support increased transit service. SFMTA anticipates using fee revenues
solely for direct preventative capital maintenance costs that inctease transit
service. Fee revenues may not fund capital facilities costs to avoid ovetlap
with the transit capital facilities component of the TSF, not costs in the two
categories excluded from the level of service calculation in Table 3.2 (non-
vehicle maintenance costs and general administration).
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Table 3.2: Net Annual Cost per Revenue Service Hour

Formula Amount

Total Operating Costs a $ 668,000,000
Excluded Operating Costs .

Non-Vehicle Maintenance b $ (66,000,000)

General Administration c (111,000,000)

Farebox Revenue d (220,100,000)

Subtotal e=b+c+d (397,100,000)

Net Annual Costs f=a+e $ 270,900,000
Average Daily Revenhue g .
Service Hours’ 9,474
Net Annual Cost per Daily h=f/g $28,594
Revenue Service Hour

es.him); Table 3.1.

Sources: U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration,
National Transit Database, RY 2013 Data Tables
(http://www.ntdprogram. gov/ntdprogram/pubs/dt/ZO13Iexcel/DataTabI

Maximum Justified Fee

The maximum justified fee for the transit capital maintenance component is
based on the net annual cost pet revenue service hour converted to a cost
pet ttip. The cost per trip takes into account that the fee is paid once when a
development ptoject teceives a building permit, but transit service must be
provided for years following to serve that development project. The net
annual cost per trip is multiplied by a net present value factor representing
the funding needed over a 45-year petiod to provide the additional transit
service. These calculations ate shown in Table 3.3, with supporting
calculations shown in Tables B.1 and B.2 in Appendix B.

May 2015
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Table 3.3:  Transit Capital Maintenance Cost Per Trip

. . Formula Amount
Net Annual Cost per Revenue Service Hour a $28,594
Revenue Service Hours per 1,000 Average b _

Daily Trips ' ‘ 1.3100
Net Annual Cost per Average Daily Trip' c=a*bh/1,000 $ 37.46
Net Present Value Factor d 58.78
Total Cost per Trip. e=c*d $2,202

' Auto and transit trips only. Excludes bicycle and pedestrian frips.

2 Net present value factor represents the multiplier for $1.00 in annual costs to
be fully funded over a 45-year period, given interest earnings and inflation.

Sources: Tables 3.1, 3.2, and B.2,

The maximum justified transit capital maintenance component of the TSF is
based on the cost per ttp shown in Table 3.3 multiplied by the trip
generation rates for each economic activity categoty. The maximum justified
fee is shown in ‘Table 3.4. The variance in the fee by economic activity
category based on trip generation, and the scaling of the fee based on the size
of the development project, supports a reasonable relationship between the
amount of the fee and the share of transit capital maintenance attributable to
each development project.

Table 3.4: SFMTA Transit Capital Maintenance Component
Maximum Justified Fee (2015 dollars)

Maximum
Justified
Trip Transit
Generation Capital
Cost | Rate Maintenance
per (per 1,000 Fee
Economic Activity Category Trip sq. ft.) (persq. ft.)
) Formula a b c=a*b/
. 1,000
Residential $2,202 7 $15.41
-. | Nonresidential (excluding PDR) $2,202 25 $55.05
' Production, Distribution, Repair $2,202 7 $15.41
(PDR)
Sources: Tables 3.3 and A4,

" May 2015
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4, TRANSIT CAPITAL FACILITIES

The transit capital faciliies component of the TSF is based on a list of
currently planned capital projects and programs needed to accommodate
increased transit demand from development® The relationship between
development and the transit capital facilities component of the TSF is
summarized below and explained more fully in the sections that follow:

¢+ Need for expanded transit capital facilities: The impact of
development on the need for expanded transit facilities is caused by
increased transit and auto trips as discussed in Chapter 2 in the Trp
Generation section. The fair share cost of planned transit faciliies allocated
to TSF development to accommiodate this demand is based on ttip
generation from TSF development as a petcent of total trip generation
served by the planned facility (including existing development and non-
TSF development, depending on the specific facility).”

¢ Use of TSF transit capital facilities component revenue: The benefit
to development from the use of fee revenues is based on funding new ot
expanded transit capital facilities to support increased transit setvices
including improved vehicle availability.

¢ Proportional cost: The TSF varies in direct proportion to the amount of
ttip generation of each development pro] ect.

Need For Transit Capital Facilities

- The impact of increased trip generaﬁon from development on the need for

expanded transit capital faciliies is accommodated by a list of major
proposed projects and programs drawn from the SEMT'A’s most recent long-
range plans. Only pivjects and programs that are not fully funded with
programmed funding ate included in the TSF list of transit capital facilities.
The total cost of each project or program is allocated to TSF development
based on one of the following two fair share cost allocation methods:

Method 1: If the project or progtam includes replacement and expansion of
an existing transit facility then the total cost is allocated to ttips

21 Bicycle facilities ate included in the transit capital facilities component nexus because bicycle infrastructure
improvements shift demand away from transit thereby relieving transit overcrowding. However, TSF spending

on bicycle infrastructure will occur solely from the complete streets component of the TSE. See text later in

this chapter for more explanation,
22 See Chaptet 2 for definitions of TSF and non-TSF development.

ng 2015
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generated by existing and new (2010-2040) development because
all development is associated with the need for the project ot
program. Existing development is based on 2010 land use and
new development includes both non-TSF and TSF development.

Method 2: If the project or program only provides expanded transit capacity
needed to setve demand from new development then the total
cost is allocated only to ttips generated by new development,
both non-TSF and TSF development, because only new
development is associated with the need for the project ot

program.
As shown in Table 4.1, method 1 results in an allocation of 18 percent of the

total cost to TSF development. Method 2 results in an allocation of 75
petcent of total cost to TSF development.

Table 4.1:  Trip Generation Shares

( Trip - Method 1 Method 2

Development Generation | 2040 Total | 2010-2040
2010 Development 7,222,000 75.8% NA
2010-2040 Development

Non-TSF Development - 587,000 6.2% 25.5%

TSF Development 1,713,000 18.0% 74.5%

Subtotal 2010-2040 2,300,000 24.2% 100.0% )

2040 Development 9,522,000 100.0% NA
Sources: Tables 2.6 and A.6.

The planned projects and programs used to calculate the transit capital
facilities component of the TSF are shown in Table 4.2, with notes and
sources provided in Table 4.3. All costs reflect 2015 dollats. The planned
projects and programs are shown in three major facility categoties:

+ Transit service expansion and reliability improvements

¢ Improvements supporting tegional transit operators

¢ Bicycle infrastructure improvements (see -explanation for inclusion of
bicycle improvements following the tables).
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Table 4.2: Transit Capital Facilities Fair Share Cost Allocation ($ 1,000)
Non-TSF Cost Share

Non-TSF
Existing Develop- | Non-TSF Potential
Alloca- Develop- ment Cost TSF
Expenditure Category / Total tion ment (2010~ Share Cost
Project or Program Cost Method' {2010) 2040) Subtotal Share
Formula a . b=a*x _c=a*y d=b+c d=a*z
where X, y, z = fair share cost allocation (Table 4.1)
SFMTA Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Improvements
Transit Fleet Expansion $630,500 2 NA $160,800 $160,800 $469,700
Transit Faclilities 449,500 1 $340,700 27,900 368,600 80,900
Muni Forward Rapid 53,700 2 NA 13,700 13,700 40,000
Network '
Geary Bus Rapid Transit 323,500 1 245,200 20,100 265,300 58,200
M-Ocean View / 19th Ave. 520,000 1 394,200 32,200 | 426,400 93,600
Subtotal $1,977,200 $980,100 $254,700 | $1,234,800 $742,400
Improvements Supporting Regional Transit Operators : .
BART Fleet Expansion 145,200 2 NA $37,000 $37,000 $108,200
BART Train Control 100,000 2 NA 25,500 25,500 74,500
Caltrain Electrification 1,332,100 1 1,009,700 82,600 | 1,092,300 239,800
Transbay Transit Center 2,376,900 1 1,801,700 147,400 | 1,949,100 427,800
(Phase 2)
Subtotal $3,954,200 $2,811,400 $292,500 | $3,103,900 $850,300
Bicycle Infrastructure Improvements )
Bicycle Programs 548,500 2 NA $139,900 | $139,900 $408,600
(expansion)
Total $6,479,900 - $3,791,500 $687,100 | $4,478,600 | $2,001,300

" Method 1 allocates costs based on total trip generation in 2040 (existing and new development). Method 2
allocates costs based only on trip generation from new development (2010-2040).

Sources: Tables C.2, C.3, C.4, C.5, C.6, 4.1, and 4.3.

g

- My

%

2015




Tnzmpo#atzon AY mfamabz/zg}' Fee N exus S z‘w_ly S an. Franm Mﬂmapzzl Traﬂ.ponfatzoﬂ Ageﬂg
A ST . T G e 457 RIGE 2 P eSS +

Table 4.3: Transit Capital Facilities (Notes & Sources)

Project or :

Program Fair Share Cost Allocation & Funding Notes Sources
SFMTA Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Inprovements

Transit All costs associated with additional capacity See Tables C.1 and C.2
Fleet needed to serve 2010-2040 growth as identified

Expansion | in recent (2014) fleet and facility planning

: studies’ Excludes cost of replacement vehicle
capacity, Central Subway vehicles (funded), and
Geary BRT vehicles (see Geary BRT project). :
Transit Allocate costs to all 2040 development because | See Table C.3
Facilities the needs include rehabilitation and replacement
of existing facilities. A more detailed analysis by
facility would likely result in a higher allocation
share to 2010-2040 development.

Muni All costs associated with additional capacity See Table C.4
Forward needed to serve 2010-2040 growth. Total Rapid
Rapid Network investment estimated at $231 mil. of

Network which about 77 percent ($178 mil.) is funded and
associated with near-term projects that address
existing deficiencies and provide additional
capacity. TSF funding limited to funding 23
percent of Rapid Network total cost ($53 mil. and

currently unfunded) as a conservative estimate of
'| costs associated with additional capacity needed
to serve growth. :
Geary Bus | Allocate to all 2040 development because project | See Table C.5
Rapid would replace and increase capacity of existing
Transit service. Includes vehicles.

M-Ocean Allocate to all 2040 development because project | San Francisco County
view/ 19" | would replace and increase capacity of existing Transportatlon Authority,

Ave, service. Total cost represents most likely cost for | 19" Avenue Transit Study,
“Longer Subway/Bndge option. ] March 2014, Table 4.8. p.
66.
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Table 4.3: Transit Capital Facilities (Notes & Sources) (continued)
Project or .
Program Fair Share Cost Allocation & Funding Notes Sources
Improvements Supporting Regional Transit Operators
BART Fleet | All costs associated with. additional capacity San Francisco Bay Area
Expansion | needed to serve 2010-2040 growth. Total cost of | Rapid Transit District
44 additional cars to accommodate additional (BART), Building A Better
peak hour trips, based on SF-CHAMP model run | BART: Investing In The
indicating 4,554 passengers that would exceed Future Of The Bay Area’s
current capacity, and 105 passengers per car at | Rapid Transit System (draft),
100 percent capacity. Assume $3.3 million cost | July 2014, p. 13; San
per car based on latest public report though Francisco Municipal
BART staff now anticipating cost of $5.5 million Transportation Agency
per car. (personal communication
regarding SF-CHAMP model
output,
transitCrowding_Peak BAR
T_Transbay v2. xlsx, Nov.

- 21, 2014). .
BART Train | All costs associated with additional capacity BART, “Funding Priorities
Control needed to serve 2010-2040 growth. The $100 and Financial Outlook”,

mil. cost is 50 percent of the $200 mil. capacity BART board workshop
expansion component of the Train Control presentation, Jan. 29-30,
Modernization Program (TCMP). The capacity 2015, and “Capital Funding
expansion component is driven by growth in -| Priorities”, presentation to
transbay trips serving downtown San Francisco San Francisco Capital
so half of the cost is allocated to San Francisco Planning Commitiee, Feb. 9,
growth (the other half is associated with 2015.
development at the other end of each trip). The
total replacement and upgrade project cost of the
TCMP is $915 million.
Caltrain Allocate to all 2040 development because project | San Francisco County
Electrifica- | would replace and increase capacity of existing Transportation Authority,
tion service. Based on $1,456 mil. in year-of- . 2014 Prop. K Strategic Plan,
expenditure dollars, discounted 9.3% to 2015 Appendix D, Sep. 12, 2014;
based on scheduled project completion by FY
2019-20. Excludes Advanced Signal System /
Positive Train Contro! (funded).
Transbay Allocate to ail 2040 development because project | San Francisco County
Transit would replace and increase capacity of existing Transportation Authority,
Center service. Based on $2,598 mil. in year-of- 2014 Prop. K Strategic Plan,
(Phase 2) — | expenditure dollars, discounted 9.3% to 2015 Appendix D, Sep. 12, 2014;
Downtown | based on project completion by FY 2019-20
Extension subject to funding availability. .
Bicycle Infrastructure Improvements
Bicycle All costs associated with expanding service to See Table C.6
Programs | shift trips and increase transit capacity to serve ’

{expansion)

2010-2040 growth.

' The fair share cost allocation to TSF development is slightly conservative because fleet
expansion costs are based on a 2015-2040 growth whereas the cost allocation is based on

2010-2040 growth.
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Bicycle improvements are included because Dbicycle infrastructure
improvements shift demand away from autos and transit thereby relieving

auto congestion, improving transit travel times, and reducing transit

overcrowding.” Howevet, TSF spending on bicycle infrastructute will occur
solely from the complete streets component of the TSF (see Chapter 5). This
approach is consistent with the bicycle, pedesttian, and streetscape
infrastructure components of the area plan fees based on cutrent 1eg1$1auon
pending before the Board of Supervisors.

Table 4.2 calculates the potential TSF cost shate (shown in the last column of
the table) by deducting the shares allocated to existing development and non-
TSF development. '

The potential TSF cost share shown in Table 4.2 must be adjusted to
calculate the maximum justified funding that could be provided by the TSE.
Maximum justiied TSF funding is based on applying any cutrently’
progtammed funding available after funding of the non-TSF cost shate.
Programmed funding is funding that has been programmed through pror
legislative action and includes funding from:

¢+ Proposition K funding from the San Francisco County Transportation
Authority

¢ Transportation 2030 general obligation bond recently approved in San
Francisco

¢ Metropolitan Transportation Commission transit cote capacity challenge
grant program for SFMTA projects that targets federal, state, and
regional funds to high-ptiotity transit capital projects

*  Caltrain funding for the Caltrain electrification project

¢ Transbay Transit Center funding from vatious sources

% 'The San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) modeled the impact of building out the
Class 1 bicycle facilities to 100 miles and estimated that daily bike trips would increase by about 20,000, ot
about 20 percent including shifts from auto and transit modes (personal communication, Sep. 26, 2014); Dill,
Jennifer and Theresa Carr (2003), “Bicycle Commuting and Facilities in Major U.S, Cities: If You Build Tem,
Commuters Will Use Them — Another Look”, TRB 2003 Annual Meeting CD-ROM; Nelson, Arthur and
David Allen (1997), “If You Build Them, Commuters Will Use Them; Cross-Sectional Analysis of Commuters
and Bicycle Facilities”, Transportation Research Record 1578; San Francisco Department of Parking and
Traffic, “Polk Stteet Lane Removal/Bike Lane Ttial Evaluation”, Repott to San Francisco Board of
Supervisors, May 16, 2001.

" May 2015
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¢ Developer funding through development or other contractual
agreements. -

Programmed funding is first allocated to the non-TSF cost share. Any
funding remaining after allocation to the non-TSF cost share is then
deducted from the TSF cost shate. Table 4.4 shows the maximum justified
TSF funding for the transit capital faciliies component based on this
approach. All funding reflects 2015 dollars. Detail regarding programmed
funding is shown in Appendix Table C.7.

The SFMTA has access to other revenue soutces to addtess any funding gaps

for the projects and programs listed in Table 4.4, after deducting’
programmed funding and TSF revenue. These alternative sources ensure that

the projects and programs listed in Table 4.4 are financially feasible. These

alternative funding soutrces are listed in Table 4.5

Use of Fee Revenues

The SFMTA ot SFCTA may use tevenue from the TSF transit capital
faciliies component for any capital project that expands transit setvice in ot
to/from San Francisco, oz, directly supports the expansion of that setvice
such as vehicle maintenance ‘facilities. Eligible costs that may be funded
include capital expenses such as project management, design, engineeting,
envitonmental teview, land acquisition, equipment, and construction.

As explained previously, the transit capital facilities component of the TSE
will not be used to support bicycle infrastructure improvements. Instead,
spending on bicycle infrastructure will occur from the complete streets
component of the TSF.

The TSF may fund projects or programs that replace and expand existing
transit faciliies as long as method 1 is used to allocate expansion-related
costs to the TSF (across existing and new development) (see Need for Transit
Capital Facilities section, above). The TSF may also fund projects ot programs
that solely support transit service expansion. In this case method 2 would be
used to allocate costs to the TSF development (new development only).
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Table 4.4: Transit Capital Facilities Maximum Justified TSF Funding
Share ($ 1,000)
Net Pro-
grammed
Funding Maximum
Total Pro- Available Potential Justified
Expenditure Category / grammed Non-TSF For TSF TSF Cost TSF
Project or Program Funding | Cost Share | Cost Share Share Funding
Formula a b c=a-b' d e=d-c
SFMTA Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Inprovements '
Transit Fleet Expansion $406,000 | = $160,800 $245,200 $469,700 $224,500
Transit Facilities 150,800 368,600 - -80,900 80,900
Muni Forward Rapid 2,000 13,700 |. - 40,000 40,000
Network
Geary Bus Rapid Transit 46,100 265,300, - 58,200 58,200
M-Ocean View / 19th Ave. 71,800 426,400 - 93,600 93,600
Subtotal $676,700 | $1,234,800 $245,200 $742,400 $497,200
Improvements Supporting Regional Transit Operators
BART Fleet Expansion $- $37,000 $- $108,200.] $108,200
BART Train Control 2,800 25,500 - 74,500 74,500
Caltrain Electrification 108,900 1,092,300 - 239,800 239,800
Transbay Transit Center 463,900 1,949,100 - 427,800 427,800
(Phase 2) .
Subtotal $575,600 | $3,103,800 $- $850,300 $850,300
Bicycle Infrastructure Improvements
Bicycle Programs $13,000 $139,900 $- $408,600 $408,600
Expansion
Total $1,265,300 | $4,478,600 $245,200 | $2,001,300 | $1,756,100

' Unless negative, then $0.

Sources: Tables 4.2 and C.7.
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Table 4.5: Transit Capital Facilities Funding Sources

Federal Grant Programs
» Federal Transit Administration’
~ Section 5307 — Urbanized Area Formula Program

- Section 5309(b)1 — New Starts, Small Starts and Very Small Starts
Programs

« Federal Highway Administration
- Highway Safety Improvement Program
- Surface Transportation Program .,

- Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program
~ TIGER Discretionary Grants

State Funding Programs -

« Active Transportation Program

o Capand Trade

« Prop1B - Transportation Bond Program

« Prop1A — High-Speed Rail Bond Program

+ Regional Transportation Improvement Program

« State Transit Assistance for capital projects

« State Highway Operation and Protection Program

Regional and Local Funding Programs

o Climate Initiatives Program

« Cost Sharing With Other Counties on Joint Projects
« Lifeline Transportation Program :

e OneBayArea Grant Program

e Prop AA (San Francisco vehicle reglstratlon fee)

» Regional Measure 2 (bridge tolls)

o Transit Performance Initiative Program

« Transportation Fund for Clean Air (Bay Area Air Quality Management District)
« SFMTA revenue bonds

« General Obligation Bonds

« General Fund Allocation for Capital Pro;ects

Maximum Justified Fee

The fee schedule for the TSF transit capital facilities component is based on
the maximum justified cost per trip and is shown in Table 4.6 The cost pet
trip is based on the maximum justified fundmg and the total number of trips
generated by TSF development.
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Table 4.6: Transit Capltal Facilities Cost per Trlp

Amount
Maximum Justified TSF Funding $1,756,100,000
Total Trip Generation 1,713,000
Cost per Trip $1,025
Source: Tables 4.4 and 2.6 '

The maximum justified fee for each economic activity category is based on
the cost per trip shown in Table 4.6 multiplied by the ttip generation rates
for each category. The maximum justified fee schedule is shown in Table
4.7. The variance in the fee by economic activity category based on trip
generation, and the scaling of the fee based on the size of the development
project, supports a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee
and the share of transit capital facilities attributable to each development

proj ect.

Table 4.7: Transit Capital Facilities Component Maximum
Justified Fee (2015 dollars)

(PDR)

7

Trip Maximum
Generation Justified
Rate Transit Capital
Cost per | (per 1,000 Facilities Fee
Economic Activity Category . Trip sq. ft.) (per sq. ft.)
Formula a . b c=a*b/1,000
Residential $1,025 7 $7.18
Nonresidential (excludmg PDR) | $1,025 25 $25.63
Production, Distribution, Repair $1,025 $7.18

Sources: Seifel Consulting, Inc., San Francisco Eastern Neighborhoods
Nexus Study, prepared for the City of San Francisco Planning Department,
May 2008; Tables 2, 3, and Appendix D Table D.2; Tables 4.6 and A4,
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5. COMPLETE STREETS

The complete streets component of the TSF would fund the enhancement
and expansion of pedestrian and othet streetscape infrastructure to
accommodate growth. This component of the TSF is intended to maintain
the existing level of setvice cutrently provided for pedesttians in San
Prancisco. The telationship between development and the complete streets
component of the TSF is summarized below and explained mozte fully in the
sections that follow:

¢ Need for pedestrian infrastructure: The impact of development on the
need for enhanced and expanded pedestrian infrastructure is based on
achieving the pedestrian level of service (pedestrian LOS) recommended
in the San Francisco Citywide Nexcous Analysis** The pedestman LOS is based
on sidewalk space per capita.

¢+ Use of TSF.complete streets revenue: The benefit to development
from the use of fee revenues is based on enhancing and expanding
pedestrian and other streetscape infrastructure. Revenues may also be
used for bicycle capital facilities for reasons explained in the section Use
of Fee Revenues.

¢ Ptoporﬁonal cost: The TSF varies in ditect proportion to the amount of
_ service population of each development project.

Need For Pedestrian Infrastructure

The need for pedestrian infrastructure-is directly related to the number of
pedesttians in the City. As discussed in detail in Chapter 2 in the Service
Population section, pedestrians include both residents and employees with
employees also reflecting demand from visitors who use the City’s business
establishments. The combined setvice population of residents and employees
for pedestrian infrastructure as calculated by the Cigywide Nexm Apnalysis is

" based on residents plus employees weighted at 50 petcent.”® Employees ate

Weighted lower than residents because of the lower demand for pedesttian
infrastructure relative to residents (less time at ‘work as an employee
compared to time at home or doing other activities as a resident).

24 San Prancisco Planning Department, San Francisco Citywide Nescus Analysis, March 2014, pp. 25-30.

25 San Francisco Planning Department, San Frandsco Infrastrucinre Level of Service Analysis, Matrch 2014, p. 44.

2015
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The Citywide Nexus Analysis calculated the pedestdan LOS based on the
amount of existing sidewalk. space and the future setvice population. Thus
the study assumes a pedestdan LOS of 88 square feet pet capita in the future
compared to 103 square feet per capita currently. To compensate for this
conservative assumption, the pedestrian LOS assumes a cost per squate foot
that incorporates improvements to existing sidewalks with the addition of
elements such as curb ramps, bulb-outs, and pedestrian signals.”

The unit cost of pedestrian infrastructute calculated by the Ciywide Nexus
Analysis and updated to 2015 dollars is $47.18 per square foot. This cost
reflects a conservative set of assumptions for pedestrian infrastructure and
teflects 2 tange of imptovement levels across the City.”” This unit cost
specifically excludes elements of pedesttian infrastructure that may be
required under Section 138.1 of the San Francisco Planning Code telated to
urban design standards. Under this section of the code the City may requite
certain development projects to improve pedestrian infrastructure directly
adjacent to the project. By excluding these cost elements there is no ovetlap
between the TSF complete streets component and compliance with Section

"~ 138.1 of the Planning Code.®

Based on the inputs desctibed above, the cost pet capita by economic activity
categoty representing the cost of pedestrian infrastructure to serve new
development is shown in Table 5.1.

26 Tbid, T'able 18, p. 45.

%7 San Francisco Planning Department, San Frandisco Citywide Nexus Analysis, March 2014, Table 17, p. 29.

22 AECOM, memotandum to San Francisco Plannmg Department regardmg San Francisco Infrastructure
Nexus Analysis — Streetscapc Cost, March 20, 2014, pp. 10-11.
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Table 5.1: Pedestrian Infrastructure Level of Service

Level of
* Service Service .
Economic Activity (sq. ft. per | Cost per Populatlon Cost per
Category capita) Sq. Ft.! Weight? Capita
Formula a b c d=a*b*c

Residential 88 $47.18 _100% $4,152
Nonresidential (ex. PDR) " 88 $47.18 50% $2,076
Production, Distribution,

Repair (PDR) 88 $47.18 50% $2,076

' Cost based on $43.00 ($ 2013) from Citywide Nexus Analysis, increased by
4.5% for 2014 and 5.0% for 2015 to reflect annual infrastructure construction
cost inflation estimates prepared by the City and applied to all city
development impact fees.

2 Employment service population weighted at 50 percent of residential service 4
population to reflect relative demand for pedestrian infrastructure.

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Cltlede Nexus
Analysis, March 2014, Table 17, p. 29. :

Use of Fee Revenues

The ptimary purpose of the TSEF complete streets components is to fund
capital improvements to the City’s pedestrian and other streetscape
infrastructure. As discussed in the Better Stteets Plan (BSP),” the City aims
to improve the pedestrian envitonment for all of San Francisco’s residents
and employees. Acceptable uses of revenue from the TSF complete streets
component include (but are not limited to) sidewalk paving, lighting
installation, pedestrian sighalization of crosswalks or intersections, street tree
planting, bulb-out construction, street furnishing, landscaping, traffic
calming, and other streetscape improvements cited in the BSP. Curtent
planned expenditures of TSF tevenue drawn from the SFMTA 20-Year
Capital Plan are shown in Table 5.2. The table also shows progtammed
funding for these programs with Proposiion K being the only current

soufce.

% San Francisco Public Works Code, Section 2.4.13.

May 2015
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Table 5.2: TSF Pedestrian Infrastructure Programs

Pedestrian Infrastructure Program Amount
Pedestrian Strategy Corridor Program $363,000,000
Striping and Signage Program 8,800,000
Total $371,800,000
Programmed Funding: Proposition K _(55,600,000)
Fundirig Need $316,200,000

! Prop. K funding based on (1) determining Prop. K expenditure
line items that would be eligible for funding TSF expenditure
plan projects (100% of Prop. K expenditure lines 38 and 40),
(2) discounting remaining programmed funds from FY 2016
through FY 2034 to 2014$ for those line items, (3) determining
the share available for SFMTA projects (vs. other departments
and agencies), and (4) allocating the discounted share to the
TSF project.

[ Sources: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency,
SFMTA 20-Year Capital Plan, Oct. 15, 2013, pp. B-20;
San Francisco County Transportation Authority, 20714
Prop. K Strategic Plan, Sep. 12, 2014; SFCTA staff
(for discount factors).

For all area plan fees except the Transit Center District fee, legislation
pending before the Board of Supetvisors would distinguish between a fee
component for transit and a fee component for bicycle, pedestrian and other
streetscape infrastructure. To provide consistency with the proposed area
plan fee programs, revenue from the TSF complete streets component may
also be used for bicycle facilities. The use of the TSE for bicycle facilities is
already justified under the transit capital facilities component (see ptiot
chapter). Thus, as long as the maximum justified fees for each component
are not exceeded, bicycle facilities may be funded by either component.

Maximum ]ustiﬁéd Fee

The maximum justified fee for the complete streets component is based on
the cost and building square feet per capita by economic activity categoty.
The maximum justified fee is shown in Table 5.3. The variance in the fee by
economic activity category based on building space per capita, and the scaling
of the fee based on the size of the development project, suppotts a
" reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee and the share of
complete streets infrastructure atttibutable to each development project.




S an Framz.rm Munm 1 Tram;boﬂatzon Agm

Table 5.3: Complete Streets Component Maximum Justified
Fee (2015 dollars)
Maximum
Sq. Ft. Justified
Cost per per Fee
Economic Activity Category Capita Capita | (per sq. ft.)
Formula a b c=a/b
Residential $4,152 498 $8.34
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) $2,076 308 $6.74
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) $2,076 597 $3.48
Sources: Tables 5.1 and A4.
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6. TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE

The maximum justified transportation ‘sustainability fee is the sum of the

~three component fees presented in Chapters 3, 4, and 5. The maximum
justified ‘TSF is shown in Table 6.1 pet squate foot of building space. The

" two transit components are subtotaled to show the total maximum justified
'TSF for transit facilities and services. The total fee on a development project
for transit facilities and services should not exceed this amount without a
nexus study justifying the higher amount. Likewise, the total fee on 2
development project for pedestrian and other streetscape infrastructure
should not exceed the complete streets component without a nexus study
justifying the higher amount.

Table 6.1: Maximum Justified TSF (2015 dollars)

Maximum Justified TSF per Square Foot
Transit Components
Economic . Transit | Transit Complete
Activity Capital Capital - Streets Total
Category Maintenance | Facilities | Subtotal | Component || TSF
Residential $15.41 $7.18 $22.59 | $8.34 $30.93
Nonresidential
(excluding PDR) $55.05 $25.63 $80.68 $6.74. $87.42
Production,
.| Distribution, .
Repair (PDR) $15.41 $7.18 $22.59 $3.48 $26.07
Sources: Tables 3.4, 4.7, and 5.3.

Relationship Between TSF and Area Plan Fees

As listed in Chapter 2, Table 2.3, the City has area plans that have their own
separate transportation development impact fees. Pending approval of
legislation cutrently before the Boatd of Supetvisors®, these fees would be
separated between transit and complete streets components. The complete
streets component would include bicycle, pedestrian, and other streetscape
infrastructure. The TSF is proposed to have a similar structure (separate
transit and complete streets components) to mitror the proposed area plan
fee structure. This structure is also consistent with the Citywide Nexus Amzé/m
teferenced in Chapters 2 and 5 of this report.

30 Pending legislation is regarding adoption of the Cigywide Nexus Analysis referenced in Chapters 2 and 5 and
would amend Atrticle 4 of the Planning Code.

_w-;q,, T SITA L : ST i e R i S e A B 4
1263 '



As explained in Chapter 1, the cutrent TIDF is a citywide fee on
nonresidential development only. Nonresidential development within a plan
area curtently pays the TIDF in addition to any atea plan transit fee
component. If adopted, the TSF would replace the TIDF and be applied to
both residential and nonresidential development.

- Area plan transportation fees were developed to fund improvements within
their respective plan areas to addtess local impacts from new development.
By contrast the TSF is designed to fund citywide projects and programs to
address citywide development impacts. Regardless of the separation or
ovetlap between area plan fees and the TSF, the TSF should be adopted at a
level such that the combined area plan and TSF amounts are less than the
maximum justified TSF amounts shown in Table 6.1. This approach would
ensure that new development is not ovetrpaying for transportation impacts
and that new development fully benefits from the expenditure of fee
revenues. Specifically, within each plan ateas the TSF should be adopted at
less than the maximum justified amount such that:

. ¢ The combined amount of the adoi)ted area plan and TSF transit fee
components remains less than the maximum justified TSF transit fee
component (transit capital maintenance plus transit capital facilities).

¢+ The combined amount of the adopted area plan and TSF complete
streets components remains less than the maximum justified TSF
complete streets component.

_ See Appendix D, Tables D.1 and D.2 for a list of current transpottation
fees within plan areas and a comparison with the maximum justified TSF
amount. The maximum justified TSF is greater than the cutrent fee
(including the TIDF) actoss all economic activity categories, area plans, and
" for both the transit and complete streets fee components. In most cases the
maximum justified TSF is more than 50 percent greater than the current fee.
- Thus there is substantial flexibility for the City to determine the appropnate
TSF amount to adopt and implement.

Relationship Between TSF and TSP

The TSF will be part of a larger effort, the proposed Transit Sustainability
Program (T'SP). In addition to the TSF, the TSP includes (1) a transportation
demand management (TDM) program for new development projects, and (2)
revision to the City’s policies regarding evaluation of transportation impacts
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) consistent with
State Guidelines adopted pursuant to Senate Bill 743.

The TSF nexus study and the expenditure of TSF revenues are designed to
avoid any overlap with other TSP requirements or in any way double charge
development projects for the same impact. Based on the current proposal,

" May 2015
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the TDM component of the TSP includes a wide range of measutes
including measures to encoutage travel by transit, bicycle, and ‘pedesttian
modes. These measutes do not ovetlap with the TSF because:

¢+ TDM measures telated to transit service are focused on transit pass
subsidies for tesidents and employees of development projects to
encourage transit use. The TSF is focused on offsetting the impact of
increased transit use on transit capital maintenance and transit capital
faciliies costs. Furthetmote, fatebox revenue supported by transit pass
subsidies only covers about one-thitd of total opetating costs ($220 mil.
in annual fevenue versus $668 mil. of annual costs) and these revenues
are excluded from calculation of the TSF transit capital maintenance
component (see Table 3.2).

¢ 'TDM measures related to bicycle and pedestrian improvements are
focused on on-site improvements such as bike parking and frontage
improvements for pedesttians. The TSF is focused on citywide capital
investments in bicycle facilities and pedesttian infrastructure.

‘TSF Updates

The TSF should be updated using the following two methods:

1. Annual updates: The calculations in this nexus study are based on 2015
dollars. The adopted TSE should be updated annually for cost inflation in
a similar manner as the City currently does for all other development
impact fees to ensure that fee revenue remains constant with inflation to
fund development impacts. -

2. Five-year updates: The Mitigation Fee Act and the Planning Code
tequire every five years that any local agency implementing a
development impact fee make findings similat to those made at the time
of the initial fee adoption.” For these five year updates the City should:

a. Update the transit capital maintenance fee component based on the
latest available data from the National Transit Database and
_ cortesponding land use data for the City.

b. Update the transit capital facilities fee component based on the latest
available Iist of major transit capital projects that benefit new

development, along with updates to project costs and programmed
funding.

31 California Government Code Section 66001(d).
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c. Update the complete streets component based on a review of the
pedesttian level of setvice and cutrent cost estimates for pedestﬂan

and other streetscape infrastructure. -
These periodic reviews and adjustments to the TSF will ensure that the
program continues to adequately address the impacts of development on the
 City’s transportation system. :
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A. LAND USE PROJECTIONS & TRIP GENERATION
ESTIMAT ES

The Transit Sustainability Fee is based on a consistent set of development
estimates for 2010 and land use projections for 2040. These estimates and
ptojections are converted to trip generation estimates and used to evaluate
the impact of development on the transportation system. This appendix
describes these estimates and projections including key assumptions and
methodologies used to develop them.

Consistency With Regional Projections

In preparing the land use allocations for 2010 and 2040, the Planning
Department controlled citywide totals to the most recent estimates available
from the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) for the nine-county
" San Francisco Bay region developed in association with the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission (MTC). Citywide totals wetre controlled to be
withinn phis or minus two percent of the 2010 and 2040 ABAG totals for
population, housing, and employment. Comparisons of the Planning
Department’s citywide totals with the ABAG totals are shown in Tables A.1
and A.2,
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Table A-1: San Francisco Developmeht 2010

Difference,
Nexus
o Study vs.
Nexus ABAG B
Study | ABAG | Amount | Percent
Housing :
Housing Units 376,000 | 376,900 (900) | (0.2%) |
Households 345,900 | 345,800 100 0.0%
Vacancy Rate 8.0% 8.3% NA | NA
Employment (Jobs) :
Management, Information and .
Professional Services 295,100 NA NA NA
Retail/Entertainment . 97,700 NA NA NA
Production, Distribution, Repair 59,900 NA NA NA
Cultural/Institution/Education 59,800 NA NA NA
Medical and Health Services | 36,500 NA NA NA
Visitor Services v 21,000 NA NA NA
Total Employment 570,000 | - 568,700 1,300 0.2%
Jobs per Household 1.65 1.64

Note: “NA” indicates that San Francisco Planning uses different employment
categories than ABAG so comparisons are not applicable.

Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, Land Use Allocation Model
Output, December 2013; Association of Bay Area Governments and the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Plan Bay Area, Final Forecast
of Jobs, Population and Housing, Table 14, p. 42, July 2013.
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Table A-2: San Francisco Development 2040

Difference,
S.F. Nexus
Planning Study vs.
Dept. ABAG ABAG ~
2040 2040 Amount Percent
Housing :
Housing Units . 477,400 | 469,400 8,000 1.7%
Households - 447,000 | 447,400 (400) (0.1%)
Vacancy Rate 6.4% 4.7% NA NA
Employment (Jobs)
Management, Information and
Professional Services . 414,800 NA NA NA
Retail/Entertainment 123,200 NA NA NA
Production, Distribution, Repair 69,500 NA NA NA
Cultural/Institution/Education 80,400 NA ‘NA NA
Medical and Health Services 52,200 NA NA NA
Visitor Services 26,800 . NA NA NA
Total Employment ’ 766,900 759 500 7,400 1.0%
Jobs per Household 1.72 1.70

Note: “NA” indicates that San Francisco Planning uses different employment
categories than ABAG so comparisons are not applicable.

Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, Land Use Allocation Model Output,
December 2013; Association of Bay Area Governments and the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Plan Bay Area, Final Forecast
of Jobs, Population and Housing, Table 14, p. 42, July 2013.

Housing Unit Size, Employment Density, and Trip Generation Rates

Housing unit size (average squate feet per housing unit) and employment
density factors (squate fee per employee) are used to convett projections of
housing units and employment to projections of building space. Average
housing unit size 1s based on the Eastetn Neighborhoods Nexus Study
completed in 2008. Employment density factots are consistent with those
used in the Planning Department’s land use allocation tool with one
exception (see next paragraph). Ttip generation rates are based on the most
recent update of the TIDF completed in 2011.*

32 Seifel Consulting, Inc., San Francisco Eastern Neighborhoods Nexus Study, prepared for the City of San Francisco
Planning Department, May 2008

33 Cambridge Systematics with Urban Economics, Transit Impart Development Fee Update, prepared for the San
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, February 2011,

May 2015 S L ) 9
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The employment density factor and trip generation rate for the Management,
Information, and Professional Setvices (MIPS) economic activity categoty
were adjusted to incorporate recent information from the Central SoMa
environmental review as explained in Chapter 2. See Table A.3 for the MIPS
adjustment,

See Table A.4 for the factors and rates used for all economic activity
categoties. See Tables A.5 and A.6 for trip generation estimates used for the
nexus analysis for the TSF transit capital maintenance and TSF transit-capital
facilities components, tespectively.

" Table A-3: Management, Information & Professional Services
Employment Density and Trip Generation Rate

All
Other
Central City-

. Formula .| SoMa wide Total
Management, Information & a 45,000 74,700 119,700
Professional Services ’
Employment
Sq. Ft. per Employee’ b 200 276 247
Occupied Building Space c=a*b/

(1,000 sq. ft.) 1,000 9,000 | 20,600 29,600
Vacancy Rate d 5.0% 5.0% 5.0%
Total Building Space e=c/

(1,000 sq. ft.) - (1-d) 9,500 | 21,700 31,200
Trip rate (per 1,000 sq. ft.)* f 18 13 15
Trips g=e*f | 171,000 | 282,100 | 453,100
Trip Rate (per employee) h=g/a 3.80 3.78 |. 3.79

is the weighted average.

! “Central SoMa” and “All Other Citywide” employment density (sq. ft. per
employee) provided by San Francisco Planning Department. “Total” density

2 «p|| Other Citywide” trip rate is from S.F. Planning Department. “Central
SoMa” trip rate is calcuiated based on the inverse of the ratio of All Other
Citywide to Central SoMa employment density. “Total” trip rate is the
weighted average of the Central SoMa and All Other Citywide trip rates.

Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, Land Use Allocation Model
Output, December 2013; Cambridge Systematics with Urban
Economics, Transit Impact Development Fee Update, prepared for
the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, February 2011.
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Table A-4: Service Populatlon Building Space, and Trip
Generation Rates

Service Population &

g Trip
Building Space Genera-
Residents Gross tion per
Square | per Unitor | Square | Housing
Feet per Vacancy Feetper | Unitor
Resident | Rate (for | Housing 1,000
or employ- Unit or Square
Employee ment) Employee Feet
Housing
Housing Units 498 2.32 1,156 7
Employment 4
Management, information 247 5.0% 260 15
& Professional Services
Retail/Entertainment 350 5.0% - 368 65
Cultural/institution/ 350 0.0% 350 23
‘| Education
Medical and Health 350 0.0% 350 22
Services
Visitor Services 787 0.0% 787 13
Nonresidential 308 25
(ex. PDR)®
Production, Distribution, 567 5.0% 597 7
Repair (PDR)

Table A.3.

! Average daily motorized (transit and auto) trips.
2 Weighted average based on 2010-2040 growth.

Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Citywide Nexus
Analysis, March 2014 (for housing density and size); San Francisco
Planning Department, Land Use Allocation Model Output, December
2013 (for employment densities and vacancy rates); Cambridge
Systematics with Urban Economics, Transit Impact Development
Fee Update, prepared for the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency, February 2011 (for trip generation rates);
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Table A-5: Trip Generation 2013
2010 Trip
Develop- Genera-
ment 2010 2010-2013 2013 tion Rate | 2013 Trip
(housing Sq. Ft. Develop- | Develop- | Develop- | (average Genera-
Economic units or per Unit ment ment ment daily trips tion
Activity . employ- or Em- (1,000 (1,000 sq. (1,000 per 1,000 | (average
Category ment) ployee sq. ft.) ft.) sq. ft.) sq.ft.) | daily trips)
Formula a b c=a*b d e=c+d f g=e*f
Residential 376,000 1,156 | 434,700 2,700 { 437,400 7 1 3,062,000
Nonresidential :
{ex. PDR) 510,100 308 | 157,100 _(200) | 156,800 25 ] 3,923,000
Production,
Distribution,
Repair (PDR) 59,900 597 | 35,800 (100) | 35,700 __ 7| 250,000
o Total Trip Generation | 7,235,000
Sources: San Francisca Planning Department, Land Use Allocation Model Qutput, December 2013;
Tables A.1 and A 4.

Table A-6: Trip Generation 2010 and 2040

Trip 2010 2010-2040 2040
Generation Development Development Development
Rate Building Building Building.

Economic (trips per Space Trip Space Trip Space Trip
Activity 1,000 sq. (1,000 Genera- (1,000 Genera- (1,000 Genera-
Category . ft) sq.ft.) tion sq. ft.) tion - sq. ft.) tion

| Residential 71 434,700 | 3,043,000 | 117,200{ 820,000 | 551,900 | 3,863,000
Nonresidential
(ex. PDR)’ 25| 157,100 | 3,928,000 57,600 | 1,440,000 | 214,700 | 5,368,000
Production, :
Distribution, :
Repair (PDR) 7| 35800| 251,000 5,700 40,000 | 41,500 | 291,000
Total Trip Generation 7,222,000 2,300,000 9,522,000
' Trip generation rate based on weighted average of building square feet for 2010-2040 development by

economic activity category and rounded to whole nhumber.
‘| Sources: Tables 2.5, A4, and A5.
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B. ‘TRANSIT CAPITAL MAINTENANCE

The following two tables provide support for the calculations presented in

Chapter 3 for the transit capital maintenance component of the TSE.

Table B.1 provides the soutce for the inflation and intetest rates that are

inputs to the model for the net ptesent value factor shown in Table 3.3.

Table B.2 provides a truncated version of the model used to calculate the
. net present value factor.

Table B-1: inﬂation and In_terest Rates

Cost Inﬂati‘on1 Interest Earned”
Fiscal
Calendar Annual Year : Annual
Year Index Rate Ending Index Rate
2014 252.0 2.86% 2014 105.7 0.73%
2013 245.0 2.21% 2013 105.0 0.95%
2012 239.7 270% |. 2012 104.0 1.32%
2011 233.4 2.59% 2011 102.6 1.24%
2010 227.5 1.38% 2010 101.4 1.38% -
2009 224.4 2009 100.0
Five-Year Compounded Five-Year Compounded
Annual Average 2.35% Annual Average 1.12%
' San Francisco Bay Area Consumer Price Index (index 1982-84 = 100).
2 Average annual interest earning on City-and County of San Francisco pooled
fund balances (index 2008 = 100).
Sources: Association of Bay Area Governments
(http://www.abag.ca.gov/planning/research/cpi.html); S.F.
Treasurer's Office (http://sftreasurer.org/reports—p_lans).
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Table B-2: Net Present Value Factor

Year 1 2 3 43 44 45

Beginning Fund a 58.78 58.44 '58.07 | ... 7.97 5.40 2.75

Balance' N

Interest b=a*1.12% 0.66 0.65 0.65] ... 0.09 0.06 0.03

Earnings? :

Expenditures" c= cz(ggg/r yry* (1.00) (1.02) (1.05) | ... (2.65) (2.72) (2.78)

Ending Fund d=atb-c¢ 58.44 58.07 57.67 | ... 5.40 2,75 0.00

Balance

Net Present ‘ 58.78

Value Factor’

Note: = This table models the amount necessary to collect in Year 1 such that $1.00 in

expenditures can be sustained for 45 years given inflation and interest earnings.

! Beginning fund balance in Year 1 is solved for to calculate the net present-value factor. The Year 1
value is set such that the Year 45 ending fund balance equals $0.00. In all other years the.
‘beginning fund balance equals the ending fund balance from the prior year.

2 Assumes interest earned on beginning fuhd balance and all expenditures made at end of year.

% Expenditures at beginning of Year 1 equal $1.00 and are inflated assuming all costs represent end
of year (inflated) values.

Source: Table B.1 (for interest and inflation rates).




S an Frammo Mmzzcg’ml Traﬂ.gban‘az’zon Agmgr . Tran?on‘atzoﬂ .S‘ u:tamabzlzgy Fee Nexm S tmé'
ST 3 e g RS P L R S MR AR Ty = R SO

C. 'TRANSIT CAPITAL FACILITIES

This aépcndix provides the supporting documentation for the transit capital
projects and programs included in the transit capital facilities component of
the TSF presented in Chapter 4, All cost and funding data reflect 2015
dollats.

+ Tables C.1 and C.2 provide supporting data from the transit fleet plan -
expansion project. Calculated costs reflect net fleet expansion costs to
serve new development (201 5-2040).

+ Table C.3 provides supporting data for the transit fleet maintenance
facilities projects. The facility plan (see table soutces) represents a
significant re-positioning, upgtade, and expansion of SEMTA’s facilities
to setve both existing and new development.

¢+ Table C.4 provides suppotting data for the transit reliability
improvements. The projects in the upper part of the table are to be
implemented in the near term (e.g. by 2017) and are fully funded largely
through the City’s 2014 general obligation bond. These projects address
existing deficiencies and provide for some system capacity expansion to
serve new development. The projects in the lower part of the table are
unfunded and solely associated with increasing capacity to setve new
development. These projects are allocated to TSF transit capital facilities
(Table 4.2).

¢ Table C.5 lprovides supporting data for the Geary Bus Rapi& Transit
ptoject. This project teplaces and upgrades an existing transit line so it

serves existing development and provides for capacrcy expansion to serve
growth.

¢+ Table C.6 provides supporting data for the bicycle facilities program.
These projects represent a significant expansion of the bicycle program.
These projects only serve development by shifting trips out of autos
(thereby relieving vehicle congestion and improving transit setvice) and
shifting trips out of transit (thereby relieving transit overcrowding).

¢ Tables C.7 and C.8 provide supporting data for the programmed
funding available for transit capital facilities shown in Tables 4.2 and 4.4.
_Estimates reflect funding for 2015-2040 in 2015 dollars.
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Table C-1: Transit Fleet P.Ian

Fleet
Existing Expansion/ Planned
(2015) Contraction (2040)
Motor Coach (40" : 337 - (65) 282
Motor Coach (607" 159 ' 157 | - 316
Trolley Coach (40" 240 (50) © 190
Trolley Coach (60') ' 93 17 110
Light Rail Vehicle 147 113 260
Total 976 182 1,158

Note: "TFMP" source was relied upon for all data except where updated
by "Vision" source (only update was 2040 estimate of 316 60' motor
coach vehicles instead of 324 vehicles).

Note: 30" motor coach and 40' contingency coach vehicles are excluded .
because their fleet size is not projected to change.

Sources: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, 20714 SFMTA
Transit Fleet Management Plan (TFMP), March 2014, Appendix B;
Parson Brinkerhoff, Addendum to SFMTA’s Real Estate and
Facilities Vision for the 21st Century / Vision Refinement for Coach
Facilities (Vision), Jun. 24, 2014, Table 1, p. 2.
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Table C-2: Transit Fleet Plan Expansioﬁ Costs

Fleet Cost per
Expansion Vehicle Total Cost

Motor Coach (40") (55) $880,000 | $(48,400,000)
Motor Coach (60") 157 | $1,350,000 | $212,000,000
Trolley Coach (40" (50) | $1,580,000 | $(79,000,000)
Trolley Coach (60") 17| $1,970,000 $33,500,000
Light Rail Vehicle 113 | $6,000,000 | $678,000,000
Net Fleet Expansion 182 $796,100,000
Adjustments ‘

Geary Bus Rapid Transit (16) { $1,350,000 | $(21,600,000)

Vehicles'

Central Subway Light Rail (24) | $6,000,000 | $(144,000,000)

Vehicles®
Net Fleet Expansion Cost
After Adjustments 142 ) $630,500,000

Note:  30' motor coach and 40" contingency coach vehicles are excluded
because their fleet size is not projected to change.

' Geary BRT vehicles included in Geary BRT project in TSF capital facilities
list (Table 4.2).

2 Central Subway is not solely designed to accommodate growth and vehicles
are fully funded.

Sources: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (personal
communication regarding costs per vehicle, Vehicle Demand
Summary for Expenditure Plan.xlsx, Nov. 21, 2014); Table C.1.




Table C-3: Transit F!eet Maintenance Facilities

Facility Name Amount
Motor and Trolley Coach Facilities )
Burke
Central Body Repair & Paint (Muni Metro East—MME)
Facility Expansion or New Facility (to be identified)
Flynn ,
lsl};\is Creek Dgtgll By
Kirkland Facm.ty Not
- Available
Marin
Potrero
Presidio
Woods
Subtotal - , $433,000,000
Other Fleet Facilities’ '
Cameron Beach 11,048,000
Green . 4,348,000
Green Annex . . 1,094,000
Total ' $449,490,000

' Other fleet facilities include facilities for light rail vehicles, historic rail fleet,
and cable cars. Excludes Scott facility because it is only used for non-
revenue generating vehicles.

Sources: Parsons Brinckerhoff, Real Estate and Facilities Vision for the 21%
Century, prepared for the San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency, Feb. 5, 2013, Table 3, p. 51; Parsons Brinckerhoff, Vision
Refinement for Coach Facilities (draft), prepared for the San
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, Jun. 24, 2014, Table 5,
p. 14.
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Table C-4: Muni Forward Rapid Network Improvements

Project Name : ] Amount
Sample Near Term Projects To Address Existing Deficiencies & Provide Additional Capacity (funded)’
5 Fulton: Outer Route Fast Track Transit Enhancements $2,800,000
71 Haight-Noriega: Haight Street Fast Track Transit & Streetscape Enhancements 1,500,000
9 San Bruno: Potrero Ave Fast Track Transit & Streetscape Enhancements 7,133,000
Columbus Street Fast Track Transit Enhancements 700,000
Irving Street Fact Track Transit Enhancements 2,000,000
Mission and Silver Fast Track Transit Enhancements 400,000
5 Fulton: McAliister Street Fast Track Transit Enhancements 800,000
10 Townsend: Sansome Contraflow Signals 1,000,000
28 19th Avenue: 19th Ave Transit and Pedestrian Enhancements 16,500,000
30 Stockton: Eastern Segment Transit Enhancements 3,400,000
5 Fulton: Mid-Route Transit Enhancements ~ 22,700,000
71 Haight-Noriega; Haight Street Transit and Streetscape Enhancements 6,600,000
8X Bayshore Express: Geneva Ave Transit Enhancements 8,250,000
9 San Bruno: 11th St and Bayshore Blvd Transit and Pedestrian Enhancements 4,400,000
N Judah: Transit Enhancements 14,600,000
8X Bayshore Express: Mid-Roiute Transit Enhancements 3,750,000
14 Mission: Downtown Mission Transit and Streetscape Enhancements 19,600,000
14 Mission: Inner Mission Transit and Streetscape Enhancements 1,500,000
14 Mission: Outer Mission Transit and Streetscape Enhancements 3,850,000
22 Fililmore: 16th Street Transit and Streetscape Enhancements - Phase 1 34,745,000
J Church: Transit Enhancements ' ~ 10,800,000
L. Taraval: Transit and Streetscape Enhancements 10,500,000
Total $177,528,000
Share 77% |-
Sample Longer Term Projects To Provide Additional Capacity (unfunded)
1 California Travel Time Reduction Project $8,920,000
22 Fillmore Segment 2 (on Fillmore) Travel Time Reduction Project 6,620,000
28 19th Avenue Segment 2 (in Marina) Travel Time Reduction Project: 1,800,000
30 Stockton Segment 1 (west of Van Ness) Travel Time Reduction Project - 23,120,000
5 Fulton TEP Travel Time Reduction Project: Segment 2 from Arguello to 25th Ave. 1,260,000
K v TEP Travel Time Reduction Project 4,720,000
M Ocean View Segment 1 (West Portal to 19th Av) Travel Time Reduction Project’ 500,000
M Ocean View Segment 1 (West Portal to 19th Av) Travel Time Reduction Project’ 3,000,000
M Ocean View Segment 2 (East of 19th Av) Travel Time Reduction Project” /3,620,000
Subtotal $53,660,000
Share 23%
Total $231,188,000
! These projects are fully funded with the largest source being the 2014 general obligation transportation bond.
2 The TSF transit capita facilities list also includes an M-Ocean View/19th Ave. project (see Table 4.2). There is
no overlap between the Rapid Network projects listed here and that project because the later excludes the
segments shown here.
{ Source: San Francisco Municipal Transportatlon Agency; "Muni Forward Rapid Network Capital Projects -
Implementatlon Summary" (1-page summary), May 12, 2014.




Table C-5: Geary Bus Rapid Transit

Project Element Amount
Dedicated colorized bus lanes $84,696,000
Station/stop bus operation improvements 53,818,000
Station/stop passenger amenities 60,283,000
Bus vehicle changes 22,655,000
Traffic signals 40,124,000
Other street improvements 34,779,000
Pedestrian improvements 22,296,000
Other changes at key areas 4,854,000
Total $323,505,000

Source: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, Aftachment 3:
Geary Cost Estimate By Element and Phase (SFMTA Board

Presentation), Nov. 13, 2014.

Table C-6: Bicycle Facilities Program Expansion

Program Element Amount
Bicycle Network Expansion $64,825,000
Bicycle Network Long Term Improvements 370,400,000
Bicycle Plan Network Short Térm Projects 23,000,000
Location-Specific Bicycle Hotspot improvements . 13,500,000
Bicycle Sharing 54,000,000
Secure Bicycle Parking 10,800,000
Short Term Bicycle Parking 12,000,000
Total $548,525,000

Source: San Francisco Municipal Transporfétion Agency, SFMTA 20-Year

Capital Plan, Oct. 15, 2013, pp. B-3 to B-5.
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Table C-7: Transit Capital Projects & Programs — Programmed Funding ($ 1,000)

. Prop. K' .

Expenditure Plan Category | Expen- MTC Caltrain TTC ) Total Pro-
/ diture GO Core Project Project | Developer | grammed
Project or Program Line Amount Bond | Capacity | Funding | Funding | Funding | Funding |
Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Improvements
Transit Fleet Expansion 15 $- $- | $400,000 $- 31 $6,000 $406,000
Transit Facilities Vision 20M 13,800 70,000 67,000 150,800
Muni Forward Rapid Network 1 2,000 2,000
Geary Bus Rapid Transit 1. 46,100 : 46,100
M-Ocean View / 19th Ave. 1 - 71,800 71,800

Subtotal $61,000 | $70,000 | $467,000 $- $- $77,800 $676,700
Improvements Supporting Regional Transit Operators
BART Car Expansion 17B - $- $- $- $- $- $-
BART Train Control 228 2,800 2,800
Caltrain Electrification 6 3,900 $105,000 108,900
Transbay Transit Center 5 83,300 380,600 463,900
(Phase 2)

Subtotal $90,000 $- $- | $105,000 | $380,600 $575,600
Bicycle Infrastructure Improvements ]
Bicycle Programs Expansion 39 $13,000 $- $- $- $- $13,000
Total $164,900 | $70,000 | $467,000 | $105,000 | $380,600 $77,800 | $1,265,300

share to0 the TSF project.

K Prop. K funding based on (1) determining Prop. K expenditure line items that would be eligible for funding TSF expenditure plan
projects, (2) discounting remaining programmed funds from FY 2016 through FY 2034 to 2015 dollars for those line items, (3)
determining the share available for SFMTA projects (vs. other departments and agencies), and (4) allocating the discounted

Sources: Prop. K: San Francisco County Transportation Authority, 2074 Prop. K Strategic Plan, Appendices D (for Transbay
Transit Center funding) and Appendix F (for all other projects), Sep. 12, 2014; SFCTA staff, personal communication
(for discount factors). GO Bond: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, Transportation 2030: 2014
Transportation and Road Improvement General Obligation Bond Report, Jun. 18, 2014 (appendix). MTC Core
Capacity: Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Resolution No. 4123, Dec. 18, 2013. Caltrain and TTC Project
Funding: See Prop. K source, based on allocated plus programmed funding discounted 9.3 percent to 2015 dollars net

of Prop. K contribution (shown in separate column). Developer Funding: San Francisco Planning Department.
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Table C-8: Transit Capital Pro;ects & Program Funding Notes

Expenditure Category /
Sample Project or
Program

Funding Notes

Transit Reliability Improvements

Transit Fleet Expansion

Prop. K: No funding for this line item after FY 2015. MTC Core
Capacity: $400 mil. from Cap and Trade based on proposed
legislation (AB 574 (Lowenthal) proposed in 2013). TTC Project
Funding: Excludes TCDP impact fee funding of $2 mil. for two 40’
coaches so that TSF maximum justified fee is inclusive of TCDP
impact fee (see discussion of area plan fees in Chapter 6).
Developer Funding: Parkmerced providing $6 mil. for one light rail
vehicle through development agreement.

Transit Facilities

Prop. K: Allocate 100% of line item. GO Bond: Allocate 100% of
“Muni Facilities” category. MTC Core Capacity: $67 mil. from Cap
and Trade based on proposed legislation (AB 574 (Lowenthal)
proposed in 2013).

Muni Forward Rapid
Network

Prop. K: Allocate $2 mil. from line item. GO Bond: No funds

allocated because all funding for higher priority projects (see Table
C.4).

Geary Bus Rapid Transit

Prop. K: Allocates 100% of line item except for Rapid Network
allocation.

M-Ocean View / 19"
Ave.

Prop. K: Allocate 0% of line item. GO Bond: Does not allocate any
available funding for Corridor Improvement Program ($28M) that is
limited to design and engineering studies. Developer Funding:
Parkmerced providing $70 mil. and San Francisco State University
providing $1.83 mil. through development agreements.

Improvements Supporting Regional Transit Operators

BART Fleet Expansion

Prop. K: Aliocate 0% of line item because line item is only for car
replacement. No funding assumed from MTC Core Capacity because
funding needed to offset cost increases ($5.3 mil. per car versus MTC
Core Capacity estimate of $3.3 mil. per car).

BART Train Control

Prop. K: Allocate 100% of line item. No funding assumed from MTC
Core Capacity because funding needed to offset cost increases (total
project now estimated at $915 mil. of which $200 mil. is associated
with increasing system capacity versus MTC Core Capacity estimate
of $700 mil.).

Caltrain Electrification

Prop. K: Allocate 100% of line item. Caltrain Project Funding:
Includes all allocated and programmed funds discounted 9.3 percent
to 2015 dollars. Excludes all planned funding.

Transbay Transit Center
(Phase 2)

Prop. K: Allocate 100% of line item. TTC Project Funding: Includes
all allocated and programmed funds discounted 9.3 percent to 2015
dollars. Excludes all planned funding.

Bicycle Infrastructure Improvements

Bicycle Program
Expansion

Prop. K: Allocate 75% of line item based on prior and near term
allocations (remainder for other depattments and transit agencies and
for non-capital projects).

Sources: See Table C.7.
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D. AREAPLAN FEES

Table D.1 provides a schedule of current transportation fees. Each atea plan
fee is allocated to transit and complete streets components based on
Citywide Nexus Study legislation (see Article 4 of the San Francisco Planning
Code), currently pending adoption at the Board of Supervisots as of
publication of this report. The current TIDF is added to the area plan transit
component because the TIDF is imposed citywide on all development
projects. The TIDF cutrently only applies to nonresidential projects and not
to residential projects. Based on the proposed legislation, the complete
streets component of the atea plan fees funds bicycle facilities plus pedesttian
and other streetscape infrastructure. There is no cutrent citywide fee for
pedestrian infrastructute and bicycle facilities.

Table D.2 compates the total current fee with the maximum justified
transportation fee documented in this TSF nexus study (see Table 6.1 in
Chapter 6). The table separately compares the transit and complete streets

" fee components. The existing TIDF is replaced by the TSF and the TSF is
-applied to all residential and nontesidential development. As shown in the
table the maximum justified TSF is greater than the cutrent fee actoss all
economic activity categoties, atea plans, and for both fee components. In
most cases the maximum justified TSF is more than 50 percent greater than
the current fee.




Table D-1: Existihg Transportation Fees (fee per sq. ft.)

Incre- Complete
mental | Total Transit Streets
Area Plan/ Fee Area Area City-
Economic Activity (TCDP | Plan Transit | wide
Category Only) | Fee' | Share | Fee | TIDF? | Total | Share | Total
c= e= g=

Formula a b a*h d c+d f a*f
Balboa Park
Residential 9.71 12% 1.17 - 1.17 38% | 3.69
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 1.82 12% 022 | 14.14| 14.36 38% | 0.69
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.46 7.46 0% -
Market & Octavia .
Residential 10.92 22% 240 . - 2.40 44% | 4.80
Nonresidential {excluding PDR) 4.13 20% 0.83 | 1414 | 14.97|. 61% | 2.52
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.46 7.46 0% -
Rincon Hill
Residential 10.44 0% - - - 79% { 8.25
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) - 0% -1 1414 | 1414 0% -
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.46 7.46 0% -
Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District
Residential 18.20 22% 4.00 - 4.00 44% | 8.01
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 18.20 45% 8.19 | 14.14 | 22.33 30% | 546
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.46 746 0% B
Visitacion Valley
Residential 5.56 0% - - ~ 45% | 2.50
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) - 0% -1 1414 | 1414 45% -
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.46 7.486 0% -
Eastern Neighborhoods — General — Tier 1
Residential 9.71 10% 0.97 - 0.97 31% | 3.01
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 7.28 53% 3.86 | 14.14| 18.00 34% | 248
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.46 7.46 0% -
Eastern Neighborhoods — General — Tier 2
Residential : 14.56 10% 146 - 1.46 31% | 4.51
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 12.14 53% 643 | 14.14 | 20.57 34%  4.13
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.46 746 0% -
Eastern Neighborhoods — General — Tier 3
Residential 19.42 10% 1.94 - 1.94 31% | 6.02
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 16.99 53% 9.00 | 14.14 | 23.14 34% | 5.78
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.46 7.46 0% -
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Table D.1: Existing Transportation Fees (fee per sq. ft.) (continued)

Incre- Complete
mental | Total Transit Streets
Area Plan/ . Fee | Area Area City-
Economic Activity (TCDP | Plan Transit | wide
Category- Only) | Fee' | Share | Fee | TIDF? | Total | Share | Total
c= e = g=
Formula a B a*b d c+d f a*f
Eastern Neighborhoods - Affordable Housing Zones - Tier 1
Residential 9.71 6% -0.58 - 0.58 4% | 0.39
-1 Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 7.28 85% 6.19 | 1415 20.34 4% | 0.29
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% -1 746 7.46 0% -
Eastern Neighborhoods - Affordable Housing Zones - Tier 2
Residential 14.56 6% 0.87 .- 0.87 4% | 0.58
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 12.14 85% 10.32 | 14.15| 2447 4% | 0.49
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 746 7.46 " 0% - 1.
Eastern Neighborhoods - Affordable Housing Zones - Tier 3
Residential 19.42 6% 1.17 - 1.17 4% | 0.78
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 16.99 85% | 1444 | 1415] 2859 | " 4%| 0.68
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.486 7.46 0% -
Transit Center District Plan - FAR Up To 9:1 ,
Residential 439] 439] NA’| 439 -] 439 NA’] NA®
Office, Retail, Institutional 439 439 NA’| 439] 14.14] 1853 NA’|] NA®
Hotel 439] 439 NA 439 | 1414] 1853 NA®| NA®
Industrial A 439 4.39 NA® 439] 746| 11.85 NAY [ NA®
Transit Center District Plan - FAR 9:1 to 18:1 ‘
Residential 6.58] 7.68] NA® 7.68 -] 768 NA’T NA’
Office, Retail, Institutional 21.40| 15.09| NA°| 15.09| 14.14] 29231 NA’| NA’
Hotel 8.78| 878 NA 8.78 | 1414 | 2292 NA’| NA’
industrial ~ 439] 439 NA® 439 746] 11.85] NA®] NA®
Transit Center District Plan - FAR Above 18:1
Residential 329 997] NA’| 997 -1 997 NA'| NA®
Office, Retail, Institutional 10.97 | 25.71 NA| 2571 14.14] 39.85] NA®| NA®
Hotel 329 1151 NA'| 1151] 14.14] 2565] NA®| NA®
Industrial 439| 439 NA’| 439| 746] 1185 NA®| NA®
! For TCDP, average fee for projects with 9:1 to 18:1 FAR based on maximum possible amount (18:1
FAR), or 100% of base fee plus 50% of incremental fee. Average fee for projects with greater than
18:1 FAR based on 181 Fremont project, or 70% of three iricremental fees summed. No 1ncremental
fee for production, distribution, repair (PDR) category.
2 Current Transportation Impact Development Fee (applied citywide). The weighted average rate is
used for nonresidential (ex. PDR) and Office, Retail, Institutional (for the TCDP).
8 TCDP does not allocated fee to transit versus complete streets components.
Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee
Register (rates effective Jan. 1, 2015).

May 2015 o



Tmﬂ.opomzizm S u.rz‘amabzlzy Fee N exus S z‘mbl - .S' an Frana.rm Mzmmpal Tmr@m‘alzoﬂ Agmgl

Table D-2: Existing Vs. Maximum Justified Transpbrtétion
Fees (fee per sq. ft.)

Area Plan / .
Economic Activity Category Transit Complete Streets
Max. |. Differ- | Differ- Max. | Differ- | Differ-
Cur- | Justi- | ence ence | Cur- | Justi | ence ence
rent | fied | (amt) (%) rent | -fied | (amt) | (%)

- Balboa Park . ' ‘
Residential 1.17 | 2259 | (21.42) | (95%) | 369 | 8.34| (465)| (56%)
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 14.37 | 80.68 | (66.31) (82%) | 0.69 | 6.74 | (6.05)] (90%)
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) |  7.46 | 22.59 | (15.13) | (67%) -| 348 (3.48) | (100%)
Market & Octavia a ) }
Residential 2.40 | 22.59 | (20.19) (89%) | 480 | 834 | (3.54)| (42%)
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 14.98 | 80.68 | (65.70) (81%) | 252 | 6.74 | (4.22) | (63%)
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) | 746 | 22,59 | (15.13) | (67%) -| 348 (3.48) | (100%)
Rincon Hill .

Residential - | 2259 | (22.59) | (100%) | 8.25 | 8.34| (0.09) (1%)
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 14.15 | 80.68-| (66.53) | (82%) -| 8.74 | (6.74) | (100%)
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) | 7.46 | 22.59 | (15.13) | (67%) -| 3.48 | (3.48) | (100%)
Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District

Residential 4.00 | 22.59 | (18.59) (82%) | 8.01 | 8.34| (0.33) (4%)
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 22.34 | 80.68 | (58.34) (72%) | 546 | 674 (1.28) (19%)
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) |  7.46 | 22.59 | (15.13) | (67%) -| 348 (3.48)| (100%
Visitacion Valley '

Residential - | 22.59 | (22.59) | (100%) | 2.50 | 8.34| (5.84)| (70%)
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 14.15 | 80.68 | (66.53) | (82%) -| 6.74 | (6.74) | (100%)

. Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) | 7.46 | 22,59 | (15.13) |  (67%) -] 348 (3.48) | (100%)
Eastern Neighborhoods - General - Tier 1 .
Residential 0.97 ] 22.59 | (21.62) | (96%) | 3.01 | 8.34! (5.33)| (64%)
Nonresidential (excluding PDR)  18.01 | 80.68 | (62.67) (78%) | 248 | 6.74 | (4.26)| (63%)
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) | 7.46 | 22.59 | (15.13) | (67%) -| 348 | (3.48) ] (100%)
Eastern Neighborhoods - General - Tier 2
Residential 1 146 | 2259 | (21.13) (94%) | 4.51] 834 (3.83)| (46%)
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 20.58 | 80.68 | 60.10) | (74%) | 4.13| 6.74 | (261)| (39%)
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) | 7.46 | 22.59 | (15.13) (67%) -] 348 | (3.48)] (100%)
Eastern Neighborhoods - General - Tier 3 :
Residential 194 | 2259 { (20.65) | (91%) | 6.02 | 8.34 | (2.32)] (28%)
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 23.15 | 80.68 | (57.53) (71%) | 5.78 | 6.74 | (0.96) | (14%)
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) | 7.46 | 22.59 | (15.13) | (67% -| 3.48] (3.48) | (100%)
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Table D.2: Existing Vs. Maximum Justified Transportation Fees
(fee per sq. ft.) (continued)

Transit Complete Streets

: . Max. | Differ- | Differ- Max. | Differ~ | Differ-
AreaPlan / Cur- | Justi- | ence ence | Cur- | Justi- | ence ence
Economic Activity Category rent | fied (amt.) (%) rent | fied | (amt) (%)
Eastern Neighborhoods - Affordable Housing Zones - Tier 1
Residential 0.58 | 2259 | (22.01) | (97%)| 0.39 | 8.34| (7.95)] (95%)
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 20.34 [ 80.68 | (60.34) | (75%)| 0.29 | 6.74| (6.45)! (96%)
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) | 7.46 | 22.59 | (15.13) | (67%) -| 3.48| (3.48) | (100%)
Eastern Neighborhoods - Affordable Housing Zones - Tier 2 ' :
Residential 0.87 | 2259 |(21.72) | (96%)| 0.58 | 8.34| (7.76) | (93%)
Nonresidential {excluding PDR) 2447 | 80.68 | (66.21) ) (70%)| 049 | 6.74| (6.25) | (93%)
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) | 7.46 | 22.59 | 15.13) | (67%) -] 348 (3.48) ] (100%)
Eastern Neighborhoods - Affordable Housing Zones - Tier 3
Residential ' 1.17 ] 22591 (21.42) | (95%) |- 0.78 | 8.34| (7.56)| (91%)
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 28.59 | 80.68 | (52.09) | (65%)| 0.68 | -6.74 | (6.08) | (90%)
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) | 7.46 | 22.59 | (15.13) | (67%) -| 348 (3.48) | (100%)
Transit Center District Plan - FAR Up To 9:1
Residential 4.39 | 30.93] (26.54) | (86%)
Office 18.54 | 87.42 | (68.88) | (79%
Hotel \ | 18.54 | 87.42 | (68.88) [ (79%)
Industrial 11.85 ] 26.07 ] (14.22) | (55%)
Transit Center District Plan - FAR 9:1 fo 18:1 TCDP does not allocate fee to.
Residential ' 7.68 | 30.93 [ (23.25) | (75%) | transit and complete streets
Office 20.24 | 87.42] (58.18) | (67%)| components so total TCDP fee
Hotel 22.93 | 87.42|(6449) | (74%) compared with total TSF
Industrial 11.85 | 26.07 | (14.22) | (55%) maximum justified under
Transit Center District Plan - FAR Above 18:1 - : "Transit".
Residential 9.97 | 30.93 ] (20.96) | (68%
Office 39.86 | 87.42|(47.56) | (54%
Hotel 25.66 | 87.42 | (61.76) | (71%)
Industrial 11.85 | 26.07 | (14.22) | (55%)
Sources: Tables 6.1 and D.1. ‘
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San Francisco Tfansportation Sustainability Fee: Economic Feasibility Study

l. Introduction

The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) estimates that the City of San Francisco will add
190,000 jobs and 100,000 households by 2040.> Much of this growth is already occurring — projects
aimed at creating housing for upwards of 60,000 new residents are currently under construction or are
being reviewed. More housing and more jobs means more travelers using the City’s roads and transit
lines, further straining the City’s already-congested and overtaxed transportation system. To offset the
impact of new development, San Francisco needs to invest in updated infrastructure, including
transportation system improvements. In 2013, Mayor Edwin M. Lee convened a Transportation Task
Force to investigate what San Francisco can do to update its transportation network and to prepare it
for future travelers. The Task Force found that in order to meet current need and future demand, the
City would need to invest $10 billion in transportation infrastructure through 2030, which will require
$6.3 billion in new revenues.”

The Transportation Sustainability Program (TSP) is an initiative toimprove and expand San-Francisco’s
transportation system. This economic feasibility study presents findings of an economic evaluation of
the potential impact of the proposed TSP on new development in San Francisco. The Transportation
Sustainability Fee (TSF), the TSP component examined in this study, is a proposed citywide impact fee
that will help fund new transit, bicycle and pedestrian improvement projects as well as capital
maintenance. The TSF would provide additional revenue to help fill the City’s transportation funding gap
and ensure that new developments pay their fair share for impacts on the City’s transportation system.
Another TSP component examined in this study is the reform of the California Environmental Quality Act
{CEQA) review process, which has the potential to enhance the City’s ability to deliver new development
in'a more reliable, timely and cost efficient manner.

San Francisco is currently experiencing a surge in residential and commercial real estate construction
and ahsorption, after a significant recessionary period that ended in 2012. Increased demand from both
business expansion and new residents, combined with the relatively slow pace of development that has
occurred for more than a decade, has contributed to rapidly escalating sales prices and rental rates.
Recognizing the need for new development (particularly housing development) to meet the needs of a
growing population and to ensure that prices do not continue to escalate to unsustainable levels, the
goal of this study is to evaluate and inform the development of the TSP to ensure that the program will
not impair development feasibility overall.

This report presents the following information:

I. Introduction—describes the purpose of the study and its organization.
il. Summary of Findings— summarizes the results of the economic feasibility analysis.

IIl. Description of Proposed Transportation Sustainability Program— provides an overview of the
TSP and its three interrelated components: the Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF), which
will replace the current Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF), California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA)/ Level of Service (LOS) reform, and Citywide Transportation Demand Management
(TDM).

Assocn'atlon of Bay Area Governments, Projections 2013.
% For more information on the Mayor’s 2030 Transportation Task Force, please visit:
http: //transportatlon2030 sfplanning.org
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Study Goals and Methodology— presents the key goals for the study, along with a summary of
the analysis methodology, including the selection of ten prototypical developments (prototypes)
for evaluation. )

Cost and Time Savings from CEQA / Level of Service Reform— describes the potential cost and
time savings for envirorimental review that may occur with the TSP and analyzes what savings
may occur for the ten development prototypes with TSP.

Results From Analysis of Base Case TSF Levels— presents the financial results, assuming the TSF
would be established at the fee rates listed in the 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance {after adjusting for
inflation, to 2015 dollars) and assuming the proposed consolidation of non-residential fee
categories, as described in the 2015 San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus
Study. (For purposes of this study, these fee rates are referred to as “Base Case TSF.”)
Sensitivity Analysis of Alternative TSF Levels— compares the financial results, assuming
alternative TSF levels at 125 percent (%), 150% and 250% of the Base Case TSF (2012 Draft TSF
Ordinance levels inflated to 2015 Dollars). -

Conclusion

.p 2
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- II. Summary of Findings

This econoinic feasibility study evaluates the potential impact of the proposed Transportation
Sustainability Program (TSP) on ten prototypical development types (prototypes) commonly found in
San Francisco. This evaluation is done by analyzing how the proposed Transportation Sustainability Fee
(TSF) would increase development costs and affect overall development feasibility, as measured by
changes in residual land value.? This study also examines the potential economic benefits from
streamlining the City’s environmental review process as a result of California Environmental Quality Act
{CEQA)/ Level of Service (LOS) reform.

A. lmpect of Base Case TSF on New Development

The Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) is a proposed citywide impact fee on both residential and
non-residential development that will replace the current Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF}, which
currently applies to most non-residential development. This study first evaluates the economic impact of
imposing transportation impact fees at rates based on the 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance, also referred to as
the “Base Case TSF” scenario.” (See Section lil.A for a more detailed description of the proposed TSF.) -

For non-residential development, the Base Case TSF rates are roughly equivalent to the current TIDF
rates. For residential development, the Base Case TSF would represent an additional cost burden of
$6.19 per gross square foot {/GSF), although this may be partially offset by fee credits and/or
environmental review time and cost savings. (Residential developments within certain plan areas, such
as Eastern Neighborhoods or Market and Octavia, may be eligible for a fee reduction—referred to as a
fee credit in this report— equal to the transit portion of the applicable area plan impact fee.) While the
potential financial impact of the TSF on development projects varies according to factors such as use,
location and certain key costs, the study found that:

* - Non-residential development would experience the least financial impact from TSP, as the Base
Case TSF is about the same as the existing TIDF for most land uses.

* The residential cost burden due to the imposition of the Base Case TSF is equivalent to an
average increase in direct construction costs of about 1-2% depending on the type of
construction. In neighborhoods where the bulk of development is occurring, this level of
increase would not havea major impact on overall project feasibility or resulting housing costs.

* Theimpact of the additional fee on residential uses is partially mitigated in situations where a
project is eligible for a prior-use credit, area plan fee credit or predevelopment time and cost .
savings due to CEQA/LOS Reform (as described in the next section).

® Residual land value is the difference between what a developer expects to receive in revenues, less all costs
associated with developing the buildings. Land residual models are useful when comparing the impact of different
policy options on land values because they can test and compare the economic impact under a variety of site-
specific conditions and development assumptions. ' i

* The Base Case TSF levels are defined as the fee rates in the 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance {Board File No. 120524),
adjusted for inflation to 2015 dollars, with the proposed consolidation of non-residential fee categories as
described.in the 2015 draft San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (2015 TSF Nexus Study)
The 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance can be found here:

http://www.sfbos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/ bdsupvrs/committees/materials/lu120524tdr.pdf
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* Inneighborhoods where current market rent and/or sales prices are not high enough to warrant
development investment, the TSF will further inhibit the ability of new development to become
financially feasible. However, the TSF itself will not cause these developments to be infeasible.

B. Impact of CEQAILOS Reform on New Development

Another component of the TSP is reform of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review
process called for under Senate Bill (SB) 743, specifically the elimination of the transportation Level of
Service (LOS) analysis requirement in Transit Priority Areas {which encompass most of the developable
area of San Francisco). In analyzing this change, the study found that:

* [faprojectis currently required to undertake a transportation Level of Service {LOS) analysis,
the TSP will provide modest economic benefits if the level of environmental review remains the
same. In these cases, the elimination of LOS analysis could reduce consultant costs by $25,000
to $95,000 and resuit in a time savings of 5 months during the entitlement period, which would
potentially decrease predevelopment carrying costs. This scenario applies to four of the ten
prototypes evaluated in this study. For two of these prototypes, the combination of consultant
cost savings and predevelopment savings could fully offset the impact of the Base Case TSF.

*  Projects that would be eligible for a lesser level of environmental review as the result of
CEQA/LOS reform would achieve the greatest economic benefit. For instance, one of the
prototypes studied might be eligible for a Community Plan Exemption (CPE) under the TSP,
as compared to a Focused Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) under current conditions.

This could potentially result in direct cost savings of about $560,000 in environmental
consultant/Planning Department fees and predevelopment time savings of 5 months, which
could fully offset the impact of the Base Case TSF. .

¢ The time and cost savings described above, combined with greater predevelopment
predictability, could help offset the financial impact of the TSF for a subset of new development.

* For developments that do not currently need a transportation study (which is typically the case.
for smaller developments), no direct predevelopment cost or time savings would likely occur as
a result of CEQA/LOS reform. However, these projects may experience indirect benefits, as
CEQA/LOS reform would minimize the time 'spent on environmental review and reduce backlogs
for City staff, potentially shortening the predevelopment process for all projects.

The study recognizes that predevelopment savings may or may not occur, due to environmental analysis
of other topics or issues that may arise during the entitlement process, and thus the study analyzes the
financial impact on RLV with and without predevelopment savings.

C. Transportaﬁon Sustainability Fee Sensitivity Analysis

Given the study findings that the TSF (at Base Case TSF levels) would not have a major impact on overall
project feasibility and potential predevelopment savings from CEQA/LOS reform could help offset this
financial impact, this report examines the impact of higher TSF levels-that could provide increased
funding for new transit, bicycle and pedestrian improvement projects. A sensitivity analysis was
performed to test the effect of higher TSF levels— 125%, 150% and 250% of the Base Case TSF— which
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are all well within the maximum justified fee amounts identified in the 2015 draft San Francisco
Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (2015 TSF Nexus Study), as shown below:’

Alternative TSF Scenarios for Sensitivity Analysis (2015 Dollars)
Base Case 125% TSF 150% TSF 250% TSF Maximum
Use TSF ($/GSF) | ($/GSF) (5/GSF) | (S/GSF) Justified Fee
' (not modeled)®
Residential . $6.19 $7.74 $9.29 $15.48 $30.95
Non-residential $14.43 $18.04 $21.65 $36.08 $87.52
PDR’ $7.61 n/a n/a n/a $26.09

The sensitivity analysis results indicate that:

For

The financial impact of fees at 125% of the Base Case TSF on new development is similar to the
results found at Base Case TSF. Overall development costs would increase by about $1.60/GSF
{to $7.74/GSF) for residential and by about $3.60/GSF (to $18.04/GSF) for non-residential
development, without consideration of fee credits or predevelopment savings. This level of
increase would not have a major impact on overall project feasibility or resulting housing costs -
in neighborhoods where maost of new development is occurring.

At 150% of the Base Case TSF, the fee does not impact overall project feasibility for the majority
of prototypes, but development costs would substantively increase for both residential and non-
residential uses. Potential predevelopment streamlining benefits only offset the fee increase
under one prototype scenario. In some areas of the city and for certain land use and
construction types, the TSF at this level could inhibit development feasibility.

" Fee increases to 250% of the Base Case TSF would more significantly increase the cost of

development for most of the prototypes, to a level that could not be offset by potential time
and cost savings under CEQA/LOS reform for any of the prototypes. In many areas of the city
and for a broad range of development types, the TSF at this level could significantly inhibit
development feasibility.

If the City’s real estate market were to experience a downturn and future revenue growth is not
sufficient to cover construction and other development costs, new development will be more
sensitive to higher impact fees.

all of these reasons, and as further described in the final chépters of this report, the findings

from the economic analysis indicate that the TSF should be established at no more than 125% of the
initial fee level.

3 All of these fee levels are within the maximum justified fee amounts identified in the 2015 San Francisco
Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (2015 TSF Nexus Study).
§ Maximum Justified Fee is not modeled but is presented in the San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee
Nexus Study (2015).

7 New development of PDR uses was not analyzed in the feasibility study.
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lll. Description of Proposed Transportation Sustainability Program

The Transportation Sustainability Program (TSP) is an initiative intended to improve and expand

San Francisca’s transportation system, which will help to keep people moving as the City grows. Today,
San Francisco’s streets are congested while transit lines are already at or near capacity, with record
numbers of riders traveling on Muni, BART and Caltrain. If San Francisco does not change its current
development practices and invest in transportation improvements citywide, future development could
result in unprecedented traffic gridlock on San Francisco’s streets and overcrowding on San Francisco’s
buses and trains. Without investing in transportation infrastructure, San Francisco will have more than
600,000 vehicles added to its streets every day by 2040, which is more traffic than all the vehicles
traveling each day on the Bay Bridge and Golden Gate Bridge combined.? Caltrain ridership has grown by
60% in the last decade. Ridership an Muni is projected to increase by 300,000 trips per day (or 43%) by
'2040.° Significant design measures need to be implemented to make it safer for cyclists and pedestrians
to navigate San Francisco’s heavily-trafficked streets.

The TSP will help fund transportation impro(temen,ts so San Francisco’s streets are safer and less
congested and minimize new development’s impact on the transportation system. Further, the TSP will
help improve environmental performance from development by shifting trips away from cars to less
polluting modes of transportation.

The TSP proje.ct goals include:

s Make it easier to safely, reliably and comfortably travel to get to work, school, home and other
destinations. .

¢ Help manage traffic congestion and crowding on local and regional transit.

* Improve air quality and reduce greenhouse gas emissions

* Enhance the safety of everyone’s travel, no matter which mode of transportation they choose.

To help achieve these goals, the TSP seeks to:

¢ Enhance Transportation to Support Growth: Fund citywide transportation improvements,
including the addition of Muni buses and trains, helping to accommodate new residents and
new members of the workforce.

¢ Modernize Environmental Review: Make the review pracess align with the City’s longstanding
environmental policies by changing how the City analyzes the impacts of new development on
the transportation system under CEQA. The new practices will be more reliable and will
emphasize travel options that create less traffic.

¢ Encourage Sustainable Travel: Make it easier for new residents, visitors and workers to get to
their destination by means other than driving alone, and by integrating environmentally friendly
travel options into new developments. New practices will provide on-site amenities so that
people have options other than driving their cars by themselves (such as car-sharing and shuttle
services).

The TSP consists of three policy components: 1) the Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF), which will
replace the current Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF); 2) California Environmental Quality Act

8 San Francisco County Transportation Agency, San Francisco Transportation Plan 2040.
9 .
Ibid.
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(CEQA) / Level of Service (LOS) reform; and, 3) Citywide Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
development. The following sections briefly describe each of these three policy components. Figure 1
provides a brief overview of the TSP.

Figure 1. Overview of Transportation Sustainability Program

TRANSPORTATION
SUSTAINABILITY PROGRAM

MODERNIZE ENCOURAGE ENHANGE TRANSPORTATION
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW  SUSTAINABLE TRAVEL ~ TO SUPPORT GROWTH

A. Transportation Sustainability Fee

The Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) is a citywide development impact fee intended to help offset
the impact of new development on the City’s transportation system. The TSF would apply citywide to
most new development and to existing development where there is a change in land use. The proceeds
from the TSF would fund projects that help reduce crowding on buses and trains while creating safer
streets. When combined with other anticipated funds, improvements could include:

More Muni buses and trains. Expand the Muni fleet by more than 180 vehicles to improve
reliability and reduce travel times. The proceeds could also upgrade Muni maintenance facilities,
as some facilities are more than 100 years old and are in need of renovation to accommodate a
modern fleet.

Upgraded reliability on Muni’s busiest routes. Improve transit stops and reengineer city streets
(Muni Forward projects) in a way that better organizes traffic, saving customers up to an hour a
week in travel time. '

Roomier and faster regional transit. Retrofit or buy new BART train cars to provide more space
for passengers and bikes. Invest in electrifying Caltrain to increase service into and out of

San Francisco. ’
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* Improved bike infrastructure; safer walking and bicycling. Expand bike lanes to reduce
crowding on transit. Secure millions of dollars for bicycle infrastructure and pedestrian safety
improvements.

The TSF would replace the existing Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF), which currently applies to
most non-residential development, and would include market-rate residential development, major
hospitals and universities. The TSF would be assessed in proportion to the size and use of the proposed
development. As described in the 2015 TSF Nexus Study, the TSF would also consolidate non-residential
fee categories. (For further information on the TSF, please refer to the Transportation Sustainability
Program website and the 2015 TSF Nexus Study.™)

The TSF economic feasibility study evaluates the impact‘of the proposed TSF at various potential fee
levels on prototypical developments. Table 1 compares the current TIDF fee rates (referred to as Base
Case TIDF in this study) with the rates contained in the 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance (with dollar amounts
adjusted for inflation to 2015 dollars), and assumes consolidated non-residential fee categories per the
2015 TSF Nexus Study (referred to as Base Case TSF in this study). Sensitivity analysis on higher TSF rates
was also conducted, at 125%, 150%, and 250% of the Base Case TSF levels, as described in Chapter vt

Table 1. Existing TIDF vs. 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance Rates

Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF) Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF)
(Base Case TIDF: Existing 2015 Fee) i (Base Case TSF')
| Use Fee [S/GSF] Use Fee [$/GSF]
| i fessional 13.87 ' .
Manage?ment/ nformation/Professiona s Residential 56.19
Services (MIPS)
Retail /Entertainment 514.59 | Non-residential 514.43
Cultural/Institution/Education 514.59 | PDR 57.61
Medical , 514.59 .
Visitor services . 513.87 | O A
Museum 512.12 | * Fee rates from the 2012 ordinance have been
adjusted for inflation to 2015 dollars, and non-
residential fee categories have been consolidated,
. . . consistent with other existing impact fees, as shown in
PrOdUCtlon/ D|Str'bUt'°n/RePa" (PDR) 57'46 the 2015 SF Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus
Study. These fee levels are also referred to as “Base
Case TSF” in this study. -

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, 2015

1 Transportation Sustainability Program website: http://tsp.sfplanning.org

1 The Base Case TSF levels are defined as the fee rates in the 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance (Board File No. 120524),
adjusted for inflation to 2015 dollars, with the proposed consolidation of non-residential fee categories as
described in the 2015 TSF Nexus Study. The 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance can be found at:
http://www.sfhos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/committees/materials/lu120524tdr.pdf
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A portion of the impact fee funding from certain area plans is dedicated to transit projects. Under the
Transportation Sustamablllty Fee proposal, residential pro;ects inside some plan areas would receive a
credit for the transit portion of the area plan impact fee.™

| B. California Environmental Quality Act and Level of Service Reform

Over the last 2 years, the City of San Francisco and the State of California have been actively working on
Level of Service (LOS) reform and on improvements to the environmental review process under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). With the adoption of the Sustainable Communities and
Climate Protection Act of 2008 (SB 375), California is promoting land use and transportation planning
decisions and investments that reduce vehicle miles traveled, thereby helping to lower greenhouse gas
emissions as required by the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32).

On September 27, 2013, Governor Jerry Brown signed Senate Bill 743 (SB 743).B A key provision of

SB 743 is the elimination of the use of LOS as a metric for measuring traffic impacts of projects in
“transit priority areas” — defined as areas within % mile of a major transit stop, which encompasses most
of the developable area of San Francisco.'**® Senate Bill 743 also requires the California Office of
Planning and Research (OPR) to develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing alternative
criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts of projects within transit priority areas
that promote the “...reduction of greenhouse gas emlssrons, the development of multimodal
transportatxon networks, and a diversity of land uses.”

On August 6, 2014, OPR pubhshed the Updating Transportation Impacts Analysis in the CEQA Guidelines
document, in response to SB 743.% These Draft CEQA guidelines indicate that the travel distance and
amount of driving that a development project might cause should be the primary consideration when
reviewing the project’s transportation impact. Accordingly, OPR proposes that the LOS metric be
replaced with a Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) metric. Level of Service analysis could be used for traffic
engineering or transportation planning purposes, although not for environmental review.

Level of Service reform would eliminate the need for intersection LOS analysis for development projects
that require a transportation impact study (TIS), which is typically required for larger developments.
Level of Service analysis is a lengthy and costly process that can frequently drive the overall schedule for
the TIS and broader CEQA analysis process. Level of Service analysis typically requires: identifying study

2 Projects in the Transit Center District Plan (TCDP) do not receive a TSF area plan fee reduction—referredto as a
fee credit~ as the Transit Center Transportation and Streets Fee is desighated to address the substantial impacts
on transit associated with such a high density development. Projects in the Rincon Hill and Visitacion Valley area
p[ahs also do not receive a TSF area plan fee credit, since these area plan fees do not include a transit component.
'3 5B 743 can be found on-line at:
http //leginfo.legislature.ca. gov/faces/blllNavChent xhtml?bill_id=201320140SB743
 public Resources Code, Chapter 2.7, Division 13, Section 21099. “Modernization of Transportation Analysis for
" Transit-Oriented Infill Projects.”
15 A “transit priority area” is defined in as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop.
A "major transit stop" is defined in Section 21064.3 of the California Public Resources Code as a rail transit station,
a ferry terminal served by either abus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes
with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less durmg the morning and afternoon peak commute
'perlods
8 Document available at: .
http://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/Final_Preliminary_Discussion_Draft_of Updates_Implementing_SB_743_080614.pdf
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intersections; calculating the project’s travel demand; distributing the project’s trips on the surrounding
roadway network; conducting traffic counts; and running a traffic stmulatlon model that measures the
impact of the project-related trips on study intersections.

The existing LOS analysis requirement creates uncertainty, as only toward the conclusion of a
transportation impact analysis (well into the pre-entitiement process) does a developer fully realize if a
project’s traffic impact would necessitate a higher level of environmental review (such as an
Environmental Impact Report). As the environmental approvals must be completed prior to project
approval hearings, this situation represents a significant risk to the developer, who must invest time and’
money for environmental review of projects that could ultimately be rejected. Thus, time and cost
savings for environmental review, as well as earlier certainty around the TIS findings, will help reduce
the pre-entitlement risk taken on by project sponsors.

The overall effect of LOS reform is to more accurately measure the environmental impacts of new

- development, simplify the transportation impact analysis and environmental review process and
increase development certainty. This economic feasibility analysis evaluates the direct time and cost
savings that typical projects may experience in the preparation of the TIS and related CEQA
documentation. Additionally, there may be indirect economic benefits for ail projects, as the removal of
LOS analysis from transportation and environmental review documents would minimize the time spent
on environmental review (thereby reducing backlogs for City staff and facilitating new development).

C. Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Development

One goal of the TSP is to minimize single-driver car trips while maximizing trips {from new
developments) made via sustainable modes of transportation, such as walking, biking, ridesharing and
mass transit. Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures aim to reduce single occupancy
vehicle (SOV) trips through programming and policies that encourage walking, bicycling, public or
private transit, carpaoling, and other alternative modes. Transportation Demand Management
measures include both project design measures (such as way-finding signage or bicycle parking) and
operational measures (such as employer transportation programs). The California Office of Planning and
Research has recommended the use of TDM tl‘lp reduction strategies in the preliminary CEQA guidelines
to implement Senate Bill 743}

San Francisco is studying the benefits of implementing TDM measures on the choice of transportation.
mode. The City’s policies already require many TDM measures — for instance, the Planning Code requires
residential developments to include a certain number of Class | and Class i bicycle parking facilities.’®

For the purposes of this feasibility analysis, the development prototypes incorporate TDM measures
that are currently required as part of City policy —for instance, all prototypes include the required level
of bicycle parking facilities and carshare parking spaces, consistent with the Planning Code. However,
this study does not separately calculate the direct costs {such as increased space for bicycle parking) and
benefits (such as lower construction costs from less vehicular parking) associated with TDM measures,
nor any potential legislative changes to TDM requirements, as these TDM measures and legjslative
changes are not yet defined. : :

7 http://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/Final_Preliminary_Discussion_Draft_of Updates_lmplementing_SB_743_
080614.pdf
'8 San Francisco Planning Code, Section 155.2
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" IV. Study Goals and Methodology

The purpose of this study is to evaluate the potential impact of the proposed TSP on new development
_in San Francisco. The study has three primary goals:

*  Evaluate the potential impact of the TSP on development féasibi!ity.

» Gather input from the development community on development revenues and costs, as well as
how CEQA/LOS reform might help streamline the development process. :

* Conduct 'sensitivity analysis on potential development scenarios (e.g. alternative TSF levels).

A. Methodology Overview

This section briefly describes the methodology and underlying data that Seifel Consulting inc. (Seifel)
used to perform the economic analyses. All of the core components of the methodology, assumptions
and analysis were developed and vetted in collaboration with City staff and Urban Economics (the City’s
nexus study consultant) aver a series of meetings held during 2014 and 2015. The methodology
leverages prior economic analyses and reports that were prepared when the TSP was originally being

" conceptualized in 2009 through 2012, as well as other studies that the City has commissioned to 4
- evaluate proposed maodifications to the City’s impact fees, inclusionary housing programs and
neighborhood land use plans. (For a more detailed discussion of the methodology, development
assumptions and data sources used in this study, please refer to Appendix A.) '

The data and analysis presented in this study and its appendices have been gathered from the most
reliable sources available and are designed to represent current market conditions, taking in to account
a long-range view of real estate cycles in San Francisco. This information has been assembled and
analyzed for the sole purpose of performing an economic evaluation of the proposed adoption of the
TSP. Actual potential financial impacts on new development may vary from the estimates presented in
this study. B

B. Selection of Development Prototypes

The first step in the analysis was to select a set of prototypical developments to be analyzed.

Ten development prototypes — eight residential, two non-residential — were developed in order to
represent the range of typical potential developments citywide that would see changes as a result of the
TSP. The study placed greater emphasis on residential prototypes since the TSF proposal represents a
new fee on residential uses. Seifel worked with City staff to identify common developinenttypes and
locations by analyzing existing data sources, such as the San Francisco Planning Department’s
development pipeline, the Housing Inventory Report, Preliminary Project Assessments (PPAs), and .
market data sources. o

The residential prototypes were also designed to represent the broad range of development sizes that
would likely be built in San Francisco. Figure 2 (following page) illustrates typical residential project sizes
- constructed in 2004—-2014 and in the current development pipeline. As the top graph in Figure 2 shows,
72% of housing units constructed in the past decade are located in larger developments, sized 50 units
or more. Less than 1% of housing units constructed during the last decade consist of single-family units,
with about 11% of units located in developments sized between 2-19 units, and about 16% in
developments 20-49 units in size.
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Figure 2, Historical Housing Production and
Current Development Pipeline, by Development Size

Distribution of Housing Units Constructed by Development Size, 2004-2014

19 4% 2%

5%

& Single Family
2-4 Units
E59 .Units.

H 10-19 Units
B 20-49 Units
B 50+ Units

Distribution of Housing Units in Pipeline by Development Size

0% 1% _1% 1%

H Single Family

B 2-4 Units

H 5-9 Units

™ 10-19 Units -

¥ 20-49 Units

® 50+ Units (Non-major Development Project)
& 50+ Units (Major Development Project)

Source: San Francisco Planning Department; 2014 San Francisco Housing Inventory Report; San Francisco -
Development Pipeline, Q3 2014.

Note that the following Major Development Projects are subject to agreements with developers to implement
specific transportation improvements as a condition of project approval, and are specifically exempted from
paying the TSF (per the terms of the applicable Redevelopment Plan or Development Agreement): CPMC;
Candlestick Point/Hunters Point Shipyard Phases 1 and 2; Presidio, SF State; Transbay Redevelopment Project Area
(Zone zone 1); Treasure Island/Yerba Buena Island (residential only); UCSF; and Park Merced (residential only).

P 12
1303 oee




San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee: Economic Feasibility Study

According to the current development pipeline, the City can expect a reduced proportion of future
residential development to be smaller-sized developments (19 units or fewer), representing about 3% of
housing units. About 4% of new housing units are projected to occur in developments ranging in size
from 20 to 49 units, while about 93% are anticipated to occur in larger developments (50 units or more).

About half of these housing units in larger developments (50 units or more} are located in major
development projects with development agreements or other contracts that specifically exempt future
development from having to pay the TSF. Those agreements specify other developer obligations to
mitigate development impacts, such as construction of local transportation infrastructure. While these
projects would not be subject to the TSF, they nonetheless will fund substantial improvements to the
City’s transportation system, helping to mitigate development impacts. Given this, none of the selected
prototypes is located in major development projects that would not also be subject to the TSP. Most of
the larger residential projects currently in the development pipeline are located in area plans, and three
of the development prototypes (Prototypes 5, 8 and 9) are representative of larger residential
developments with 100 or more housing units that are located in area plans.

According to Planning Department data, most residential projects are mixed use developments,
consisting of retail on the ground floor and residential on the upper floors. In addition, most of

San Francisco’s developable infill sites have zoning requirements that require active uses (such as retail)
on street frontages. Thus, all but one of the residential prototypes is mixed use with retail development
included on the ground floor.

The project team sought prototype locations both inside and outside of area plans in order to study
different impact fee scenarios. In addition, prototype locations were chosen to represent varied
transportation conditions in order to study different environmental review scenarios. Where possible,
prototypes were selected to correspond with those analyzed in the concurrent Affordable Housing
Bonus and Central SoMa feasibility analyses, in order to ensure that key development assumptions are
consistent across these studies. '

For purposes of distinguishing residential prototypes by development size, small projects are defined as
consisting of 19 or fewer units (Prototypes 1 and 4}, medium projects consist of 20~60 units (Prototypes
2, 3 and 6), and large projects consist of 61 or more units (Prototypes 5, 8, 9). The two non-residential
prototypes are large office buildings with ground floor retail {Prototypes 7 and 10}, which are reflective
of typical office developments in the development pipeline.

The development revenue and cost assumptions were developed based on developer input and data
gathered from a variety of real estate professionals, including market specialists, real estate brokers and
general contractors. Figure 3 shows locations throughout the City of the development prototypes
analyzed for the feasibility study and Table 2 provides an overview of the prototypes.
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Figure 3. TSF Economic Feasibility Study Prototypes & Adopted Area Plans

Geary Ave!
Small residential mixed-use, 8 units

Van Ness Ave!
Medium residential mixed-use, 60 units

i

Chinalbwa .

I

Outer Mission?! .
Medium residential mixed-use, 24 units

Mission
Small residential mixed-use, 15 units

Central Waterfront

Large residential mixed-use, 156 units

East SoMal

Medium residential mixed-use, 60 units

Weslern |
horellie

East SoMat
Large office, 224k sq. ft.

East SoMat

Bayview Large residential mixed-use, 141 units

Hunn[zrs Paint

Transit Center
Large residential, 229 units

Transit Center
Large office, 320k sq. ft.

00000 BOBO0O0O0OC

1 Corresponds with Affordable Housing Bonus / Central SoMa feasibility studies.
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Table 2. Overview of Economic Feasibili.ty‘Study Prototypes?

Pri tdfys e - . Lot Aré:é:.', . Hou’;ing 1 ([:\leesflzztta'::a Non re5|dent|al ".fArea.Pla n
A (Square Feet) | Units- | " L, (Net Square Feet) o
1. Geary Ave®
{small res:dentlal mixed 5,000 8 8,800 1,400 (retail) None
use) '
2. Van Ness Ave ‘ _ B I Lo
(medium residential .. 24,300 60- 59,800 | © 8,100 (retail) |: None
mixed use) ’ ' o0 ] '
3. Outer Mission’ .
{small residential mixed 14,400 24 30,000 2,900 (retail) None
use)
4. Mission S A : I O T
(small res:dentlal mlxed . .6,000 15t 14,300 - 2,300 (retail) Eastern
B o - . . Nelghborhoods.
use) . : : S o
5. Central Waterfront Eastern
(large residential mixed 35,000 156 118,800 4,500 (retail) .
) Neighborhoods
use)
| 6 East Soma® Fo i ) 7 Eastem
(med/um reSIdentlal 4,500 (__!'Etav‘!); » Nelghborhoo ds‘
- mixed use). - ' o .
224,400
7. EastSoMa’ 35,000 - - | (202,100 office and _ [Fastern
{large office) 22,300 retail) Nglghborhoods
8. East SoMa” : ST R R T R
‘ (Iar_qe res:dentlal mlxed © 15,000 128, | . 119,800 |-
. - Transit Center
9. 1;:;5:: e(;?;et;;al) . 15,000 229 241,300 - District Plan
. (TCDP)
. e - e - 320,300 L L
10. Transit Center 2‘0;000'- - - [-(307,500 office and | ~TCDP.
_ (large office). . 12,800 retail) e

Source: San Franctsco Planmng Department

Notes:

1 Numbers rounded to nearest 100.

2 Prototype corresponds with prototypes studied in the Affordable Housing Bonus / Central SoMa feasibility studies.
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C. Transportation Impact Fees

in order to evaluate the impact of the TSF on new development, Seifel worked with City staff to
calculate transportation impact fees and other development impact fees for each of the feasibility study
prototypes. Table 3 compares the transportation fee obligation for each of the prototypes currently
under the TIDF with the Base Case TSF levels, which are defined as the fee rates in the 2012 Draft TSF
Ordinance (adjusted for inflation to 2015 dollars) with the proposed consolidation of non-residential fee
categories. (Refer back to Section ill.A for more information.)

D. Evaluation of Potential Time and Cost Savings with TSP

For each of these development prototypes, City staff documented the level of environmental review and
associated costs that would likely be required currently (before consideration of the TSP) and what
would be required with the adoption of the TSP. The potential costs and time spent on environmental
review for each of these prototypes was then compared under these two conditions in order to
understand the potential direct economic benefits from the adoption of the TSP. For example, if the
prototype being analyzed might currently be required to do a transportation study that includes an LOS
analysis (as was found to be the case for Prototypes 5, 7, 8, 9 and 10), City staff evaluated what
predevelopment cost and time savings might occur if no LOS analysis was required. Chapter V describes
in greater detail how the analysis of potential TSP savings was performed and summarizes the results for
each development prototype

Time saved during the development entitlement period can decrease the amount of predevelopment
carrying costs that a developer would need to pay, which could increase the amount a developer would
be willing to pay for land. The economic analysis assumes that predevelopment costs (including land)
are equal to about 5% of development value (typically within a range of 5-15% of development value or
total development cost, according to the Urban Land Institute).” While predevelopment costs vary by
development {e.g. whether land is purchased up front or purchased at the end of an option period, with
option payments made in the interim, and the extent of upfront predevelopment costs), this estimate is
considered to be generally representative of a potential predevelopment carry scenario. The economic
effect of predevelopment time savings is measured by multiplying estimated predevelopment costs by a
12% annual equity carrying cost (conservative assumption as equity during entitlement period often
requires a higher return threshold) times the number of months saved divided by one year.”

 As described further in Chapter V, transportation is just ane of several topics that may be analyzed as
part of a project's environmental review, so these predevelopment savings may not occur in all cases.
Thus, the financial analysis evaluates each prototype assuming that the potential level of
predevelopment cost and time savings would occur or would not occur.

1% As described in Chapters 2 and 3 in “Finance for Real Estate Development,” Charles Long, ULI, 2011.
* For example, five months in potential time savings would result in potential predevelopment carry savings equal
to about 0.25% of development value or about 0.5% of direct construction costs.
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Table 3. Comparison of Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF) and
Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) for Development Prototypes™

Prototype . (2015 fee)- i T RO RS Credlt "
R S D . ,_[bA]},‘ [c]'.w'- ‘ ex:stlngfees)
R . S ' CoRE [b-a+c]
1. Geary Ave . v
18,900 88,300 ,
(small residential mlxed use) 2 288,8 50 $69,900
2. Van-Ness Ave T EE T
L (medium res:dentlalmlxed S0 | $458,900 | N $458,900
. use) . A L - o .
3. Outer Mlssmn
0 42,400 ¥
{small res:dentlal m/xed use) 3 »42,4 20 342,400
i 4,'M|ss|on i T ' _' a " . p ' '
© (small resta'entlal mlxed use) - S,_17'.8 Oq L $557700' _o ($1{),§0A0)' A 52’3'690'
5. Central Waterfront $3,600 $421,700 ($168,300) $249,900
(large reSIdent/al mlxed use) »
§;»EastSoMa o ' — Co L S
(medlum res:dent/al mlxed N $35,6OO - $263,800° ($100,600) '$127,600
. USE) ot . AN S cooh R . L G LR DT
7.East SoMa 43,388,100 $3,510,800 ) $122,700
{large offlce) ]
»8. EastSoMa R - i S L
, : - 5109,40 - $1,041,400 |- - : 200
(Iarge res:dent/al mixed use) »109,400 _ 51 4140 . (5292 800) e $63?'200
9. Transit Center 30 $2,059,700 | ) $2,059,700
{large res:dentlal) » .
.1° Transit Center $5346,000 |- $5,551,200 | o] . $205,200
-{large office)’ R T . .

Source: San Francisco Plannmg Department 2014

Notes:
! Numbers rounded to nearest $100. Some numbers may not precisely subtract due to rounding.

%Fee rates from the 2012 draft TSF ardinance have been adjusted for inflation to 2015, and non-residential
fee categories have been consolidated, consistent with the SF Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus
Study. Prior use fee credits have been applied for eight prototypes (Prototypes 1 through 8), reflecting
typical conditions for infill sites.

#Residential developments in some area plans may be eligible for a TSF area plan fee reduction— referred
to as a fee credit— equivalent to the transit component of the applicable area plan impact fee. For
residential projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods area plans (Prototypes 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8), the credit is 10%
of the area plan fee. Projects in TCDP (Prototypes 9 and 10) are not eligible for a TSF area plan fee credit as
the Transit Center Transportation and Street Improvement Fee is designated to address the substantial
impacts on transit associated with such high-density development.
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E. Residual Land Value Analysis

In order to evaluate the direct economic effect of the TSP, Seifel developed land residual models to
estimate and compare the value of land before and after the proposed adoption of the TSP for the

10 prototypical developments described above. Residual land value (RLV) models calculate the potential
amount a developer would be willing to pay for land, given anticipated development revenues, costs
and a target developer margin. The developer margin represents a target return threshold that takes
into account dévelopment risk, including the timeline it takes to complete the development, the
uncertainty of future development revenues and costs and the level of returns that must be achieved to
attract private capital. Developers commonly use RLV models at the initial stages of development to test
feasibility and determine how much they can afford to pay for land.? .

The RLV is the difference between what a developer expects to receive in revenues (e.g., sale of
condominium units), less all costs associated with developing the buildings (e.g., predevelopment costs,
hard construction costs, tenant improvements, construction financing, developer overhead,
marketing/sales costs, other soft construction costs and target developer margin).?* RLV models are
useful tools to test the financial impact of different public policies on land values and development
feasibility because they can compare the financial impact on land values given variable development
scenarios, including variations in development land uses, revenues, costs and policy options.

The RLV analysis compares the potential land value for each development prototype under current
conditions with the potential land value assuming the imposition of the TSF, both with and without the
anticipated predevelopment savings.” The next chapter describes the potential predevelopment cost
and time savings.in greater detail.

* The Urban Land Institute (ULI) has published literature that describes how developers analyze the feasibility of
potential development projects, including the use of residual land value analysis. Refer to Chapters 2 and 3 in-
“Finance for Real Estate Development,” Long, UL!, 2011.

2 As part of the economic evaluation process, Seifel compared the projected development values, residual land
values, target developer margins, and other financial metrics in‘the RLV models with current real estate data on
similar transactions, including recent rental rates and sales prices, comparable land sales, market capitalization
rates and financial pro forma information gathered from the development community. The RLVs for each
prototype under current conditions were also compared to land values that are currently being assumed in recent -
developer pro formas, as well as information obtained from recent land sales and valuation input from Clifford
Advisory. According to recent market information, the minimum market sales price for residentially zoned land in
San Francisco is about $90,000 per unit {“per door”), and the RLV under the Base Case TIDF for residential units
was found to be $100,000 or more for all prototypes except for Prototype 3, which is located in the Outer Mission
area. (Current sales prices and rents in many of San Francisco’s outer neighborhoods are not sufficiently high to
support the higher cost of mid-rise construction and generate strong land values, particularly on sites where
zoning restrictions significantly limit residential density (such as Prototype 3), which limits the number of units that
can be built.) The calculated RLV for the two office prototypes is approximately $130/Building NSF, which is also
within current market value range. For most prototypes, RLV ranges between 10 and 20% of development value or
condominium sales price (after taking into account the cost of sale), which is also within the typical percentage
ranges in development pro formas. For Prototype 3, the RLV is less than 5% of development value, which also
indicates some developments in outer neighborhoods may not currently be feasible.

2 without predevelopment savings, the difference in RLV is directly attributable to the increase in development
impact fees from the TSP, as no offsets to development costs are assumed from CEQA/LOS streamlining.
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V. Cost and Time Savings from CEQA / Level of Service Reform

As previously described, the removal of LOS analysis under CEQA reform would eliminate the need for
intersection LOS analysis for projects that require a transportation impact study (TIS}, which is one of
the main drivers of the overall schedule of the environmental review (and subsequently, the
development entitlement process). Eliminating the LOS analysis could simplify the transportation -
analysis and decrease the amount of time spent on environmental review. This study evaluates the
potential financial impact of both the direct time and cost savings that some projects may experience as
a result of these improvements to the environmental review process from the TSP, as further described
below.

A. Direct Time Savings

The time savings that an individual project may experience would vary depending on its level of required
environmental review. Under CEQA, there are three major levels of environmental review documents,
listed in ascending order of complexity and time required:

1. Exemption (i.e. a Categorical Exemption (Cat Ex) or Community Plan Exemption (CPE))
2. Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND)
3. Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

The level of required environmental review and type of document to be prepared largely depends on
the size and scale of the proposed project, its location and whether or not it may benefit from — or be
“tiered” from — a previous EIR, such as the City’s Housing Element EIR or the Eastern Neighborhoods
Area Plan and Rezoning EIR. For example, a Community Plan Exemption (CPE) document can only be
prepared for a qualifying project within a plan area that does not result in any new significant impacts or
require any new mitigation above and beyond what is analyzed in the Area Plan EIR.

After CEQA/LOS reform is implemented through the TSP, project sponsors may experience two types of
potential direct time savings: '

1. Time savings associated with not having to do an LOS analysis as part of the Transportation
Impact Study. ‘

2. Time savings associated with streamlining the overall environmental review process, with
the greatest savings potentially occurring in situations where the level of environmental review
for a project can be reduced (for example, a Mitigated Negative Declaration or Exemption
instead of an EIR). This latter scenario is somewhat rare and would happen in instances where a
project is required to undergo a more extensive level of environmental review solely due to
transportation LOS impacts.

Table 4 shows that the potential average time savings due to the removal of the LOS analysis

requirement in the overall CEQA document preparation ranges from zero to five months, assuming that
this does not change the level of environmental review required.

Greater time savings may; be possible in situations where the removal of the LOS analysis results in a
lower level of environmental review than would otherwise be required. However, the CEQA review
process is just one part of the overall predevelopment timeline, which also includes obtaining land use
entitlements and other project approvals. For this reason, the overall project entitlement time savings
may not be as great as the potential CEQA time savings. :
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Table 4. Average CEQA Document Time Savings due to CEQA/LOS Reform®

Average Document Preparation Time

Type of Environmental | Before CEQA Reform: | After CEQA Reform: Potential Time Savings
Document With LOS Analysis Without LOS Analysis

Community Plan 11 months '~ 6months 5 months
Exemption (CPE)

Mitigated Negative 12 months 9 months 3 months
Declaration (MND)

Environmental Impact 22 months . 18 months 4 months
Report (EIR) ~ Focused®
Environmental Impact 32 months 32 months 0 months

Report (EIR) — Full?

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, 2014.

Notes: .

' A “Focused EIR” would include the analysis of select environmental topics (typically four or fewer).
% A “Full EIR” would include thé analysis of all or most of the environmental topics.

® The timeframes in this table assume that the TIS is the most time-consuming background study that is required for
a project. If other background studies (such as Historic Resource Evaluatian) are required and take longer than
the TIS, the timeframes might need to be adjusted. This table shows timeframes from the date an environmental
coordinator is assigned to a project. ‘

i

B. Direct Cost Savings

Currently, the costs associated with environmental review include both Planning Department fees and
environmental consultant fees. Planning Department fees include an environmental review fee, which is
based on the type of environmental review document and the cost of project construction. Projects that
require a transportation impact study must also pay Planning Department and SFMTA transportation
study review fees, regardless of whether or not the study includes a LOS analysis.

Environmental review consultants represent an additional cost and are typically retained to prepare the
environmental review document and the TIS, if required. Consultant fees vary based on the size and
complexity of the project, the type of environmental review document being prepared and whether or
not an LOS analysis is required as part of the TIS.**

Under CEQA/LOS reform, fee amounts for Planning Department environmental review and SFMTA
transportation review will remain the same for projects that do not experience any change in the type of

* Based on Planning Department interviews with environmental consultants in 2014, the cost savings associated
with the removal of the LOS analysis from the transportatlon study are estlmated to be about 25% of the
transportation study costs for all projects, regardless of size.
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environmental document required. For insf.ance, a project in an area plan may currently be required to
prepare a TIS with a LOS analysis as part of a Community Plan Exemption (CPE). Under the proposed
TSP, the project may still need to prepare a CPE, but it would include a simplified TIS without a LOS
analysis. The Planning Department and SFMTA transportation fees would remain the same, but the
project would benefit from consultant cost savings and time savings from not having to do the LOS
analysis. As the environmental review document also incorporates technical analysis from the TIS, the
consultant time required to prepare the environmental document would also be reduced, resulting in
additional cost savings.

However, a project may experience greater cost savings if the removal of the LOS analysis resultsin a
lesser level of environmental review being required. For instance, if a project no longer requires a
focused EIR (which is conducted by environmental consultants) and could be eligible for a CPE (typically
prepared in-house by Planning Department staff), the cost savings would be substantial.

C. Indirect Benefits

In addition to these direct benefits, CEQA/LOS reform would also result in greater certainty for project
sponsors, as described eatlier. As the environmental approvals must be completed prior to project
approval hearings, these environmental approvals represent a significant risk to the developer, who
must invest time and funds for environmental review of projects that-might ultimately be rejected.
Thus, any savings in environmental review time and costs can heip reduce the pre-entitlement risk taken
on by developers. Further, CEQA/LOS reform would simplify and minimize the time spent on
environmental review, potentially reducing backlogs for City staff and shortening the predevelopment
process for all projects, not just those benefitting from CEQA streamlining due to TSP. '

. While these indirect economic benefits could be significant to the development community, the
financial analysis solely focuses on evaluating the direct time and cost savings in the preparation of the
TIS and related CEQA documentation.

D. CEQA Streamlining Benefits for Feasibility Study Prototypes

The CEQA streamlining benefits associated with the implementation of the TSP were identified and
analyzed for each of the development prototypes by comparing the scope of the environmental review
with and without a LOS analysis. The level of environmental review for each prototype was determined
based on the following information for each prototype: :

* Project description, including land use, intensity of development, building envelope and project
location. ) '

¢ Environmental constraints associated with the project sites in these areas of the City.

* - Programmatic EIRs (typically from area plans) from which the project-level environmental
review documents could be tiered (where applicable).

* Planning Department guidelines and standard practices for enviranmental review as of March
2015.

The Planning Department identified the technical studies that would be required on the topics of
transportationzs, air quality, noise, hazardous materials, wind, shadow, archeological resources, geology.

2‘? The type of transportation study required was based on a calculation of the PM peak-hour automobile trips that
would be generated by the development program identified for each prototype.
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and historic resources. The level of environmental review was based on the findings typically associated
with the conclusions of those studies. '

The current level of environmental review for each prototype was then compared to the anticipated
level of environmental review and transportation analysis that would be needed with the TSP, assuming
no other environmental topic area (such as historic resources) would result in impacts that would cause
a more stringent environmental review process.

The potential time and cost savings for each prototype was then estimated by Planning Department
staff based on recent environmental review costs incurred for similar projects, in consultation with
outside environmental consultants. Table 5 at the end of this Chapter summarizes the type of
environmental review document that would be required for each feasibility study prototype with and
without LOS reform under TSP. Each of the prototypes except Prototype 5 would require the same type
of environmental review document, with and without TSP.

Prototypes 1 through 4 and Prototype 6 are smaller projects that would not currently require a LOS
analysis. Therefore, under TSP there is no change to the transportation study or the environmental
review process and no environmental review time or cost savings.

Prototypes 7 through 10 are all large projects within area plans and would require LOS analysis,
according to current practices, but would not require LOS analysis under TSP. % Thus, each of these
‘prototypes experiences a time savings of approximately five months and varied consultant costs savings,
both associated with the preparation of a streamlined TIS.

Prototype 5 is a medium-sized project located in the Central Waterfront area of the Eastern
Neighborhoods. Based on the project size, the background traffic conditions in the surrounding streets
and the level of new development anticipated in the area, a LOS analysis of this project would likely
identify a significant unavoidable traffic impact that would trigger the preparation of a focused EIR
under current practice. Prototype 5 is unlikely to result in other significant unavoidable impacts;
therefore, under the TSP, this project would no longer need to conduct an EIR, resulting in substantial
time and cost savings. The combined cost savings of reduced Planning Department fees and consultant
fees is approximately $560,000 and the associated time savings is approximately five months.”

In summary, this analysis demonstrates the potential variation in potential direct time and cost savings
for environmental and transportation review with the TSP for a variety of development types
throughout San Francisco, summarized below and in Table 5.

* With TSP, no time or cost savings are anticipated for Prototypes 1 through 4 and Prototype 6,
which is primarily attributable to the small-scale of development that each represents. '

* Prototype 5 is estimated to potentially receive the most significant level of cost savings with TSP,
as the environmental review document would be modified from a CPE and a Focused EIR to a

% For the purposes of this analysis, it was assumed that the governing environmental documents would enable this
to occur.
77 Although the change in the scope of the environmental review would reduce the CEQA documentation timeline
from 22 months to 6 months (a 16-month time savings), the timeline for the required entitlements could likely only
be reduced by 5 months given that some of steps in the technical analysis and the approval process take a certain
amount of time and would not be able to be further shortened with TSP. Therefore, a conservative estimate of

. 5 months of time savings is estimated to occur within the overall predevelopment timeline.
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CPE. It would also likely benefit from time savings of 5 months in the predevelopment review
process. '

* Prototypes 7 through 10 are anticipated to experience more modest cost savings given that
their level of environmental review would remain the same under TSP. These prototypes would
also likely benefit from time savings of 5 months in the predevelopment review process.

As described above, the projected time and cost savings presented for each prototype assumes that no
other type of topic area {such as historic resources) would result in further intensification of
environmental review. In order to take into account the possibility that no time or cost savings might
occur, the land residual analysis evaluates the financial impact with and without the potential
predevelopment time and cost savings that are described in this Chapter.
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Table 5. Potential Environmental Review Time and Cost Savings from CEQA/LOS Reform by Prototype

. . " " 1
Environmental Review Time Savings™ -

Environmental Review Cost Savingsz

(large office)

Environmental Environmental Predevelopment Plannmg Dept. Estimated o Total
. Review Dbcument: Review Document: Period Time . Enwronmental x| Consultant Cost EnvironmentaIA
. - TIDF (Existing) TSP (Proposed) Savings® Fee Savmgs _Savings Cost Savings
-Prototype Ny oo ‘ o ,
1. Geary Ave ’
Class 32 CatFx Class 32 CatEx None S0 o] S0
{small residential mixed use)
.2.Van Ness Ave s e S : '
: Class 32 CatEx Class 32 CatEx None S0 S0 1]
{medium res:dentlal mixed use) K : . .
3. Outer Mission Class 32 CatEx Class 32 CatEx None $0 30 $0
(small reSIdentlal mlxed use) .
4. Mission - : . . 1
’ CPE cp None.. 0 0 0
(small residential mixed use) E > 2 ?
5. Central Waterfront CPE + Focused EIR CPE .5 months $386,300 $175,000 $561,300
(large residential mixed use)
6. East SoMa . . ' Co : ' '
(medium-residential mixed use) CPE CPE -None o >0 50 1 30
7. East SoMa CPE + Focused EIR | CPE + Focused EIR 5 months® 30 $95,000 $95,000
{large office)
8. East SoMa : o o Coh L - o :
(large residential mixed.use) CPE CPE - 5“;"‘“’,“‘-“5 Aso' Co $.25’000 szzs’ 00
9. Transit Center CPE CPE 5 months® $0 $25,000 $25,000
- (large residential)
10. Transit Center ¢ CPE- CPE . .5 months® $0 450,000 | $50,000

Source: San Francisco Planning Department 2014

Note: Numbers rounded to nearest $100. :

*This assumes that no other type of environmental review (such as historic resources) would result in further intensification of environmental review. As further
described in this report, the land residual analysis accounts for an alternative environmental review situation where no time or cost savings would occur, as it evaluates
the financial impact with and without the anticipated predevelopment savings from a streamlined CEQA process.
2These cost savings do not include potential predevelopment savings associated with Iower predevelopment carrying costs due to a shorter entltlement timeline, which
lS evaluated in the land residual models.
*The predevelopment period includes both the environmental review and the entitlement process. Thus, changes to the environmental review timeline may not
translate directly to equivalent time savings in the predevelopment period.
*Time savings due to dissolution of transportation LOS analysis requirement.
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VI. Results From Analysis of Base Case TSF Levels

As described in Chapter IV on methodology, land residual models for ten typical developments were
prepared to compare the estimated value of land before and after adoption of the proposed TSP. These
development prototypes were chosen to best represent potential developments that might occur in
different City neighborhoods, located inside and outside Plan Areas. The first stage of the analysis
evaluates the potential financial impact by comparing the RLV under current conditions (referred to as
Base Case TIDF) with the Base Case TSF scenario (with the introduction of the TSP, including the addition
of fees at the "Base Case TSF" levels and CEQA/LOS reform).”® Given the variability in key cost factors for
real estate development across San Francisco and the challenging development climate that has
resulted from the real estate recession followed by rapid price appreciation in recent years, a decrease
in RLV of -10% or less with the introduction of the TSP has been chosen as a reasonable indicator of
angoing feasibility.

‘Non-residential development would experience the least financial impact from TSP, as the Base Case TSF
is about the same as the existing TIDF for most land uses. For example, the net increase in the impact
fee burden for new office use would be about $.56/GSF, and retail development would experience a
slight decrease in fees of about -$0.16/GSF at the Base Case TSF levels. (Please refer back to Table 1 and
Chapter Il for more information regarding existing and propbsed TSF levels.)

With TSP, residential development would be subject to a new development impact fee, which would
increase development costs by $6.19/GSF for the Base Case TSF scenario without consideration of fee
credits or predevelopment savings. Based on a typical residential unit size of 950 net square feet,” this
translates to a potential increasé in fees for the Base Case TSF scenario of ahout $7,400 per unit, .
or about 1-2% of direct construction cost depending on the type of construction and level of fee credits.

CEQA/LOS reform, once adopted, could help offset some of the financial impact of the TSF on new
development or create an economic benefit for development. Based on the analysis presented in
Chapter V, this streamlining could represent potential predevelopment cost and time savings for larger
developments that currently require a transportation study as part of their environmental review in the
following ways:

* ' Reduced City fees related to the current review of transportation studies.
* Reduced costs in professional services related to transportation and env:ronmental analysis
" during the environmental process.

* Potential for reduced carrying costs {for pnvate capital) on predevelopment expenses resultmg
from time savings of up to five months in the review process.*

%8 As described in Chapter IV, the Base Case TSF scenario assumes the fee rates in the 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance,
adjusted for inflation to 2015 dollars, taking into account the consolidation of non-residential fee categories.

* The fee is based on a gross residential square foot basis, and this typical unit size is assumed to be about

1188 GSF based on a typical 80% efficiency for low-rise and mid-rise developments, as indicated by this study.
Building area (per gross and net square foot) does not include square footage related to parking.

30 As described in Chapter IV, this analysis assumes predevelopment costs {including fand) are equal to about 5% of
development value, and the economic effect of predevelopment time savings is measured by multiplying the
estimated predevelopment costs by a 12% annual equity carrying cost times the number of months saved divided
by one year (i.e. 5 months/1 year or 42%) resulting in predevelopment savings at about 0.25% of development
value, or about $2500 per unit for a condominium development with an average value of $1 million per unit.
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Table 6 on the following page summarizes the economic evaluation of the TSP program under the Base
Case TSF scenario. As it shows, the residual land values for most of the prototypes range from about
10-20% of revenues, which is consistent with many recent development pro formas that were reviewed
for this study.>* New development may not be currently feasible in City neighborhoods that have below-
average price levels and rents, given the high cost of construction relative to potential revenues.

The financial analysis indicates that this is the case for Prototype 3.3 While the imposition of the Base
Case TSF will not cause developments similar to Prototype 3 to be infeasible, the TSF further distances
these areas from development feasibility as it lowers the potential RLV.

As Table 6 shows, five of the prototypes (due to their development size and location) are not anticipated
to receive any CEQA streamlining benefits (Prototypes 1 through 4 and Prototype 6). The remaining five
prototypes could potentially benefit from reduced transportation and environmental costs and 5
months in predevelopment time savings, which would lower predevelopment carry costs (Prototypes 5
and 7 through 10). For three of these prototypes (Prototypes 5, 7 and 10), the potential benefits from
CEQA streamlining could more than offset the increase in impact fees, and this results in an increase in
residual land value when predevelopment savings are assumed to occur (RLV with predevelopment -
savings). Without predevelopment savings, the RLV decreases for all prototypes, ranging from about -1%
to -8%, which is within the -10% feasibility threshold.

As described in Chapter lll, about half of new housing units are projected to be developed in larger
developments within area plans, some of which may be eligible for a fee credit that would help offset a
portion of the financial impact from the TSF. Four of the prototypes are located within area plans that
would be eligible for an area plan fee credit for residential development (Prototypes 4, 5, 6 and 8).

In summary, the impact on RLV varies among the prototypes depending on the following:

* Land use: non-residential prototypes {Prototypes 7 and 10) have the smallest increase in impact
fees due to the TSF, as the Base Case TSF is about the same as the TIDF, while residential
developments experience the greatest increase in impact fees under the TSP.

* Environmental review & predevelopment savings: larger developments could potentially
benefit from reduced transportation and environmental costs plus decreased predevelopment
carry costs as a result of time savings from CEQA/LOS reform (Prototypes 5 and 7 through 10).
These potential financial benefits are modeled in the “with predevelopment savings” scenario,

‘and they are not assumed to occur in the “without predevelopment savings” scenario.

*! please refer to Chapter IV and Appendix A for further information regarding the methodology used in this
analysis. Revenues are equal to potential sales prices for condominiums or development values for rental property
“less sales expenses. :
*The RLV for Prototype 3 is below 5% of total development value and is less than $40,000 per housing unit, which
is below the typical asking prices for land in San Francisco and is less than land values for similarly located
properties with existing uses. This finding indicates that similar developments in the outer neighborhoods may not
generate sufficient development value to enable developers to pay for property at its current market value
(particularly cansidering many infill sites have existing development that is generating rental income) or generate
sufficient developer margin to warrant private investment.
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Table 6. Summary of Economic Impact of Transportation Sustainability Program Under Base Case TSF Scenario

5 Base Case TIDF . Impact on Resndual Land Values (RLV) Under Base Case TSF Scenario -
d e . Ll RLV With - ‘ * RLV Without: "
. Base Case TSF S -(C
RS : :::eiﬁi:g' el o .Predeyelop_rp e;:t,; a'"" inge (Credit Predevelopment Savmgs Predevelopment Sa: ngsL
| Base'Case | BaseCase | e increase. - — — - -
" TIDF . TIDE : o (Comparedto : Jdop ' . . S
.' RLV o RLV % of - fee Credit “Environmental |- * Time Savings. - Total Cost .Base‘Ca.se; ‘Basa Case e
. . S as oof {: - . CNVITonT N P ,' . oo e k
: “[al.c | ‘Revenues | -Cost Savings - (Predevelopment " '‘Savings. TSE % Change .| - TSF, ~- | %Change--
‘ [al = F fes. | i Carrysavmgs) [ c+d] : % - RV
- ‘ - i Clab] [
;Ls' Gﬁiry S‘_’ea ) 42,050,200 23% Prior Use | $69,900 $0 $0 $0 $1,980,300 3%) $1,980,300 (3%)
ma es, viixea-use .
(2,\}}5‘?" 'iesslﬁ‘"i' 0 | $7,007,300 | 10% .| priorUse’| -4458,900 |  -..$0." D Ssor so7 . | $6,558,400 | . (7%) | $6,558,400 [ - (7%) -
ledium gs,,' [:)geﬁ-us"e" o i ) ] . T . A - i . . U - o
ém(;"‘;ee: m::’_g:‘e) $920,600 4% Prior Use | $42,400 $0 30 $0 $878,200 (5%) $878,200 (5%)
(SmallRes: Mixed-us | $3om0 | 21 { Area piar | 323,600 _:_so, $3,117,100 (%), | 5:3'1%7‘199_ .
5. Central Waterfront Prior Use, . :
22,869,100 ' \ , ' , 455, 39 619, %
(Lorge Res. Mixed-use] 5 21% | e Plan $249,900 ($561,000) {$274,300) {$835,900) || $23,455,100 3% $22,619,200 (1%)
14% Prior Use, | ¢ : C %0 %0 $6,211,500 5”“?7(2'%5”E 56 zil'sbd 2%)
' o ~Are_a'Plap;‘ \ B o g _-'.. 211, - ! A % :A: DG
7. East SolMa .
(Large Office] $28,722,700 15% Prior Use | $122,700 {$95,000) ($479,500) ($574,500) || $29,174,500 2% $28,600,000 (0%)
8. East SoMa. PUECETRI Ao | PnorUse' IR DR, TR AT i A
g SO - ] 813,678,300 % “.| ."$63g; 825,01 100} |- ,100).. {20yl
(Large Res. Mixed-use).. -;v..-s ' ok 10% { -Area Plan '?639 %oo . .~($'25"(._)80) . _»z-(sif”’l'%o":)‘ ) ($%56 190).-: $18,395,200 (26)‘{5;'
9. Transit Center
(Large Residential) - $25,892,400 8% None | $2,059,700 ($25,000) {$769,100) ($794,100) || $24,626,800 {5%) $23,832,700 (8%)
10.KTranSIt' enter Lo e R D ' s el
(Large Office) " - 1542 188 700 13% None | $205,200 ($50 000)*» ; ($874 500) $42,858,000 | 2% $41 983 soo . (o%),

Notes: Numbers rounded to nearest $100. Please refer to Chapters lH and IV for further mformation on the prototype assumptlons (Table 3 summarizes the fee calculations for the Base Case TSF and Table 5 presents
the environmental cost savings.)

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, 2015.
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*  Area Plan fee credits: residential developments located within certain Area Plans would be
eligible for a partial fee credit (Prototypes 4,5,6and 8) equnvalent to the transit component of
the Area Plan fee.

¢  Prior use fee credits: prototypes with existing buildings would be eligible to receive a fee credit

" for prior uses, which reduces the level of TIDF, TSF and area plan fees (Prototypes 1 through 8).

The financial analysis indicates that implementation of the proposed TSP at the Base Case TSF would
have a modest financial impact on future development feasibility due to the combined effects described
above under the potential development scenarios for each prototype:

* The difference in residual land values, with and without predevelopment savings, does not
decrease by more than 10% for all prototypes.

*  With predevelopmenit savings as a result of CEQA/LOS reform, residual land values could
potentially increase under the TSP by about 2% to 3% where the streamlining benefits more
than offset the increase in development costs with the TSP (Prototypes 5, 7 and 10).

o If a projectis currently required to undertake a transportation LOS analysis, the TSP will
provide modest economic benefits if the level of environmental review remains the same.
(As shown in this study, a transportation LOS analysis is typically required for larger sized
developments.) In these cases, the elimination of LOS analysis could reduce consultant costs
by $25,000 to $95,000 and result in a time savings of 5 months during the entitlement
period, which would potentially decrease predevelopment carrying costs. This scenario
applies to four of the ten prototypes (Prototypes 7 through 10) evaluated in this study. For
the office prototypes (Prototypes 7 and 10), the combination of consultant cost savings and
predevelopment savings could fully offset the impact of the Base Case TSF level..

o Projects that would be eligible for a lesser level of environmental review as the result of
CEQA/LOS reform would achieve the greatest economic benefit. For instance, one of the
prototypes studied {Prototype 5) might be eligible for a Community Plan Exemption (CPE)

- under the TSP, as compared to a Focused Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) under current
conditions. This could potentially result in direct cost savings of about $560,000 in
environmental consultant/Planning Department fees and predevelopment time savings of
5 months, which ceuld fully offset the impact of the Base Case TSF level.

e Without predevelopment time savings, residual land values are projected to decrease between
about 0% to -8% for all prototypes.™ The greatest decrease in RLV occurs for residential projects
located Outside Plan Areas or Inside Plan Areas where fee credits do not substantially offset the
TSF (Prototypes 2, 3, 8 and 9).

As described above, the extent of the financial impact will vary depending on land use, whether or not
the development is located in a Plan Area, whether it will benefit from the potential predevelopment
time and cost savings and the level of fee credits. These findings are generally consistent with the prlor
{2012) economic analysis of the proposed TSP.

3 As no offsets to development costs are assumed from CEQA/LOS streamlining, the difference in RLV without
predevelopment savings is directly attributable to the increase in development impact fees from the TSP.
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VIL. Sensiﬁvity Analysis of Alternative TSF Levels

The sensitivity analysis studies the effect of higher TSF levels, modeled at 125%, 150% and 250% of the
Base Case TSF levels, which are within the maximum justified fee levels from the 2015 TSF Nexus Study.
Table 7 summarizes and compares the fee levels for each scenario with-the maximum justified fee
amounts. The table indicates that the TSF fee levels evaluated in this sensitivity analysis would range
from $6.19 at the Base Case TSF to $15.48/GSF at 250% TSF for residential development and from
$14.43 at the Base Case TSF to $36.08/GSF at 250% TSF for non-residential development.

Table 7. TSF Sensitivity Analysis Scenarios (2015 Dollars)

Base Case 125% TSF 150% TSF 250% TSF Maximum
Use ' TSF ($/GSF) | ($/GSF) ($/GSF) | ($/GSF) ~ | Justified Fee®
’ {not modeled)
Residential $6.19 $7.74 $9.29 $15.48 $30.95
Non-residential $14.43 $18.04 $21.65 $36.08 $87.52
PDR’ $7.61 n/a n/a n/a $26.09

Note:

! Maximum lustified Fee is not modeled but is presented in the San Francisco Transportation
Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (2015).

2 New development of PDR uses was not analyzed in the feasibility study.

The financial results for each of these sensitivity analysis scenarios are summarized in tables that are
presented at the end of this report: '

* Table 8 summarizes the results from the sensitivity analysis, as measured by the percentage
change in RLV for each of the four alternative TSF levels (Base Case TSF, 125% TSF, 150% TSF and
250% TSF) compared to current conditions without TSP {Base Case TIDF).

* Table 9 summarizes the key prototype characteristics and findings that contribute to the
sensitivity analysis results shown in Table 8 and the supporting tables.

‘s . Tables 10.1 through 10.10 present the financial results for each prototype, comparing the total
revenues and development costs under current conditions without TSP (Base Case TIDF) to each
of the alternative TSF fee scenarios.

A. 125% TSF Scenario

Under the 125% TSF scenario, the TSF would increase by about $1.60/GSF for residential and about
$3.60/GSF for non-residential development over the Base Case TSF, without consideration ofany
predevelopment savings or fee credits. Based on a typical residential unit size of 950 NSF, this translates
to a potential increase in impact fees of about $9,200 per unit (or about $8/GSF) as compared to current
conditions (Base Case TIDF) or about 1-2% of direct construction cost, depending on the type of ‘
construction and whether fee credits apply.

As described in the .previous section, the proposed fees for non-residential development under the Base
Case TSF scenario are about the same as the fees currently being charged (Base Case TIDF) on new
development. Under the 125% TSF scenario, these fees would increase by about $4/GSF over current fee
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levels. This would represent a direct construction cost increase of about 1% or less, depending on the
type of construction and whether fee credits apply.®*

The results of the sensitivity analysis indicate that the financial impact on new development for the
125% TSF scenario are similar to the results that were found at the Base Case TSF levels.

¢ The decrease in residual land values, with and without predevelopment savings, is less than or
.equal to -10% for all prototypes.

*  With predevelopment savings, only Prototype 5 would receive CEQA streamlining benefits that
would more than offset the increase in development costs with the TSP (showing a 2% increase
in RLV for Prototype 5). The RLV with predevelopment savings for all of the other prototypes
decreases by -1% to -8%. , ‘

* Without predevelopment savings, the greatest decrease in RLV occurs for residential
development where area plan fee credits would not be applied (-10% for Prototype 9 in TCDP),
and for residential projects located Outside Plan Areas or Inside Plan Areas where fee credits do
not substantially offset the TSF (Prototypes 2, 3 and 8).

B. 150% TSF Scenario

Under the 150% TSF scenario, the TSF would increase by about $3.10/GSF for residential and about

$ 7.20/GSF for non-residential development above the Base Case TSF level, without consideration of any
predevelopment savings or fee credits.* For the majority of prototypes, the change in RLV with and
without predevelopment savings is less than 10%. However, two prototypes are more heavily impacted
by fees at the 150% TSF ievel: the change in RLV exceeds -10% for Prototype 2 {with and without
predevelopment savings) and for Prototype 9 (without predevelopment savings). Thus, TSF levels at.
150% of the Base Case TSF could inhibit development feasibility in some cases, particularly if revenues
were not at pace with development costs and fee credits do not substantially offset the TSF.

C. 250% TSF Scenario

Under the 250% TSF scenario, the TSF would increase by about $9.30/GSF for residential and about
$21.65/GSF for non-residential development above the Base Case TSF level, without consideration of
any predevelopment savings or fee credits.*® TSF levels at 250% could significantly inhibit development
feasibility, as the residual land values for most of the prototypes would decrease by 10% or more, with
or without predevelopment savings. These higher TSF levels would not be offset by potential CEQA
streamlining benefits for any of the prototypes. This level of impact fee increase would substantially
increase development costs and exceed the typical contingency allowances for potential increases in
development costs that developers include in their development pro formas.

* As previously described, TSF fee levels for non-residential land uses are proposed to be consolidated. Thus, the
fee change differs slightly for retail and office, and non-residential uses are not eligible for area plan fee credits.

" 35 Under this 150% TSF scenario, development costs would increase by about $9/GSF for residential and about
$8/GSF for non-residential compared to current conditions (Base Case TIDF) without consideration of fee credits or
predevelopment savings, or an increase of about 2-3% of direct construction costs depending on the type of
construction and whether fee credits apply.

36 Under this 250% TSF scenario, development costs would increase by about $15/GSF for residential and about
$22/GSF for non-residential as compared to current conditions (Base Case TIDF) without consideration of fee
credits or predevelopment savings, or an increase of about 4-6% of direct construction costs depending on the
type of construction and whether fee credits apply.
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VIIl. Conclusion

The Transportation Sustainability Program is designed to fund transportation projécts to serve new
growth and. help streamline the transportation component of the City’s environmental review process.
Overall, the TSF Economic Feasibility Study finds that the TSF does not significantly impact project
viability at the Base Case TSF levels or at 125% of Base Case TSF, either with or without the anticipated
predevelopment savings. New development in certain neighborhoods in the City that have lower than
average price levels and rents may not be currently feasible given the high cost of construction relative
to potential revenues. While the TSF itself will hot cause these developments to be infeasible, the TSF
further distances these areas from development feasibility.

The study also evaluated the impact of potential CEQA/LOS reform on development, which in some
cases may partially or fully offset the impact of the TSF. Since transportation is only one of the potential
environmental impacts to be analyzed during the environmental review process, the level of
predevelopment savings a project will experience depends on whether or not CEQA/LOS reform resuits
in substantial changes to the environmental review required. All projects that currently need to conduct
a LOS analysis will experience modest economic henefits after this requirement is eliminated. For some
projects, the benefit of CEQA/LOS reform will be more dramatic — in cases where the elimination of LOS
analysis means that projects can undergo a lesser level of environmental review (for instance, going
from a CPE plus Focused EIR to just a CPE), the potential time and cost savings are substantial.

For developments that do not currently need a transportation study (typically smaller developments),
no direct predevelopment cost or time savings would likely occur as a result of CEQA/LOS reform. These
developments would not réceive a direct economic benefit from the TSP and would be subject to an
increased impact fee burden under TSF. However, these types of developments may experience indirect
benefits as CEQA/LOS reform may potentially shorten backlogs for City staff and streamline the
environmental review process for all projects.

If the city’s real estate market were to experience a downturn and future revenue growth is not
sufficient to cover construction costs and other development costs, then financial feasibility of new
development will become more difficult, and new development will be more sensitive to higher impact
fees. For all of these reasons, the study findings indicate that the TSF should be initially established at no
more than 125% of the Base Case TSF level.
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Table 8. Sensitivity Analysis Evaluating Economic Impact Under Alternative TSF Levels

Percentage Impact on Residual Land Values (RLV) as Compared to Base Case TIDF
| ‘(F‘i::::i;a::d-:::ti;s) TSF Scenarios With Predevelop'mentﬁaviﬁgé x TSF chnaﬁos Without Predevelqpﬁleht Savings
Prototype T T i — ——— : . . T N
- - Revenues. ‘R‘LV INSE- | RLV as % of}l Base Case |- - 125%. - 150% 250% Base Case | - 125% . '150% -} - 250% -
/NSEX Revenues | TSF TSF CTSE - TSF: TSE TSF .. .TSF TSE
(15- Gﬁiw Q‘_'ed ) $857 $193 23% B (%) (6%)  (10% (3%) (456) (6%)  (10%)
ma es. iixed-use .
(ZI\;l‘ff‘“ “F'{eSSMA‘“: . $922 s970 7 104 (%) B%)| (0% (6% 7% %) o%)]  (16%)
edium Res. Mixed-use : ) ) : : .o o
Z'oa‘l‘lt:e"s “[\’/'l';:('f‘ge) $719 $27 o oW ew| o (2% (5%) (6%) 7% (12%)
m . = . .
(‘;- N"I'im;‘” ey | o 2 I B BC D B BC R B R
malil Res. Mixed-use) .. - - NE AR R R
?L' Ce';traiﬂwzterf;mt- $892 $190 2194 3% 2% 2% (0% (1%) (2%) (2%) (4%)
arge Res. Mixed-use
(et . M) s s el oo e e e ow  mel @ ew
(7L- Eas; ;°')V'a' $855 $130 15% 2% (1%) (5%)|  (17% (0%) (3%) (7%)|  (19%)
arge ice
i;fgisrfefm?d-ase) : $1,046 s106)  10% (2%) (4%) (6%) ' (13% (53)] (7%) (%) -(16%)
?L;;Lza;i::éi:;')cer $1,275 $102 - 8% (5%) (7%) {9%) (17% (8%) {10%) (12%) (20%)
(ng;g:?f:::)‘ Center $1,030 - __2513%1*} PR | 2% _;"'('2°Vn) (5%)/ '(1,8%' (0%) (4%) (7%) (20%)| -

Notes: Piease refer to supporting tables 10.1 to 10.10 for a summary of financial results for each prototype and attached appendices for more detailed results.
1. Revenues are equal to potential sales prices for condominiums or development values for rental property less sales expenses and assume compliance with San Francisco's
affordable housing policies, as further described in Appendix A.
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Table 9. Summary of Findings From TSF Sensitivity Analysis for Each Prototype

Summary of Key Prototype Characteristics

. - Potential’: cohe e R e
T ) O L - | Predevelopment| - -Key, Contributdrsto'
-Prototype. . *- R ‘ ] Case - | ‘savingsfrom | - RLv R It Undi TSF Sensitivit
Gl Predominant “,Affordable ~ oo | Building “ndF'-:?.?S.F Case:l’ . . ol N S B3 tron - esults nder’ ?"5' ity -
T ) A:R‘e.»tal_l .| Height TIDF 1 “Area Plae ..Fee Credit | CEQA/LOS scenanos
AR B L . a -Reform
. F\'[ Residential Ground . Strong RLV and prior use fee credit helps offset
1. Geary A. e ‘ n . None e 45 Feet Strong RLV None Prior Use None € . and prior c =P
(Small Res. Mlxed-use) Condominium . Floor impact of TSF at all fee levels.
= C . . - . . P While prior use fee credit helps offset impact ofTSF
2. V n L . Residential Ground 5 . A ERE
a NESS Ave o S Onsite . orone, Moderate RLV None ‘" Prior Use: |’ None -~ .|+ RLV is s;gmflcantly feduced at' 150% and 250%
(Medlum Res. Mlxed—use) Condominium R Floor : . -
L L “ oL scenarlos -
Low RLV ] While prior use fee credit helps offset impact of TSF,
3. Outer Mission Residential . Ground ow lower revenues In this area coupled with higher, mid
.- L Onsite 65 Feet |(Development not None Prior Use None ) .
{Small Res. Mixed-use) Condominium Floor ) A rise construction costs hamper development
likely feasible} .
feasibility.
4. MlSSlon . T R PO CpriorUse, | Strong RLY and fee credits help offset impact of TSF
G * 50Feet | ; 'Strong RLV! ‘| seen o) "None!
(Small Res Mlxed use) “Condominium. L e? 1= ron_gv_ - =) Nei - -AreaRlan’ 1" -~ o:n‘ at all fee levels.
5. Central Waterfront : -Reéidential: Ground 65 Feet Strong RLV Eastern Prior Use, Significant Strong RLV, predevelopment savings and fee credits
(Large Res. Mixed-use) - Rental Floor & Neighborhoods Area Plan grtiica help offset impact of TSF at all fee levels.
5 East SoMa . *. Residential. . . Ground- R R P Eestern. . Prior.Use,” |- - o Fee credlts and moderate RLV help Offsetlmpact of
N o Onsite - 85 Feet ‘|.-Moderate:RLV |, - . B S
{Medium Res: Mixed- use) ~Rental - o Floor. |- eet. [frviogere .7 | Neighborhoods *" ‘Area Plan |~ Nor}e . : TSF atall fee levels_,.'
- ctat Iower TSF levels as non-
‘|7. East SoMa Jobs-Housin Ground Eastern Mlmmal 'mpa
(Large Office) Office Linkage Feeg " Floor 160 Feet | Moderate RLV Neighborhoods Prior Use Moderate residential TIDF Is close to Base Case TSF levels.
£ & TSF levels at 250% significantly reduce RLV.
8 East SoMa - ] Resndentlal O C i . o Eastern } L:P.rior_Use, : L el ‘Pre{ieye_lvopmentsavs‘njgs help effseltv'lmpa_ct,.vbut .
Do 1 .. .Onsite:” " |'" 160 Feet | Moderate RLV |, N AT " Moderate |without predevelopment savings, TSF levels-at 250%
(Large Res. MIXEd USE) - ,Condommlum e U Tt = R ,Nexghborhoods ol ‘Area Plan " e T T o o
IR S - . . C B : dT R ' : significantly reduce RLV despite fee credits.
9. Transit Center Residential Affordable Transit Center Predevelopment savings help offset impact, but
. . . . None 400 Feet | Moderate RLV . None Moderate without predevelopment savings, TSF levels at 150%
{Large Residential) Condominium | Housing Fee District Plan o
— _ - and 250% significantly reduce RLV.
10 Transit Center . - | jobs-Housing | -Ground | s J ool o <o o] Minimalimpact atlower TSF levels asnon-
: T q o0 | 400 Feet:|*" Moderate RLV* “Moderate . resndentlalTlDF is.close to Base Case TSF. levels
(Large Office): }«.Linkage Fee |- , Floor - REEE IR : A I
R, ) L - 1 '] TSE levels at 250% ‘significantly reduce RLV. -

Notes: Please refer to supporting tables 10.1 to 10.10 for a summary of financial results for each prototype and attached appendices for more detailed results.
1. Strong RLV indicates values exceeding 15% of revenues, Moderate RLV indicates values between about 5-15% of revenues, and Low RLV Indicates values below 5% of revenues.
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Table 10.1

Summary Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee Levels
Prototype 1: Geary Small Residential Mixed-use *

L7
1: Geary Small Res. Mixed-use Base Case TIDF | Base Case TSF f'focr:aa’fs‘: 125%TSF | :f;:;’;gsi - 1509 TSF :fof";';g:e 250% TSF :focr;':';g;
Revenues . .
Residential For-Sale $7,500,200 $7,900,200 0% $7,900,200 0% $7,900,200 0% $7,900,200 0%
Residential Rental 50| 80 - S0 - $0| - T80 -
Subtotal Residential $7,900,200) $7,900,200 0% $7,900,200 0% $7,900,200 0% $7,500,200 0%
Office $0 - 50 - $0 - 50 - $0 -
Retail $870,900 $870,900 0% $870,900 0% _5870 900 0% $870,900 0%
Total Revenues $8,771,100 $8,771,100 0% $8,771,100 0% $8,771,100 0% $8,771,300 0%
Hard and Soft Costs :

Hard Construction Costs $3,788,400 $3,788,400 0% $3,788,400 $3,788,400 0% $3,788,400 0%
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $144,000 $144,000 0% $144,000 $144,000 0% $144,000 0%
. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs:.. $64,700{ " $134,600 - 108% | i ’$179,000{ - 177% '$267,800{° 314%
" Environmental/ Transportation Review - :$9,000| 0% . . -...~$9,000] .0% .- :$5,000|. 0%

’ Constructlon Financing/ Predev.’ Carty e ,300} . 364,300( - 0%, - -$364,300|" . 0% “..$364,3001 0%
Other Soft Costs $947,100 $947,100 0% | $947,100 0% $947,100] 0%
Total Hard and Soft Costs $5,317,500 $5,387,400 $5,409,600 $5,431,800 2% $5,520,600 4%
Developer Margin $1,403,400 $1,403,400 $1,403,400 $1,403,400 0% $1,403,400 0%
Total Costs 56,720,900 $6,790,800 $6,813,000 $6,835,200 2% $6,924,000] 3%
Residual Land Value (RLV) $2,050,200 $1,980,300 $1,958,100 $1,935,900 (6%} $1,847,100{  (10%)
Without Predevelo; t Savings $2,050,200 51,980,300 $1,958,100 $1,935,900 {6%) $1,847,100 {10%)
RLV as Percent of Revenues 23% 239\ i 19%]: 199%) 4 19%
Without Predevelopment Savings 235 2396}l 19%) 19%) 19%

Note: Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all

licable Impuct fees (includi

Table 10.2

Summary Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee Levels
Prototype 2: Van Ness Medium Residential Mixed-use

TIDF or TSF), plus any upfrant developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax.

2: Van Ness Medlum Res. Mixed-use Base Case TIDF | Base CaseTSF | 0 CRaNB® | yocorrqe | %Change | o e [ %Change | ppprep | % Change
from Base from Base from Base from Base

Revenues
Residential For-Sale $56,819,600 $56,819,600 0% $56,819,600 0% $56,819,600 0% $56,819,600 0%
Residential Rental $0) $0 - 30 - 50 - $0| -

Subtotal Residential 456,819,600 $56,819,600 0% $56,819,600 0% $56,819,600 0% $56,819,600 0%
Office so| sof - sof - sof| - sof -
Retail L74o,9oo $5,740,900] 0% $5,740,900] . 0% $5,740,900] 0% $5,740,900] 0%

Total Revenues $62,560,500 $62,560,500 0% $62,560,500 0% $62,560,500! 0% $62,560,500 0%

Hard and Soft Costs
Hard Construction Costs $31,216,600 $31,216,600 $31,216,600 $31,216,600 0% $31,216,600 0%
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $808 700 $808,700 $808,700 .. $808,700 $808 700 0%

"’ Developmient Impact Fees/ Other Costs . -$862,500 ~. 1$977,400[: *$1,092,300( 17418 $1 551,200 - 284% .
Environmental/ Transportation Review. : 3,000 . - 0% 5188, 000 ; $188;00b 0% 7$188,000] - 0%
Cohstruction Financing/, Predev. Carry | :$83,235,600( ¢ 7 0%: '$3.735,600 $3,235,600( " 0% $3 235,600{. 0%
Other Soft Costs 587,804,200 57,804,200 $7,804,200 7,804,200 0% $7,804,200 0%

Total Hard and Soft Costs $43,656,700 $44,115,600 $44,230,500 $44,345,400 2% $44,804,300 3%

Developer Margin $11,886,500 $11,886,500 $11,886,500 $11,886,500 0% $11,886,500 0%

Tota! Costs $55,543,200]  $56,002,100 $56,117,000 $56,23,900| 1% 456,690,800 2%

Residual Land Value (RLV) $7,017,300]  $6,558,400 $6,443,500 $6,328,600|  (10%) $5,869,700[ (16%)
Without Predevelopment Savings $7,017,300 $6,558,400 $6,443,500 $6,328,600 |  {10%) $5,869,700 | (16%)

RLY as Percent of Revenues 119%) 10%) 109%) 10%]" 9% %
Without Predevelopment Savings 11%)| 10% 10%| 10% 9%

Note: Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs Include ail

impact fees (|

TIDF or TSF), plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roes special tax.
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Table 10.3

Summary Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee Levels
Prototype 3; Quter Mission Small Residential Mixed-use

3. Outer Mission Small Res. Mixed-use Base Case TIDF | Base Case TSF ::O‘:“a;:sz 125% TSF :fﬂ:;’;gs: 150% TSF :fof:;’;i: 250% TSF f’fof:;';i:
Revenues
Residentlal For-Sale 521,895,900 $21,895,900 0% $21,895,900 0% $21,895,900 0% $21,895,900 0%
Residential Rental $0 $0) - $0] - 30| - $0 -
Subtotal Residential $21,895,500 $21,895,900 0% $21,895,900 0%. $21,895,900 0% $21,895,900 0%
Office $0 50 - S0 - $0 - $0 -
Retail $1,739,400, $1,739,400 0% $1,739,400 0% $1,739,400} 0% 51,739,400 0%
Total Revenues $23,635,300(  $23,635,300 0% $23,635,300 0% $23,635,300 0% $23,635,300 0%
Hard and Soft Costs .
Hard Construction Costs $13,594,400 $13,594,400 0% $13,594,400 0% $13,594,400 0% $13,594,400
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs X $287,600 $287,6500 0% $287,600 0% $287,600 0% $287,600:
" Developrent Impact Fees/ Other Costs: $201,100|; - . $243,500("::21%. i . $254,200]  26% | - -$264,800| -32% - $307,300). -
' W, 27,000 . :$27,000 0% . $27,000) . 0% - $27,000|
B -’$1;188,000 '$1,188,000 0% :$1,188,000{ 0% - : 38,000|
Other Soft Costs $3,398,600 $3,398,600 0% $3,398,600 0% $3,398,600
Total Hard and Soft Costs $18,696,700/ $18,739,100 $18,749,800 0% $18,760,400 0% $18,802,900
Developer Margin $4,018,000 $4,018,000 0% $4,018,000 0% $4,018,000 0% $4,018,000
Total Costs $22,714,700 $22,757,100 0% $22,767,800 0% $22,778,400 0% $22,820,900
Residual Land Value (RLV) R $920,600 $878,200]  (5%) $867,500f  (6%) $856,900] (7%) $814,400[ (12%)
Without Predevelop Savings $920,600 $878,200 (5%} 5867,500 (6%) $856,900 (7%) $814,400 {12%)
RLV as Percent of Revenues 4% 4% 4%| 4% 3%
Without Predevelopment Savings 4% 4% 4% : 4% 3%}
Note: Development Impuact Fees/ Other Costs Include all licable impact fees (including TIDF or TSF), plus any upfront developer payment for TOR purchase and Mello Roos special tax.

Table 10.4

Summary Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee Levels

" __Prototype 4: Mission Small Residential Mixed-use

4: Mission Small Res. Mixed-use Base Case TIDF | Base Case TSF | % CaN88 | jocopqp | %Change | opprqe | %Change | ooy qge | 7 Change
from Base from Base from Base from Base
Revenues
Resldential For-Sale $13,445,800|  $13,445,800 0% $13,445,800{ - 0% $13,445,800] 0% $13,445,800] 0%
Residential Rental . $0 50 - $0| - 50 - $0 -
Subtotal Residential $13,445,800|  $13,445,800[ 0% $13,445,800] 0% $13,445,800] 0% $13,445,800 0%
Office 30 30 - S0 - $0 - S0 -
Retail $1,530,900 $1,530,900( 0% 31,530,900 0% 31,530,900 0% $1,530,900 0%
Total Revenues $14,976,700 $14,976,700 0% $14,976,700| 0% * $14,976,700 0% $14,976,700 0%
Hard and Soft Costs , :
Hard Construction Costs $6,614,500 $6,614,500 0% $6,614,500 0% $6,614,500 0% $6,614,500] 0%
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs ) $225,000 * $225,000 ~ $225,000 $225,000 $225,000 0%
.. Development.Impact Fees/ Other-Costs.. . .| .. -$270,000[:: :%7"$293,600(. " |- - $307,600] ~$321;500|. ©$377,200|  40%.
_  Transportation Review: ™. - -|'* = .:$11,000 311,000 F L s11,000f ] '$11,000| +$11,000{ - 0%
. Canstruction Financing/ Predev. Carry - ©' - $665,600f +. - 7$665,600|- 8665600 0% - " $665:600]" - 0 $665,600 -~ 0%
Other Soft Costs ) $1,653,600 $1,653,600 $1,653,600 % $1,653,600 0% $1,653,600 0%
Total Hard and Soft Costs $9,439,700 $9,463,300 $9,477,300 0% $9,491,200 1% $9,546,900 1%
Developer Margin $2,396,300 $2,396,300 $2,396,300f 0% $2,396,300f 0% $2,396,300, 0%
Total Costs $11,836,000]  $11,859,600 $11,873,600 $11,887,500] 0% $11,943,200 1%
Residual Land Value {RLV) $3,140,700 $3,117,100 $3,103,100 $3,089,200( (2%) $3,033,500] (3%)
Without Predevelopment Savings $3,140,700 $3,117,100 $3,103,100 $3,089,200 |  (2%) $3,033,500 | (3%)
RLV as Percent of Revenues 21% 21%| 21%) 20%)
Without Predevelop Savings . 21% 21%| = 21% 20%}

Note: Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs Include afl applicable Impact fees (including TIDF or TSF), plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Melio-Roos speclal tax.
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Table 10.5

Summary Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee Levels
Prototype 5: Central Waterfront Large Residential Mixed-use

L) [
5: Central Waterfront Large Res. MU Base Case TIDF | Base Case TSF ffof:?;iz 125% TSF ffoi:’;:gs: 150% TSF :fﬂ:’;iz 250% TSF ffﬁ;’;i:
Revenues
Residential For-Sale $0 $0 - S0 - 30 - .8 -
Residential Rental $106,807,000] $106,807,000 0% $106,807,000 0% $106,807,000 0% $106,807,000 0%
Subtotal Residential $106,807,000| $106,807,000 0% * $106,807,000 0% $106,807,000 0% $106,807,000 0%
Office $0 50 - $0 - $0 - $0 -
Retall $3,126,600 $3,126,600] 0% $3,126,600] 0% $3,126,600] 0% 53,126,600 0%
Total Revenues $109,933,600!  $109,933,600 0% $109,933,600 0% $109,933,600] 0% $109,933,600 0%
Hard and Soft Costs
Hard Construction Costs $50,999,200  $50,999,200 0% $50,999,200 $50,999,200 0% - $50,999,200 0%
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $450,000 $450,000 0% $450,000 $450,000 0% $450,000 0%
.»Development:ImpactFees/ Other Costs’ . . $2 421,400} '$‘2 671,300). 10% =~ "{. $2,777,100) - .1 '$2 882,700 | 19% $3,304,500{ - 36% .
- Environmental/ Transportation Review $122,000! ;: . (82%) $122,000!: +£$122,000{ -(82%) '} ..~ $122,000] - "(82%)
Construction Financing/ Predev, Carry’ - .- -$4;642,30 $4 367,400| - (6%) $4,367,400 $4 367:400] . -.(6%) - | . ~$4;367,400]: (6%}
Other Soft Costs $9,179,900 39,179,900 0% $9,179,900, $9,179,500| $9,179,900
Total Hard and Soft Costs $68,375,800|  $67,789,800 $67,895,600 $68,001,200 $68,423,000
Developer Margin $18,688,700]  $18,688,700 $18,688,700, $18,688,700 $18,688,700,
Total Costs $87,064,500]  $86,478,500 $86,584,300 $86,683,900 $87,111,700
Residual Land Value (RLV) $22,869,100]  $23,455,100 $23,349,300 $23,243,700 $22,821,900
Without Predeveloy Savings $22,869,100 |  $22,619,200 $22,513,400 $22,407,800 $21,986,000
RLV as Percent of Revenues 21% 21%] 219 21% 21|
Without Predevelopment Savings 21% 21%|:; 20% 20%| 20% [
Note: Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs Include all applicable Impact fees (including TIDF or TSF), plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Melle Roos special tax.
Table 10.6
Summary Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee Levels
Prototype 6: East SoMa Medlum Residential Mixed-use
6: East SoMa Medium Res. Mixed-use Base Case TIDF | Base Case TSF | ¥ CNAME® | ypgeeqgp | %Change |y pg oy | %Change | yqpp pgp | % Change
) from Base from Base from Base from Base
Revenues
Residential For-Sale $0 S0 - 30 - $0 - $0 -
Residential Rental $40,092,100|  $40,092,100 % $40,092,100 0% $40,092,100 0% $40,092,100{ 0%
Subtotal Residential $40,092,100|  $40,092,100 0% $40,002,100] 0% $40,092,100 0% $40,092,100 0%
Office o) S0 - 50| - $0 - $0 -
Retail $3,382,800 33382800 0% $3382,800 0% $3,382,800 0% $3,382,800f 0%
Total Revenues $43,474,900 $43,474,900 0% $43,474,900 0% $43,474,900 0% 543,474,900 0%
Hard and Soft Costs
Hard Construction Costs $21,266,900 .$21,266,900 0% $21,266,900 0% $21,266,900 0% $21,266,900 0%
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $450,000, $450,000 0% $450,000 0% $450,000 0% $450,000 0%
| Development' Impact:Fees/ Other.Costs $1,443,4004 .. ~. "$1,571,000(: -9%: $1,637,100| = '13% - |. ‘- $1,703,100| ' 18% -.$1,966,900] . 36%
" Environmental/- Transportation Review $119,000) . '$119,000(- " 0% : . $119,000} 0% +$119,000( - 0% " 5119 ooo| 0%
* Constriiction:Financing/ Predev, Carry - $1,768,300{ - 1$1,768;300(" . 0% - 781,768,300 0% . | - '$1,768,300" 0% 51 768,300~ 0%
Other Soft Costs s3828000  $3.828000] 0% - $3,828,000] 0% $3,828,0000 0% $3,828,000] 0%
Total Hard and Soft Costs $28,875,600{  $29,003,200 0% $29,069,300 1% $29,135,300 1% $29,399,100 2%
Developer Margin $8,260,200 $8,260,200 0% $8,260,200| - 0% $8,260,200 0% $8,260,200| © 0%
Total Costs $37,135,800]  $37,263,400) 0% $87,329,500] 1% $37,395,500] 1% $37,659,300]  1%-
Residual Land Value (RLV) $6,339,100 $6,211,500]  (2%) 5$6,145,400{  (3%) $6,079,400] (4%) $5,815,600]  (8%)
Without Predevelopment Savings $6,339,100 56,211,500 (2%) 56,145,400 (3%) 56,079,400 (4%) 55,815,600 (8%)
RLV as Percent of Revenues 15% 14% 14%|- 14%| -1 13%]+
Without Predevelot nt Savings 15%) 14%]: 14%) 14%! 13%)

Note: Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees {including TIDF or TSF), plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos speclal tax.

.
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Table 10.7

Summary Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee Levels

Prototype 7: East SoMa Large Office
N o
7: East SoMa Large Office Base Case TIDF | Base Case TSF f’fof:aa'f; 125% TSF f’:’of‘:‘aa"ags: 150% TSF f'fof:l"‘:s‘: 250% TSF :of:aar;i‘:
Revenues
Residential For-Sale $0 50 - $0 - 30 - $0 -
Residential Rental $0 $0 - $0 - 504 - 50 -
Subtotal Residential $0) $0 - 30 - 50 $0 -
Office $174,558,100| $174,558,100 0% $174,558,100 0% $174,558,100 0% $174,558,100 0%
Retail $17,231,000 $17,231,000 0% $17,231,000 0% . $17,231,000 0% $17,231,000 0%
Total Revenues $191,789,100] $191,789,100 0% $191,789,100 0% $191,789,100 0% $191,789,100 0%
Hard and Soft Costs
Hard Construction Costs $73,265,500 573,265,500 0% $73,265,500 $73,265,500 $73,255,500 0%
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $19,410,500 $19,410,500, 0% . $19,410,500] $19,410,500 $19,410,500 0%
- Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs - -$14,705,700|, - *$14,828,400| ""; 1% - '$15,706,700( +."$16,585,000|" $20,095,800| .":37% -
~Envirenmental/ Transportation Review: . ., '$884,000 0%) | -..-$884,000| {1 . -.~$884,000 . :1$884,000(: - (10%) "
- Construction:Financing/ Predev.Carry- . $ 1 810,352,1001 - (4%) - $10,352,100| . - (4% - "$10,352,100: $10,352,100" :..(4%). "
Other Soft Costs §13,187,80 $13,187,800 0% §13 187,800 _$_13,187,800 5_13,187,800 0%
Total Hard and Soft Costs $132,380,100| $131,928,300 0% $132,806,600 $133,684,900 $137,195,700 4%
Developer Margin $30,686,300 $30,686,300 0% $30,686,300 $30,686,300 $30,686,300 0%
Total Costs $163,066,400| $162,614,600 0% $163,492,900 $164,371,200 $167,882,000 3%
Residual Land Value (RLV) $28,722,700 $29,174,500 2% $28,296,200 $27,417,900 $23,907,100 (17%)
Without Predevelopment Savings $28,722,700 528,600,000 0% $27,721,700 826,843,400 $23,332,600
RLV as Percent of Revenues 15% 15%) 15%) 14%)° 12%)
|~ Without Predevelopment Savings 15% 15%): 14%] 14%! 12%|

Note: Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs Include all

ble Impact fees (i

Table 10.8

Summary Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee Levels
Prototype 8: East SoMa Large Resldential Mixed-use

Juding TIDF or TSFj, plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase und Mello Raos speclal tax.

8: East SoMa Large Res. Mixed-use Base Case TIDF | Base Case TSF | 70 CHAMB® | jpco rep | %Change | oo oqp | %Change | joppirgp | % Change
from Base from Base from Base from Base
.|Revenues
Residential For-Sale $127,277,500 $127,277,500f 0% $127,277,500 0% $127,277,500( 0% $127,277,500( 0%
Residential Rental $0) $0) - $0 - $0) - $0 -
Subtotal Residential $127,277,500{ $127,277,500{ 0% $127,277,500 0% $127,277,500{ 0% $127,277,500( 0%
Office $0 $0 - $0 - $0 - $0 -
Retail $5,162,500 85,162,500 0% $5,162,500 0% $5,162,500f 0% $5,162,500] 0%
Total Revenues $132,440,000{ $132,440,000| 0% $132,440,000 0% $132,440,0000 0% $132,440,000 0%
Hard and Soft Costs .
Hard Construction Costs $60,567,200]  $60,567,200f 0% $60,567,200f 0% $60,567,200 0% $60,567,200{ 0%
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $675,000 $675,000 0% < $675,000 0% $675,000 0% $675,000 0%
;:_Developmen’t l’mpact Fees/' Other'Costs .:'$3,917,200 - :%4,556,400| - 116%:". ; ' 6. $5,077,900| - 30% . "'$6,119,300| .5
$144,000] - :-$119,000] - (17%). (17%) :$119,000(: --{17%) .--$119,000} Y
: $9;179,700§ - _-$8,848,600( - " (4%). . ,600| . (4%): ~.$8,848,600(". " (4%) - " §8;848,600 i
Other Soft Costs $15,141,800  $15,141,800| 0% $15 141,300 0% $15,141,800( 0% $15,141,800 0%
Total Hard and Soft Costs -$89,624,900]  $89,908,000 0% $90,168,800 1% $90,429,500 1% $91,470,900] 2%
Developer Margin $29,136,800| 529,136,800 0% $29,136,800| 0% $29,136,800] 0% $29,136,800[ © 0%
Total Costs $118,761,700|  $119,044,800 0% $119,305,600] 0% ° $119,566,300 1% $120,607,700 2%
Residual Land Value (RLV) $13,678,300(  $13,395,200[ (2%) $13,134,400( (4%) $12,873,700]  (6%) $11,832,300] (13%)
Without Predevelopment Savings $13,678,300 |  $13,039,100 |  (5%) $12,778,300 |  (7%) $12,517,600 |  (8%) $11,476,200 |  (16%)
RLV as Percent of Revenues 10% 10%)] 10%| 10950 - 9% "
Without Predevelopment Savings 10% 10% 10% 9%|* 9%}

Note: Development Impuact Fees/ Other Costs Include all

le impact fees (i

TIDF or TSF), plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Melfo Roos special tax.
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Table 10.%

Summary Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee Levels
Prototype 9: Transit Center Large Residential

Note: Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include ail

Impact fees

Table 10.10

Summary Comparison of Resuits at Alternate Fee Levels
Prototype 10: Transit Center Large Office

[
9: Transit Center Large Residential Base Case TIDF | Base Case TSF f’fof‘:’;"ags: 125% TSF :foi':?;"ags‘: 150% TSF f’fo‘:"";"ags': 250% TSF :fof:;';g;
Revenues .
Residential For-Sale $307,630,600[ $307,630,600[ 0% $307,630,600{ 0% $307,630,600{ 0% $307,630,600{ 0%
Residential Rental $0) $0) - $0) - $0 - $0) -
Subtotal Residential $307,630,600{ $307,630,600] 0% $307,630,600] 0% $307,630,600[ 0% $307,630,600f 0%
Office $0 $o - $0 - $0 - 50 -
Retall $0 - 80 = $0 - $0 b $0 -
Total Revenues $307,630,600 $307,630,600] 0% $307,630,600{ 0% $307,630,600] 0% $307,630,600] 0%
Hard and Soft Costs
Hard Construction Casts $132,220,000| $132,220,000] 0% $132,220,000f 0% $132,220,000] 0% $132,220,000 0%
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs sof $0 - . $0 - $o - $0 -
* Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs -.+$22,389,200| .+-$24,448,900| . . 9% $24,964,700(-. :12% | '$25,4B0,400 - " 14% " |.-"$27,540,200
~ Environmental/ Transportaticn Review .~ |~ .. 1$149,000] " "$124,000{"" (17%)- | - ' $124,000}° (17%) " |" - - $124,000 - (17%) °$124,000
. Constrution:Financing/ Predev. Carry . ~.$26,246,300] - -$25,477,200| ~ - (3%) 25,477,200 . 1(3%). »| - '$25,477,200" (3%) $25,477,200
Other Soft Costs ) $33,055,000]  $33,055000f 0% $33,055,000 0% $33,055,000] 0% $33,055,000
Total Hard and Soft Costs $214,059,500| $215,325,100| 1% $215,840,900| 1% $216,356,600] 1% $218,416,400
Developer Margin $67,678,700]  $67,678,700] 0% $67,678,700] 0% $67,678,700] 0% $67,678,700
Total Costs $281,738,200 $283,003,800 0% $283,519,600 1% $284,035,300 1% $286,095,100
Residual Land Value (RLV) _ $25,892,400]  $24,626,800]  (5%) $24,111,000]  (7%) $23,595,300]  (9%) $21,535,500)
Without Predeveloy Savings $25,892,400 |  $23,832,700 |  (8%) 523,316,900 |  (10%) $22,801,200 | (12%) | $20,741,400
RLV as Percent of Revenues 8% 8%). : 8% : 89%) 7%
Without Predevelopment Savings 8% L B ] 89615 7% 7%}
i {Including TIDF or T5F), plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos speclal fax..

10: Transit Center Large Office Base Case TIDF | Base Case TSF | - CP3M8€ | joggqse | JChange | g oo qqp | %Change | oopg qqp | % Change
from Base from Base from Base from Base
Revenues -
Resldential For-Sale $0) $0 - $0 - -$0 - $0 -
Resldential Rental $0 30 - $0 - $0) - $0 -
Subtotal Residential - 80 S0 - $0 - $0 - $0) -
Office $319,920,700| $318,920,700| 0% $319,920,700| 0% $319,920,700] 0% $319,920,700| 0%
Retall $8,881,600 $9,881,600] 0% $9,881,600| 0% $9,881,600] 0% 39,881,600 0%
Total Revenues $329,802,300 $329,802,300, 0% $329,802,300{ 0% $329,802,300] 0% $329,802,300] 0%
Hard and Soft Costs .
Hard Construction Costs $127,821,800] $127,821,800| 0% $127,821,800] 0% $127,821,800 $127,821,800] 0%
Tenant lmprq\.lgmept.s/}.ease Up Costs $32,030,000 $32,030,000 0% -$32,030,000 0% $32,030,000 $32,030,000 0%
- “Developinent (mpact Fees/ Other.Costs. -: $30,290,600( . -'$30,495,800| - - 1% .$31,884,600] .- 5% <[~ $33,273;300{"% . 1$38,824,600| . 128%
' Environmental/ Transportation Review . - 8249200~ -$199;200}: “(209%) | $199,200] " (20%) - | - .. $1959;200] (2 T 1$199,200| ' (20%) .
. Construction Financihg/ Predev; Carry. -+ '$21,445,700 - '$20,621,200{"  (4%). - | - $20,621,200(  (4%) - | .- $20,621,200} [ $20,621,200( = (4%).. -
Other Soft Costs $23007,900| $23,007900( 0% $23,007900( 0% $23,007,900 $23,007900] 0%
Total Hard and Soft Costs $234,845,200] $234,175,900] 0% $235,564,700, 0% $236,953,400 $242,504,700{ 3%
Developer Margin ) $52,768,400  $52,768,400| 0% $52,768,400| 0% $52,768,400 $52,768,400| 0%
Total Costs $287,613,600| $286,944,300] 0% $288,333,100] 0% $289,721,800 $295,273,100] 3%
Residual Land Value (RLV) $42,188,700]  $42,858,000| 2% $41,469,200]  {2%) $40,080,500 $34,529,200 (18%)
Without Predevelopment Savings $42,188,700 |  $41,983,500 0% $40,594,700 | (4%), $35,206,000 $33,654,700 | (20%)
RLV as Percent of Revenues 13%) 13%;~ 13%|7 - i 12%|:° 10%
Without Predevel t Savings 13% 13%] 12% 125%]7 10%

Nate: Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include aif appl]

Impact fees (I

h

TIDF or TSF), plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Melflo Roos special tax.
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Appendix A: Methodology and Sources

This appendix summarizes the methodology and sources used to evaluate the potential impact of the
proposed Transportation Sustainability Program (TSP) on prototypical development types (prototypes)
commonly found in San Francisco. As described in the main body of the report, a land residual analysis
was performed to evaluate how the proposed Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) would increase
development costs and affect overall development feasibility, as measured by changes in residual land
value (RLV). This analysis also examines and models the potential economic benefits of streamlining the
City’s environmental review process as a result of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)/Level of
Service (LOS) reform, which could result in predevelopment time and cost savings.

The financial analysis evaluates each prototype assuming that predevelopment cost and time savings
would or would not occur as a result of TSP (with and without predevelopment savings). This reflects the
possibility that no CEQA streamlining could occur if another type of environmental topic area (such as
historic resources) would result in further intensification of environmental review.

Working in close collaboration with ‘City staff, Seifel performed the following steps, each of which is
further described below:

A. Selection of Prototypes

B. Preparation of Residual Land Value (RLV) Models

C. Overview of Development Assumptions for RLV Analysis
D. Information Sources

The following tables are included within this appendix and present the financial results for each
prototype and the key development assumptions for each prototype used in the analysis:

* . Appendix Tables A-1 through A-10 present the summary-results for each prototype.
e Appendix Tables B-1 through B-10 present the summary financial pro forma for each prototype.

* . Appendix Tables C-1 through C-2 present the development revenue and cost assumptions for
each prototype.

A.  Selection of Prototypes

A variety of prototypical development types {prototypes) were evaluated for potential inclusion in the
study, based on a review of development pipeline data and an analysis of infill sites that may be suitable
for development (that are either currently vacant or with existing buildings that are 1-2 stories tall).
Based on a comprehensive analysis of prototypical projects, 10 prototypes were selected for analysis,
representing a variety of lot sizes, building heights, development sizes, land use, zoning designations and
locations. Eight of these prototypes are residential (seven of which are mixed-use with retail on the
ground floor) and two are office prototypes (each with retail on the ground floor). Chapter v of this
report summarizes the key characteristics of each of these prototypes.

1. Defmltlon of Development Program

A customized development program for each prototype was developed based on a typical site within a
geographic area, which is considered to be generally representative of development opportunities in

Appendix A Page 1
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that area.! The lot size and an assumed zoning designation were used to a) calculate the potential
building envelope, b) define what would likely be built on the ground floor and on the upper floors,

c) determine the likely location and number of parking spaces (including the potential use of stackers)
and d) estimate gross and net building square footage, after taking account for key building
requirements, including rear and/or side yard set backs that reduce the building footprint and vertical
building step backs that reduce floor plates as the building increases in height. A brief overview of the
prototypical building types, building efficiencies and parking is summarized below.

a. Building/Construction Type

Five building types, organized by height and construction type, encdmpass the majority of developments
being built in San Francisco, and two prototypes were analyzed for each of these five building types:

= Low-Rise 40-58 Feet: Has the greatest geographic presence throughout the City and the
_ greatest variety in size of development. Most Low-Rise development is residential, ranging from
small projects with 5 or fewer units to large, 200-unit projects. Residential mixed-use Prototypes
1 and 4 represent this type of construction.

* Mid-Rise 65-68 Feet: Has become more prevalent in the City, particularly in the easternmost
neighborhoods that are in Area Plans. Development for this building type is predominately
residential (typically with 20 units or more) but some smaller office buildings are being built at
this height. Residential mixed-use Prototypes 3 and 5 represent this type of construction.

* Mid-Rise 80-85 Feet: Has also become more prevalent in the easternmost neighborhoods.
Development for this building type is predominately residential (typically with 50 units or more)
but some smaller office buildings are being built at this height. Residential mixed-use Prototypes
2 and 6 represent this type of construction. : ' .

» High-Rise 120-160 Feet: Primarily allowed in the downtown, eastern SoMa and Mission Bay
areas, and both office and residential buildings are being developed at this height. Office
Prototype 7 and residential mixed-use Prototype 8 represent this type of construction.

» High-Rise Above 240 Feet: Only allowed in a few neighbarhoods, primarily in the financial
district and eastern SoMa areas. Residential Prototype 9 and office Prototype 10 represent this
type of construction, both assumed to be located in the Transit Center District Plan Area.

b. Building Efficiency

Building efficiency refers to the percentage of building square footage that is sellable or rentable (net
square footage or NSF) as compared to overall gross building square feet {(GSF), reflecting a deduction
for. common area space such as lobbies, hallways and community spaces. Smaller projects tend to have
lower efficiencies due to the high proportion of common area, and high-rise projects also tend to have
lower efficiencies due to life safety measures and slim building profiles. Building efficiencies range from
73 percent (%) to 80% for the residential prototypes, with high-rise construction being the least
efficient. Building efficiencies for the office prototypes range from 83% to 90%.2

! Although soft sites were analyzed in order to develop and test key development assumptions related to development

capacity, the prototypes are designed to generally reflect what may be developed within each area {e.g. Prototype 1 reflects
what might be prototypically developed along Geary Avenue).

2 For the purposes of this analysis, the calculated building efficiencies were used to represent the leasable square footage for
both residential and office uses. In the case of office, this is likely a conservative assumption as often a portion of common
area, such as bathrooms, are included within the leasable area that is used to calculate the rent a tenant must pay. Based on
a review of the development pro formas and discussions with office developers, the assumed efficiencies are within the range
of what is typically being used by developers. '

Appendix A Page 2
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c. Parking

Building heights, the number of units and the applicable zoning requirements for parking affect the
overall amount of parking provided and parking related constructidn costs. In order to best represent

_the variety of parking development options currently being utilized, the prototypes include parking that
is constructed at-grade (podium' parking) and below grade (underground parking). In recent years,
developers have been increasingly using mechanical lift equipment that enables multiple parking spaces
to be located in the same parking space footprint, referred to as parking “stackers.” In addition, the ratio
of parking spaces per unit/SF has decreased over the past decade as a result of changes in City zoning, as
well as changes in consumer preference and development feasibility.

Based on these factors, only the Low-Rise Residential Mixed-Use Prototypes 1 and 4 have a parking ratio
of 1.0 parking space per unit with the remaining residential prototypes having parking ratios ranging
from 0.5 to 0.75 parking spaces per unit. Given their assumed zoning, parking square footage in the two
office prototypes is limited to 7% of the gross floor area.

B. Preparation of Residual Land Value (RLV) Models

The residual land value (RLV) is the difference between what a developer expects to receive in revenues,
{e.g., sale of condominium units after taking into account sales related expenses) less all costs

associated with developing the buildings {e.g., predevelopment costs, hard construction costs, financing,
" developer overhead, marketing/sales costs, other soft construction costs and developer margin or
return). Land residual models for each prototype were created to compare the potential financial impact
on RLV of the TSF at various fee levels under two underlying economic benefit scenarios: with and
without predevelopment savings from CEQA/LOS reform.

In summary, the RLV is calculated using the following formula, which represents a static basis for
determining project feasibility:

Revenues {based on sales prices for condominiums or development value for rental property
less sales-r