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AMENDED IN COMMITTEE 
FILE NO. 151121 11/23/2015 ORDINANCE NO. 

1 [Planning Code-· Establishing a New Citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee] 

2 

3 Ordinance amending the Planning Code by establishing a new citywide Transportation 

4 Sustainability Fee and suspending application of the existing Transit Impact 

5 Development Fee, with some exceptions, as long as the Transportation Sustainability 

6 Fee remains operative; applying the Transportation Sustainability Fee .to Hospitals and 

7 Medical Health Services; amending Section 401 to add definitions reflecting these 

8 changes; amending Section 406 to clarify affordable housing and homeless shelter 

9 exemptions from the Transportation Sustainability Fee; making conforming 

1 O amendments to the Area Plan fees in Planning Code, Article 4; affirming the Planning 

11 Departme~t's determination under the Califqrnia Environmental Quality Act; and 

12 making findings, including general findings, findings of public necessity, convenience 

13 and welfare, and findings of con!;istency with the General Plan, and the eight priority 

14 policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough italics Times }lew Roman font. 
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. 

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

21 Section 1. Findings. The Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San 

22 Francisco hereby finds and determines that: 

23 (a) The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this 

24 ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources 

25 Code Section 21000 et seq.). Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 
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1 Supervisors in File No. 151121 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board affirms 

2 this determination. 

3 (b) On September 10, 2015, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 19454, 

4 adopted findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance, 

5 with the City's General Plan and eig~t priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The 

6 Board adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of 

7 the Board of Supervisors in File No. 151121, and is incorporated herein by reference. 

8 (c) On September 10, 2015, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 19454, 

9 approved this legislation, recommended it for adoption by the Board of Supervisors, and 

1 O adopted findings that it will serve the public necessity, convenience and welfare. Pursuant to 

11 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. 151121, and is 

13 incorporated by reference herein. 

14 

15 Section 2. The Planning Code is hereby amended by adding Sections 411A, 411A.1, 

16 411A.2, 411A.3, 411A.4, 411A.5, 411A.6, 411A.7, and 411A.8, to read as follows: 

17 SEC. 411A. TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE. 

18 Sections 411A.l through 41 lA.8 (hereafter referred to collectively as "Section 41 lA ")set forth 

19 the requirements and procedures for the Transportation Sustainability Fee ("TSF" ). 

20 SEC. 411A.1. FINDINGS. 

21 (a) In 1981. San Francisco ("the City") enacted Ordinance No. 224-81, imposing a Transit 

22 Impact Development Fee (''TIDF") on new office development in the downtown area. The TIDFwas 

23 based on studies showing that the development of new offlce uses places a burden on the City's transit 

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

J periods. " 
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1 (k) The City later amended the TJDF, and made it applicable to non-residential 

2 Development Projects citywide, recomizing that development has transportation impacts across the 

3 City's transportation network. 

4 (c) Starting in 2009. the City and the San Francisco Courity Transportation Authority 

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

6 study (the "TSF Nexus Study"). The fee would offset impacts ofDevelopment Projects, both residential 

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

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

9 the Board ofSupervisors in File Nos. 150790and151121. and is incorporated herein by reference. 

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

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

12 apply to bo.fh residential and non-residential Development Projects in the City. While the Nexus 

13 Study found that all new land uses in San Francisco will generate this increased demand for 

14 transportation. the Board finds that it is in the public interest to exempt some uses from 

15 payment of the fee. in order to promote other important City policies and priorities. such as 

16 affordable housing. small businesses and charitable oraanizations. The Board finds that 

17 Hospital and Medical Health Service projects. however. are generally of such scope and size 

18 that they create a substantial demand for transportation infrastructure and services. and 

19 therefore. they should contribute to the TSF to meet this demand. 

20 {e) In accordance with the TSF Nexus Study, Section 411A imposes a citywide 

21 transportation fee. the TSP. which will allow the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 

22 ("SFMTA ") and other regional transportation agencies serving San Francisco to meet the demand 

23 generated by new development and thus maintain their existing level of service. Section 41 lA will 

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

25 .financial burden such projects impose on the City. This financial burden is measured by the cost that 
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1 will be incurred by SFMI'A and other transportation agencies serving San Francisco to meet the 

2 demand for transit capital maintenance. transit capital facilities and fleet. and pedestrian and bicycle 

3 infrastructure (also referred to as "complete streets" infrastructure) created by new development 

4 throughout the City. 

5 (j) The TSF Nexus Study justifies charging fee rates higher than those Section 41 lA 

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

7 Feasibility Study that the Cityprepared in conjunction with TSF The TSF Economic Feasibility Study 

8 took into account the impact ofthe TSF on the feasibility of development. throughout the City. The TSF 

9 Economic Feasibility Study is on file with the Clerk o(the Board o(Supervisors in File Nos. 150790 

1 0 and 151121. and is incorporated herein by reference. 

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

ofproviding transportation infrastructure and service to the population associated with the new 

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

14 revenue that is significantly below the costs that SFMI'A and other transit providers will incur to 

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

16 (h) The TSF is an efficient and equitable method ofproviding 'funds to mitigate the 

17 transportation demands imposed on the City by new Development Projects. 

(i) Based on the above findings and the TSF Nexus Studv. the City determines 'that the TSF 

19 satisfies the requirements of California Government Code Section 66001 et seq. C'the Mitigation Fee 

20 Act"). as follows: 

21 OJ The purpose of the TSF is to help meet the demands imposed on the City's 

22 transportation system by new Development Projects. 

23 {2) Funds from collection ofthe TSF will be used to meet the demand (or transit 

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

; generated by new development in the City. 
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1 (3) There is a reasonable relationship between the proposed uses of the TSF and the 

2 impacts ofDevelopment Protects subject to the TSF on the transportation system in the City. 

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

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

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

6 on Development Protects and the impact on transit resulting "from such projects. 

7 

8 SEC. 411A.2. DEFINITIONS. 

9 See Section 401 ofthis Article 4 for definitions ofterms applicable to this Section 41 JA. In 

10 addition. the following abbreviations are used throughout Section 41 JA: TIDF (Transit Impact 

11 Development Fee); TSF (Transportation Sustainability Fee). 

SEC. 411A.3. APPLICATION OF TSF. 

12 

13 

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

15 the City that results in: 

(]) More than twenty new dwelling units; 16 

17 (2) New group housing facilities. or additions of 800 gross square feet or more to an 

18 existing group housing facility; 

19 {3) New construction ofa Non-Residential or PDR use in excess of 800 gross 

20 square feet. or additions of800 gross square feet or more to an existing Non-Residential or PDR use; 

21 or 

22 (4) New construction of a PDR use in excess of 1,500 dross square feet. or 

23 additions of 1,500 gross square feet or more to an existing PDR use: or 

24 

25 
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1 (4,§_) Change or Replacement of Use. such that the rate charged for the new use is 

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

3 the TSF or TIDF. 

4 (6) Change or Replacement of Use from a Hospital or a Health Service to 

5 any other use. 

6 

7 

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

O> City protects. Development Projects on property owned by the City, except for 

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

9 be occupied by the City or other agency or entity exempted under Section 41 lA, in which case the TSF 

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

11 person or entity and leased to the City shall be subje'ct to the fee, unless such Development Protect is 

otherwise e.xempted under Section 41 lA. 

13 (2) Redevelopment Projects and Projects with Development Agreements. 

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

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

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

17 Agreement. 

18 (3) Projects ofthe United States. Development Projects located on property owned 

19 by the United States or any ofits agencies to be used exclusively for governmental purposes. 

20 (4) Projects ofthe State of California. Development Projects located on property 

21 owned by the State of California or any ofits agencies to be used exclusively for governmental 

22 purposes. 

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

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

_J or any units that trigger a Density Bonus under California Government Code Sections 65915-65918. 
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1 (6) Small Businesses. Each Change of Use from PDR to Non-Residential. or 

2 expansion o(an existingPDR or Non-Residential use through an addition that adds new gross floor 

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

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

5 feet, and (.B) the resulting use is not a Formula Retail use, as defined in Section 303.l ofthis Code. This 

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

(7) Charitable Exemptions. 7 

8 {A) The TSF shall not apply to any portion ofa profect located on a property 

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

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

11 Taxation Code Section 214. However, any Hospital or Health Medical Service Post Secondary 

12 Educational Institution that requires an Institutional Master Plan under Section 304.5 ofthe Planning 

13 Code shall not be eligible for this charitable exemption-:, and shall as of the effective date of this 

14 Ordinance be subject to the TSF. as set forth in Section 411A.4 and 411A.5. below. 

15 (B) It is anticipated that by January 1, 2030, the hospital seismic 

16 retrofitting process mandated by Article 8 (commencing •.vith Section 15097~ 100) of Chapter 1, 

17 Division 12.5 of the California Health and Safety Gode 'Nill have been completed, although the 

18 State Leg,islature may extend the deadline. It is the intention of the Board of Supervisors to 

19 consider, when that process is completed, whether hospitals that require an Institutional 

20 Master Plan under Section 304.5 of the Planning Code should be subject to the TSF. 

21 {Gjl) Any project receiving a Charitable Exemption shall maintain its tax 

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

23 Completion. !(the property or portion thereo(loses its tax exempt status within the 10-year period. then 

24 the property owner shall be required to pay the TSF that was previously exempted Such payment shall 

25 be required within 90 days of the property losing its tax exempt status. 
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1 @ill If a property owner fails to pay the TSF within the 90-day period, a 

2 notice for request ofpqyment shall be served by the Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI under 

3 Section 107 A.13 ofthe San Francisco Building Code. Thereafter, upon nonpayment. a lien proceeding 

4 shall be instituted under Section 408 of this Article and Section 107 A.13.15 of the San Francisco 

5 Building Code. 

6 ffeQ) The Zoning Administrator shall approve and order the recordation ofa· · 

7 Notice in the Official Records ofthe Recorder of the City and County ofSan Francisco for the subject 

8 property prior to the issuance ofa building or site permit. This Notice shall state the amount of the TSF 

9 exempted per this subsection (b)(7). It shall also state the requirements and provisions of subsections 

10 (k)(7){A!~) and (Q20.J(C) above. 

11 (c) Timing of Payment. The TSF shall be.paid 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 

13 prior to issuance o(the first certificate of occupancy upon agreeing to pay a deferral surcharge in 

14 accordance with Section 107A.13.3 ofthe San Francisco Building Code. 

15 (d) Relationship between the TSF and Area Plan fees Devoted to Transit. Except 

16 as provided in subsection (o), all Development Projects subject to the TSF shall pay the full 

17 TSF. \IVhere Development Projects are subject to both the TSF and an Area Plan. Impact Fee, 

18 a portion of which is dedicated to transit improvements, the Development Projects shall pay 

19 the fees as follows: 

20 (1) Non Residential portions of developments shall pay both the TSF and the 

21 Area Plan Impact Fee. 

22 (2) Residential portions of developments shall pay the TSF. The transit 

23 component of an Area Plan Impact Fee applicable to the Residential portion of such 

24 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. 
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1 (3) The Planning Department shall maintain a master fee sehedule that elearly 

2 identifies, for eaeh Area Plan lmpaet Fee: the transit portion of the Area Plan Impact Fee, the 

3 amount of such Area Plan Impact Fee that may be redueed in aeeordanee with subsection 

4 (d)(2), above, and the resulting net Area Plan Impact Fee after taking the TSF reduction into 

5 account. 

6 Application ofthe TSF to Projects in the Approval Process at the Effective Date of 

7 Section 41 JA. The TSF shall apply to Development Projects that are in the approval process at the 

8 effective date o[Section 41 JA, except as modified below: 

9 (]) Proiects that have a Development Application approved before the effective date 

1 O ofthis Section shall not be subject to the TSF. but shall be subject to the TIDF at the rate applicable 

11 per Planning Code Sections 41 l.3(e) and 409. as well as any other applicable fees. 

12 (2) Projects that have filed a Development Application or environmental review 

13 application on or before the effective date of this Section July 21. 2015. OOt and have not 

14 re·ceived approval of any such application, shall be subject to the TSF as follows: 

15 {A) Residential Uses subject to the TSF shall pay 50% o(the applicable 

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

17 The Non-residential or PDRportion of any project shall be subject to the 

18 TIDF and TSF but pay the applicable TIDFrateper Planning Code Sections 411.3(e) and 409, as 

19 well as any other applicable fees. 

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

21 review application aftef-before July 242. 2015. and file the first such application on or after 

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

23 · TSF as follows: 

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

25 applicable residential TSF rate. as well as any other applicable fees. 
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1 (B) The Non-residential or PDR portion of any project shall pay 100% 

2 of the applicable Non-residential or PDR TSF rate. as well as any other applicable fees. ae 
3 subject to the TIDF and pay the applicable TIDF rate per Planning Code Sections 411.3(e) 

4 and 409, as well as any other applicable fees. 

{f~) Effect ofTSF on TIDF and Development Subject to TIDF 5 

6 O> The provisions o(this Section 41 lA are intended to supersede the provisions of 

7 Section 411 et seq. as to new development in the City as o(the effective date ofSection 41 lA. except as 

8 stated below. The provisions o[Section 411 et seq. are hereby suspended, with the {allowing 

9 exceptions: 

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

11 any Redevelopment Plan, Development Agreement, lnteragency Cooperation Agreement, or any other 

agreement ~ntered into by the City. the former Redevelopment Agency or the Successor Agency to the 

13 Redevelopment Agency, that is valid and effective on the effective date of Section 41 lA. and that by its 

14 terms would preclude the application o[Section 41 lA. and instead allow· for the application o(Section 

15 411 et seq. 

16 {Ji) Section 411 et seq. shall remain operative and effective with respect to 

17 Development Projects that are in the approval process as ofthe effective date of Section 41 lA. and for 

18 which the TIDF is imposed as set forth in Section 41lA.3 (edi 

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

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

21 was approved prior to the effective date ofSection 41 lA. and for which TIDF has not been paid 

22 (2) Notwithstanding subsection {f,e){J) above, ifthe City Attorney certifies in writing 

23 to the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors that a court has determined that the provisions of Section 41 lA 

24 are invalid or unenforceable in whole or substantial part. the provisions o(Section 411 shall no longer 

; be suspended and shall become operative as of the effective date of the court ruling. In that event, the 
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1 City Attorney shall cause to be printed appropriate notations in the Planning Code indicating that the 

2 provisions o(Section 41 JA are suspended and the provisions o(Section 411 are no longer suspended 

3 {3) The City Attorney's certification referenced in subsection (ffi,)(2) above shall be 

4 superseded ifthe City Attorney thereafter certifies in writing to the Clerk o(the Board o(Supervisors 

5 that the provisions o(Section 41 lA are valid and enforceable in whole or in substantial part because 

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

7 otherwise rendered inoperative with respect to Section 41 lA. In that event. the provisions o(Section 

8 41 lA shall no longer be suspended and shall become operative as ofthe date the court decision no 

9 longer governs. and the provisions of Section 411 shall be suspended except as specified in Section 

10 411A. Further. the CityAttornev shall cause to be printed appropriate notations in the Planning Code 

11 indicating the same . 

SEC. 411A.4. CALCULATION OF TSF. 

. 12 

13 

14 (a) Calculation. The TSF shall be calculated on the basis o[the number of amount of 

15 new gross square feet created by the Development Project, multiplied by the TSF rate i1J effect at the 

16 issuance of the First Construction Document for each ofthe applicable land use categories within the 

17 Development Project. as provided in the Fee Schedule set forth in Section 41JA.5. except as provided 

18 in subsection§, (Q)-(e) and (c)..__below. An accessory use shall be charged at the same rate as the 

19 underlying use to which it is accessory. In reviewing whether a Development Project is subject to the 

20 TSF. the protect shall be considered in its entirety. A protect sponsor shall not seek multiple 

21 applications for buildingpermits to evade pqying the TSF for a single Development Project. 

22 Change or Replacement of Use. When calculating the TSF for a development project in 

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

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

25 square foot rate shall be the difference between the rate charged for the new and the existing use. 
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1 (c) Calculation Method for Residential Uses. Areas of Residential use within a 

2 project that creates no more than 99 dwelling units shall pay the fee listed in Table 411A.5. 

3 When a project creates more than 99 dwelling units. the fees for areas of Residential use shall 

4 be calculated as follows: The number of dwelling units areater than 99 shall be divided by the 

5 total number of dwelling units created to determine the proportion of the project represented 

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

7 of Residential use in the proiect. The resulting product represents the number of gross square 

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

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

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

11 (d) Calculation Method for Hospitals. ·For a Development Project building a nev.' 

Hospital, E?F adding to an existing Hospital, as that term is defined Planning Code Sections 

13 790.44 and 890.44, the TSF shall be calculated on the basis of the number of gross square 

14 feet of the Development Project, multiplied by the ratio of the number of licensed inpatient 

15 beds after the completion of the Development Project exceeding the number of licensed 

16 inpatient beds prior to the Development Project to the number of licensed inpatient beds after 

17 the completion of the Development Project, and multiplied by the TSF rate set forth in Section 

18 4.11A.5. For the purposes of calculating the TSF for hospital buildings: (1) the number of 

19 licensed inpatient beds prior to the Development Project-shall mean the number of inpatient· 

20 beds licensed to the Hospital(s), including beds at one or more locations, prior to the 

21 Development Project, if any, that will be replaced by licensed inpatient beds at the location of 

22 the Development Project upon completion, and (2) the number of licensed inpatient beds after 

23 the completion of the Development Project shall mean the number of licensed inpatient beds 

24 at the location of the Development Project upon completion. 
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1 (d) Calculation Method for Hospitals. For any project creating a new Hospital use. or 

2 expanding an existing Hospital ~se. as defined in Section 102 of this Code. the number of Gross· 

3 Square Feet that shall be used to calculate the TSF shall be calculated by the following formula: 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

GSF of New 

Hospital Use 

Net increase of licensed inpatient beds in the City and 

County of San Francisco created by the proposed Hospital 

use for the associated licensed hospital operator 

Total number of existing licensed inpatient beds in the City 

and County of San Francisco for the associated licensed 

hospital operator 

l 

12 This formula calculates the· number of gross square feet of the new Hospital use . . . 

13 multiplied by the ratio of the net increase of licensed inpatient beds in the City and County of 

14 San Francisco resulting from the proposed Hospital use for the associated licensed hospital 

15 operator to the total number of existing licensed inpatient beds in the City and County of San 

16 Francisco. including licensed beds at one or more locations. for the associated licensed hospital 

17 operator. The gross square feet resultingfrom this formula shall be subject to the TSF rate set 

18 forth in Table 411A.5. 

19 (e) Calculation Method for Changes or Replacements of Use. from a Hospital to any 

20 other use. If a Hospital use that was previously subject to the TSF underaoes a Change or 

21 Replacement of Use to any other use. the rate applicable to the new use shall be applied to any 

22 gross square feet of previous Hospital use that was excluded from the fee calculation per the 

23 formula established in Section 411 A.4(d). 

24 

25 SEC. 411A.5. TSF SCHEDULE. 
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1 Development Projects subject to the TSF shall pay the tollowing fees. as adjusted annually in 

2 accordance with Planning Code Section 409(b). 

3 Table 411A.5. TSF Schedule 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

·Land Use Categories TSF(1) Per Gross Square Foot (gsf) 

of Qe)1ele13rneAt Prejeet 

Residential. 21-99 units $ 7. 7 4 for all gsf of Residential use in the 

first 99 dwelling units (see Section 

411 A.4(c). above). 

Residential. PflY-:all units above 99 units ~ 8.74 for all gsf of Residential use in all 

'dwelling units at and above the 1 QQth unit 

(see Section 411A.4(cl above). 

Non-Residential. except Hospitals and $ 18. 04 for all gsf of Non-Residential uses 

Medical UsesHealth Services. 800-99.999 less than 100.000 gsf. 

gsf 

Non-Residential. except Hospitals and $ 19.04 for all gsf of Non-Residential use 

Medical UsesHealth Services. ~all gsf greater than 99.999 gsf. 

above 99.999 gsf 

Non Residential, Hospitals $18.74 en net RSV.' bed area, as per 

calculation method set forth io Section 

411A.4(d). 
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1 

2 

3 

Non Residential, Medical UsesHealth $11.00 for all gsf of Medical Uses above 

Services, all gsf above 12,000 gsf 12-;-,000 gsf 

Production, Distribution and Rep_air $ 7.61 

4 (1) For all Lqnd Use Categories, except for Hospitals, the TSF is calculated per gross square 

5 feet (gsf) of nev.' development. For Hospitals, it is calculated per net ne'N bed area, as set 

6 forth in Section 411A.4 (d), above. 

7 

8 
SEC. 411A.6. TSF EXPENDITURE PROGRAM 

9 

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

11 , TSF funds may only be used to reduce the burden imposed by Development Proiects on 

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

13 projects identified in the different Area Plans: 

14 Table 411A.6A. TSF Expenditure Program 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Transit CaQital Maintenance 

Subtotal 

Transit Service Expansion & Reliability Im-Qrovements - San Francisco 

Subtotal 

Transit Service Expansion & Reliability Improvements - Regional Transit 

Providers 

Subtotal 

Comp_lete Streets@i0!.cl e and Pedestrianl Improvements 

Subtotal 

Program Administration 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

I Total I 100.0% I 
Within the Rincon Hill Community Improvements Program Area, per Planning Code Section 

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

allocated as follows: 

Table 411A.6B. TSF Exe.enditure Progfam in Rincon Hill and Visitacion Valier. 

Transit Capital Maintenance 

Subtotal 61% 

Transit Service Exuansion & Reliability ImJ!.rovements - San Francisco 

Subtotal 35% 

Transit Service Exuansion & Reliability Improvements - Regi.onal Transit 

Providers 

Subtotal 2% 

Complete Streets @_icycle and Pedestrianl Improvements 

Subtotal 0% 

Program Administration 2% 

Total 100.0% 

SEC. 411A.7. TSF FUND 

Money received -from collection of the TSF, including earnings -from investments ofthe TSF, 

s~all be held in trust by the Treasurer of the City and County of San Francisco under California 

Government Code Section 66006 o(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 mitigate the impacts of new 

development on the City's public transportation system, TSF funds may be used to fund transit capital 
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1 maintenance projects, transit capital facilities and fleet, and complete streets (pedestrian and bicycle) 

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

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

4 routes, including. but not limited to, procurement ofrelated items such as rolling stock, and design. and 

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

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

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

8 pedestrian and bicycle sign.alization of crosswalks or intersection. bicycle lanes within street right-of.-

9 way, physical protection of bicycle facilities 'from motorized tra'{fic, bike sharing, bicycle parking, and 

10 tra'ffic calming. Proceeds f'rom the TSF may also be used to administer, enforce, or defend Section 

11 411A. 

12 SEC. 411A.8. Fl\lE THREE YEAR REVIEW OF ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY STUDY. 

13 Every five three years, or sooner ifrequested by the Mayor. the Planning Commission. or 

14 the Board ofSupervisors, the SFMTA shall update the TSF Economic Feasibility Study. This update 

15 shall analvze the impact ofthe TSF on the feasibility of development. throughout the City. This update 

16 shall be in addition to the five-year evaluation of all development fees mandated by Section 410 of this 

17 Code. 

18 

19 Section 3. The Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Section 411, to read 

20 as follows: 

21 SEC. 411. TRANSIT IMPACT DEVELOPMENT FEE. 

22 {g)_ Sections 411.1 through 411.9, hereafter referred to as Section 411.1 et seq., set 

23 forth the requirements and procedures for the TIDF. The effective date of these requirements 

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

25 whichever applies. 
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1 (b) Partial Suspension o(Section 411 et seq. In accordance with Planning Code Section 

2 411A.3(e). the provisions o(Section 411A are intended with certain exceptions. to supersede the 

3 provisions o[Section 411 et seq .. as to new development in the City as of the effective date o(Section 

4 411A. Accordingly, Section 41JA.3{e) suspends, with certain exceptions, the operation ofSection 411 

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

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

.:...5 

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

follows: 

SEC. 401. DEFINITIONS. 

* * * * 

"Area Plan Impact Fee" shall mean a deve!Opment impact fee collected bv the City to mitigate 

impacts ofr:ew development in the Area Plans of the San Francisco General Plan, under Article 4 of 

the Planning Code. 

* * * * 

"Development Application" shall mean any application (or a building permit, site permit. 

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

Sections 309, 309.1. or 322. 

* * * * 

"Hope SF Project Area" shall mean an area owned by or previously owned bv 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 

inftastructure 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 004A; Block 4220A, Lot 001. Block 4222. Lot 001; 
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1 and Block 4223, Lot 001; and the Sunnydale I Velasco Project, which includes Assessor's Block 6310, 

2 Lot 001: Block 6311, Lot 001.· Block6312. Lot 001: Block6313. Lot 001: Block 6314. Lot 001: and 

3 Block 6315. Lot 001. 

4 

5 Section 5. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Section 406, to read as 

6 follows: 

7 SEC. 406. WAIVER, REDUCTION, OR ADJUSTMENT OF DEVELOPMENT 

8 PROJECT REQUIREMENTS. 

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

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

11 development impact requirement imposed by this Article may appeal to the Board of 

12 Supervisors for a reducti.on, adjustment, or waiver of the requirement based upqn the absence 

13 of any reasonable relationship or nexus between the impact of development and either the 

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

15 (2) Any appeal authorized by this Section shall be made in writing and filed with 

16 the Clerk of the Board no later than 15 days after the date the Department or Commission 

17 takes final action on the project approval that assesses the requirement. The appeal shall set 

18 forth in detail the factual and legal basis for the claim o~ waiver, reduction, or adjustment. 

19 (3) The Board of Supervisors shall consider the appeal at a public hearing within 

20 60 days after the filing of the appeal. The appellant shall bear the burden of presenting · 

21 substantial evidence to support the appeal, including comparable technical information to 

22 support appellant's position. The decision of the Board shall be by a simple majority vote and 

23 shall be final. 

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

25 · project shall invalidate the waiver, adjustment, or reduction of the fee or inclusionary 
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1 requirement. If the Board grants a reduction, adjustment or waiver, the Clerk of the Board 

2 shall promptly transmit the nature and extent of the reduction, adjustment or waiver to the 

3 Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI and the Unit shall modify the Project Development 

4 Fee Report to reflect the change. 

5 (b) Waiver or Reduction, Based on Housing Affordability. 

6 (1) An affordable housing unit shall receive a waiver from the Rincon Hill 

7 Community Infrastructure Impact Fee, the Market and Octavia Community Improvements 

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

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

10 Transportation Sustainability Fee, if the affordable housing unit: 

11 (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 

13 HOPE SF program; 

14 (B) is subsidized by MOH, the San Francisco Housing Authority, and/or the San 

15 Francisco Redevelopment Agency; and 

16 (C) is subsidized in a manner which maintains its affordability for a term no less 

17 than 55 years, whether it is a rental or ownership opportunity. Project sponsors must 

18 demonstrate to the Planning Department staff that a governmental agency will be enforcing 

19 the term of affordability and reviewing performance and service plans as necessary. 

20 (2) Projects that meet the requirements of this subsection are eligible for a 100 

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

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

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

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

J Area are otherwise subject to all other applicable fees per Article 4 ofthe Planning Code. 
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1 (4) Residential uses within projects where all residential units are affordable to households 

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

3 Non-residential and P DR uses within those projects shall be subject to the TSF. All uses shall be 

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

5 (JJ) This waiver clause shall not be applied to units built as part of a developer's 

6 efforts to meet the ~equirements of the lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program, and-Section~ 

7 415 or 419 of this Coda-or any units that trigger a Density Bonus under California Government 

8 Code Sections 65915-65918. 

9 (c) Waiver for Homeless Shelters. A Homeless Shelter, as defined in Section 102 of 

1 O this Code, is not required to pay the Rincon Hill Community Infrastructure Impact Fee, the 

11 Transit Center District Impact Fees, the Market ·and Octavia Community Improvements Impact 

12 Fee, the ~astern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee, the Balboa Park Impact Fee, €lnd 

13 the Visitacion Valley Community Facilities and Infrastructure Impact Fee.- and the Transportation 

14 Sustainability Fee. 

15 (d) Waiver Based on Duplication of Fees. The City shall make every effort not to 

16 assess duplicative fees on new development. In general, project sponsors are only eligible for 

17 fee waivers under this Subsection if a contribution to another fee program would result in a 

18 duplication of charges for a particular type of community infrastructure. The Department shall 

19 publish a schedule annually of all known opportunities for waivers and reductions under this 

20 clause, including the specific rate. Requirements under Section 135 and 138 of this Code do 

21 not qualify for a waiver or reduction. Should future fees pose a duplicative charge, such as a 

22 Citywide open space or childcare fee, the same methodology shall apply and the Department 

23 shall update the schedule of waivers or reductions accordingly. 

24 

25 
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1 Section 6. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Section 410. to read as 

2 follows: 

3 SEC. 410. COMPREHENSIVE FIVE-YEAR EVALUATION OF ALL DEVELOPMENT 

4 FEES AND DEVELOPMENT IMPACT REQUIREMENTS. 

5 

6 Commencing on July 1, 2011, and every five fiscal years thereafter in conjunction with 

7 the Annual Citywide Development Fee and Development Impact Requirements Report 

8 described in Section 409, above, the Director and the Controller shall jointly prepare and 

9 publish a comprehensive report on the status of compliance with this Article, compliance of 

1 O any development fees in this Article with the California Mitigation Fee Act, Government Code 

11 section 66001 et seq., including making specific findings regarding any unexpended funds, 

the efficacy of existing development fees and development impact requirements in mitigating 

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

14 and development impact requirements on·the financial feasibility of projects and housing . 

15 affordability in particular. taking into account to the extent possible. the feasibility of the fees 

16 in different areas of the Citv neighborhoods. In such report, the Director and Controller may 

17 recommend any changes in the formulae or requirements or enforcement of any area-specific 

18 or Citywide development fee or development impact requirement in this Code, prepare 

19 additional economic impact studies on such changes or recommend that additional nexus 

20 studies or financial feasibility analyses be done, to improve the efficacy of such fees or 

21 requirements in mitigating development impacts or to reduce any unintended deleterious 

22 economic or social effects associated with such fees or requirements. In making their joint 

23 report and recommendations, the Director and the Controller shall consult with the Directors of 

24 OEWD, MOH, the MTA, or other agency whose fees are affected and shall coordinate the 

J report required by this Section with any other deve.lopment fee evaluations and reports that 
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1 this Article requires to be performed. The Director and the Controller shall present the Report 

2 to the Commission at a public hearing and to the Land Use·& Economic Development 

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

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 
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Section 6Z. 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. 

**** 

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 418.38. . 

(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 411A.3(b). 

**** 

SEC. 420. VISITATION VALLEY COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND 

INFRASTRUCTURE FEE AND FUND. 

**** 
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SEC. 420.3 APPLICATION OF VISITACION VALLEY COMMUNITY 

IMPROVEMENTS FACILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE FEE 

**** 

(e) 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 411A.3(b). 

**** 

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 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 physical distribution or location 

of each use on the lot. If necessary, the Director shall issue a Guidance Statement 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. 
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(3) Projects Exceeding FAR of 9:1. For development projects that result in the 

Floor Area Ratio on the lo~ 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. 

(5) For projects that are eligible to apply TOR 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 411/\.3(b). 

**** 

Section 7!1. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sections 421.3, 422.3, 

423.3, 423.5 ~nd 424.3, and deleting Section 421.7, to read as follows: 

SEC. 421. MARKET AND OCTAVIA COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FUND. 

**** 

SEC. 421.3. APPLICATION OF ~OMMUNITY 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 
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(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 TSF due for the same Residential portion, pursuant to Planning Code Section 

411A.3(b). 

**** 

SEC. 421. 7. TRANSPORTATIONSTUDlESAIVD FUTURE FEES. 

(a) Purpose. Studies conducted by the City including the Transit Irnpact Development Fee 

nexus study, the ongoing Eastern }kighborhoods studies, and others indioate that new residential 

development and the creation ofnew non residential or 'residentialpar!dngfacilities .negatively impact 

the City's fr!Jnsportation infrastructure and services. The purpose o.fthis Section is to authorize a nexus 

13 study establishing the impact o.fnew residential development and newpar!dngfacilities, in nature and 

14 amow'lt, on the City's transportation infrastructure andparkingjaeilities and; ·ifjustified; to impose 

15 irnpactfees on residef!;tial development andprojects containingparking facilities. 

16 (b) Timing. }lo later than October 15, 2008, the City shall initiate a study as described below. 

17 The agencies described in subsection (c) shall develop a con'tprehensive scope and timeline a/this study 

18 which ·,yil! enable the Board afSupervisors to pursue policy recommendations through the legislative 

19 process as soon as twelve montlw after the study's initiation. 

20 (c) Process. The study shall be coordinated by the }.funicipal Transportation Agency (MTA) 

21 and the City Attorney's Office. The study shall build on existing Nexus Study work including recently 

22 published nexus studies for parks and recreation, childcare facilities, the existing Transit De¥•elopmen.t 

23 Impact Fee }fexus Study, and all rele·1ant arcapkm nexus analysis. The }£FA shall coordinate with all 

24 relevant govemment agencies including the San Francisco County Transportation Authority, the 

... 5 Planning Department, the }.!ayor's Office o.fHousing, the Controller's Office, the City Attorney's Office 
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1 and the City Administr-ator by cretffing ti taskforce that meets reguktrly to discuss the study and 

2 resultt1ntpolicy andprogram recommendations. The }rfI'A shall hire consultants BS deemed 

3 appropriate to complete the technical analysis. 

4 (d) Scope. The study shall deterfnine the impact, in nature and amount, o.fnew residential 

5 development and new parking facilities, including new individual parking spaces, on transporttffion 

6 infrastructure and services '1Yithin the City and County ofSan Francisco. The study shall not consider 

7 or develop specific transportation infrastructure irnprovement recommendations. The study shall malw 

8 policy andlorprogr-arn a recommendtffions to the Board &}Supervisors on the most appropriate 

9 mechanisms for funding new transportation infrastructure and services including but not limited to new 

1 0 residential transit impact fees and new parking impact fees. 

11 (e) Springing Condition .Projects Subject to ·Future 14'ees. Based on thcfindings o.fthe above 

12 referenced .is study the City anticipates that the Boar~ may adopt new ilnpact fees to &jfset the impact &f 

13 new parking facilities and residential de'.Jelopment on San Francisco's transportation network. As the 

14 }Jarket and Octavia Plan Arca is one &jthefirst transit oriented neighborlwodplans in the City and 

15 County &}San Francisco the City should strive for a successful coordination o.ftransit oriented 

16 development with adequate transportation infrastructure and services. All residential and non 

17 residential developmentprojccts in the }.!arlret and Octavia Plan Arca that rccei'.Je Plarming 

18 Depttrtment or Commission Bpproval on or after the cffecti';e date o.fthis Section shall be subject to Gfl'lY 

19 future Citywide or Plan specific parking impactfees or residential transit irnpactfees that are 

20 established before the project receives afirst certificate o.foccupancy. The Planning Department and 

21 Pl€1:n:ning Commission shall make payment ofany future residential transit impact fee orparking 

22 impact fee a condition &jappro'.Jal o.fallprojects in the },{arket and Octavia Plan Area that receive 

23 Planning Department or Commission Bpproval on or after the effective date o.fthis Section, with the 

24 following maximum amounts; 

25 (I) Parking Impact fee no more than $5. OOper square foot o.ffloor area dedicated to parking. 
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(2) Transit !m:pact fee no more than $9. 00 per square foot o.f'residential and non residential 

floor area. 

**** 

SEC. 422. BALBOA PARK COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FUND. 

**** 

SEC. 422.3. APPLICATION OF COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT IMPACT FEE. 

**** 

(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 422.38. 

(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 

411A.3(b). 

**** 

SEC. 423. EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS IMPACT FEES AND PUBLIC BENEFITS 

FUND. 

**** 

SEC. 423.3. APPLICATION OF EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS INFRASTRUCTURE 

IMPACT FEE. 

**** 
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(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 423.38. 

(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 

411A.3(b). 

**** 

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 Type 
Received From Non-

Residential Residential/Commercial 
Development Development 

Complete Streets: 
Pedestrian and 
Streets cape 31% 34% 
Improvements, 
Bicycle Facilities 

rrransit 10% 53% 

Recreation and 
47.5% 6% 

Open Space 
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Childcare 6.5% 2% 

Program 
5% 5% 

A.dministration 

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

Table 423.SA 
BREAKDOWN OF USE OF EASTERN 

NEIGHBORHOODS PUBLIC BENEFIT-FEE/FUND BY 
IMPROVEMENT TYPE FOR DESIGNATED AFFORDABLE 

HOUSING ZONES 

Dollars Dollars Received From 

Improvement Type 
'Received From Non-

Residential Residential/Commercial 
Development Development 

Affordable Housing 
preservation and 75% n/a 
developm!3nt 

Comvlete Streets: 
Pedestrian and 
Streetscave 4% 36% 
rmvrovements 
Bicvcle Facilities 
n~ -- rr__ -~ - ;J -r- ---r-... -- _,I'~ .J-(}% 6% n .L• . 
Transit 6% 538J.% 

Recreation and Oven 
10% 6% 

~ 
n_ 1 -- ,,:/ - ·--- _ ... " ....... , 
C'f.J-~,....,..L- - ·-- - 4% 4% -- -------r-
T ~ 

·.i; - r 

Program 
5%. 5% 

administration 

* * * * 
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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 

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. 

(iii) Reduction of Residential Fee. The transit component of this fee applicable to 

the Residential portion of a development projeet shall be reduced, up to the full amount, by 

the amount of TSF due for the same Residential portion, pursuant to Planning Code Section 

4_11A.3(b). 

* * * * 

22 Section Sji!. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sections 421.1, 422.1., 

23 423.1, and 424.1, to read as follows: 

24 SEC. 421.1. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS SUPPORTING THE MARKET AND 

25 OCTAVIA COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FUND. 

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christense~, Co~g 5 8 
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2 

**** 

(b) Findings. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed the San Francisco Citywide 

3 Nexus Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014 ("Nexus Analysis"), tmdthe San 

4 Francisco Infrastructure Level of Ser\tice Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014, 

5 and the Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (I'SF Nexus Study), dated May, 2015. /Jeth on 

6 file.with the Clerk of the Board in File£ No~. 150149and150790. and, under Section 401A, 

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

8 that Section, specifically including the Recreation and Open Space Findings, Pedestrian and 

9 Streetscape Findings, Childcare Findings, end Bicycle Infrastructure Findings, and Transit 

1 O Findings. and incorporates those by reference herein to support the imposition of the fees 

11 under this Section: 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

The_ Board takes legislative 1'lotice ofthefindings supporting these fees in fernier Planning Code 

Section 421. l (formerly Section 326 et seq.) and the matericils associated with Ordinance }lo. 72 08 in 

Board ... Glc No. 071157. To the extent that the Boardpreviously adoptedfees in this Area Plan that are 

not covered in the analysis of the 4 inftastructure areas analyzed in the }[exus Analysis, including but 

not limited to fees related to transit, the Board continues to rely on its prior analysis and thefindings it 

made in support of those fees. 

**** 

SEC. 422.1. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS IN SUPPORT OF BALBOA PARK 

COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FUND. 

**** 

(b) Findings. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed the San Francisco Citywide 

24 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, 

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen, Coh®S 5 9 
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23 

24 

25 

and the Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study a'SF Nexus Study), dated May. 2015. /Jeth on 

file with the Clerk of the Board in File~ No~. 150149, 150790. and 151121, 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, €Ind Bicycle Infrastructure Findings 

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

the fees under this Section. 

The Board takes kgislative notice o.fthe findings supporting these fees in former Planning Code 

Section 422.1 (formerly Section 331 et seq.) and the materials associated with Ordinance .l1lo. 61 09 in 

Board Pile .No. 090181 and the Balboa Park Community l'f19:JJr<T.Jements P7'ogram, onfile with the Ckrk 

o.ftlw· Board in File No. 090179. To the extent that the Boardpre1dously adopted,fees in this Area Plan 

that are no~ covered in the analysis of the four infrastructure areas analyE:ed in the .Nexus Analysis, 

including but not limited to fees related to trcmsit, the Board continues to rely on its prior analysis and 

thefindings it made in suppor1 ofthosefees. 

**** 

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"), t:mdthe San 

Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014, 

and the Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study a'SF Nexus Study), dated May. 2015. /Jeth on 

file with the Clerk of the Board in File~ No~. 150149. 150790. and 151121. and, under Section 

401A, adopts the findings and conclusions of those studies and the general and specific 

Mayor Lee, Supervisors yYiener, Breed, Christensen, Coses 6 Q 
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18 

19 

20 

21 
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J 

findings in that Section, specifically including the Recreation and Open Space Findings, 

Pedestrian and Streetscape Findings, Childcare Findings, end Bicycle Infrastructure Findings,_ 

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

the fees under this Section. 

The Board takes legislative notice o.fthefindings supporting thesefees informer Planning Code 

Section 423.l (formerly Section 327 et seq.) andthe materials associated with Ordinance No. 298 08 in 

Board Fik }lo. 081153. To the extent that the Boardpreviously adopted;fces in this Area Plan that are 

not co-vered in the analysis of the four infrastructure areas analyzed in the }lexus Analysis, including 

but not limited to fees related to transit, the Board continues to rely on its prior analysis and the 

findings it made in support o.fthose fees. 

**** 

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 

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 

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen, Cohgo 61 
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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. 

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 (I'SF Nexus Study). dated May. 2015, /Jeth on file with 

the Clerk of the Board in File~ No~. 150149, 150790, and 151121. 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, end Bicycle Infrastructure Findings. and Transit 

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

under this Section. 

The Board references the findings supporting these fees in former Pktnning Code Section 42 4 et 

seq. (formerly Section 249.33) end the mmerials associated with Or-dinence }lo. 72 08 in BoardFile 

}lo. 071157. To the extent thet the Boardpre·.·io'btSly adoptedfees in this Area Pktn thf:lt are not 

covered in the analysis o.fthe 4 infrastructure areas enalyud in the Nexus Analysis, including but not 

limited to fees related to transit, the Board continues to rely on its prior -analysis and the findings it 

made in support e.fthosefees. 

**** 
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Section 910. 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 

6 Citywide Nexus Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014 ("Nexus Analysis"), £mdthe 

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

8 2014, and the Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (I'SF Nexus Study), dated May, 2015, 

9 beth on file with the Clerk of the Board in File§: Nog. 150149, 150790. and 151121. and adopts the 

1 O findings and conclusions of those studies, specifically the sections of those studies 

11 establishing levels of service for and a nexus between new development and.few-JH.g,, 

infrastruct~re categories: Recreation and Open Space-:"' Childcare, Streetscape and 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

1'9 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Pedestrian Infrastructure, and 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 

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 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 Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis the Board adopts the following findings: 

**** 

(5) Transit Findings: See Section 41 lA. 

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen, Coh95 6 3 
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1 (J:Q) Additional Findings. The Board finds that the Nexus Analysis Analyses 

2 establishe-6' that the fees are less than the cost of mitigation and do not include the costs of 

3 remedying any existing deficiencies. The City may fund the cost of remedying existing 

4 deficiencies through other public and private funds. The Board also finds that the Nexus Study 

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

6 the Board finds that this these fee~ is are only one part of the City's broader funding strategy to 

7 address these issues. Residential and non-residential impact fees are only one of many 

8 revenue sources necessary to address the City's infrastructure needs. 

9 

1 O Section -1Q11. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

11 enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinanc::;e, the Mayor returns the 

12 ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board 

13 of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Section 4412. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of 

Supervisors intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, 

articles, numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the 

Municipal Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board 

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

I appears under the official title of the ordinance. 

I APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS J. HE E , City Attorney 

By: 

I . 
11 Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen 
i 1 BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 3 5 6 4 
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FILE NO. 151121 

REVISED LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 
(11/23/2015, Amended in Committee) 

[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 operative; applyina the Transportation Sustainability Fee to Hospitals and 
Medical Health Services; 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. 

Existing Law 

The City imposes several development fees on new developmentto 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 lnclusionary 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 Sections 421, 422 and 423, 
respectively.) 

Amendments to 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: 
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• The TSF applies to any development project in the City which results in: 
- more than twenty new dwelling units; or 
- new group housing facilities, or additions of 800 gross square feet or more to an 

existing group housing facility; or 
- 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; or 

- 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 TIDF; or 

- change or replacement of use from a Hospital or a Health Service to any other 
use. 

• 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 and Medical Services 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 and PDR 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, non-residential and PDR uses shall pay 100% of the applicable TSF 
rate - as well as any other applicable fees. 
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The Ordinance establishes the TSF Schedule, stating how much money the different land use 
categories must pay, as follows: 

- Residential Uses, 21-99 units: $7.74 per gross square foot (gsf) of 
development; 

- Residential Uses, all units above 99 units: $8.74 per gsf; 
- Non-Residential Uses (except for Hospitals and Medical Services), 800-99,999 

gsf: $18.04 per gsf; 
- Non-Residential Uses (except for Hospitals and Medical Services), all gsf above 

99,999 gsf: $19.04 per gsf; 
- Hospitals, following a special calculation method for hospitals, $18.74; 
- Medical Services, all gsf above 12,000 gsf: $11.00 per gsf; 
- PDR Uses: $7.61 per gsf. 

The Ordinance provides for a method to calculate the fees for Residential Uses and Hospitals. 
Hospitals do not pay the fee on total gross square footage of new development, but on a 
special calculation specified in the Ordinance. 

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 Ordinanc~ 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 conforming amendments to several sections of the 
Municipal Gades, including changes to some of the Area Plans sections. 
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Background Information 

This Ordinance is the culmination of several years of study and outreach undertaken by City 
agencies, 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, and approved at first reading on November 
3, 2015. At the November 3, 2015 Board hearing, the Board of Supervisors voted to duplicate 
the ordinance and send the duplicate ordinance back to Land Use Committee, for 
consideration of the amendments related to Hospitals, Medical Services, and the grand­
fathering provisions that apply to Non-residential and PDR uses. This Legislative Digest 
reflects the amendments made to the duplicate file at the Land Use Committee meeting on 

· November 23, 2015. 

n:\legana\as2015\1500870\01064011.docx 
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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 

·l - ... ! 

Re: Transmittal of Planning Departrii.ent Case Number 2015-009096PCA: 

Establishing a New Citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee 
Board File No. 150790 

Planning Commission Recommendation: Approval with Mod{fications 

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 411}\.; amend Pl~g 
Code Sections 411 (Transit Impact Development Fee), 401 (Definitions), and 406 (Waiver, 

Reduction, or Adjushnent of Development Project Requirements); and to make other conforming 
·amendments to the Area Plan Fees in Planning Code Article 4. At the hearing, the Planning 

Commission recommended appr<?val ~th modifications. · 

The proposed amendments have been determined to be not a project under the Californi;,i 
Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15378(b)(4) and is thus exempt from environmental 
review. Pursuant to San Francisco's Administrative Code Secti.0n 8.12.5 "Electronic Distribution of 
Multi-p'3:ge 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 Oty Attorney at yoi,u earliest convenience if you wish to incorporate 
the ~ges 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 ~mments heard 

at their September l•t meeting. If you have any questions or require further information please do 

not hesitate to contact me. 

www.sfpl~~%.org 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning · 
lnfonnatlon: 
415.558.6377 

1 
l 

i 
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. ':,:-.·".Transmital Materials 
• < 

CAS~ NO. 2015-00909SPCA 
Establishing a New Transportation Sustainability Fee 

. ' 
. " : · ... ' . :~ ~ 

cc: 
Anclr73 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 Directo.rs September 1st Meeting: Summary of Board Member & Public Comments 
Planning Department Executive Summary 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT· 

Project Name: 
Case Number: 

. Initiate4 by: 

Staff Contact: 

Reviewed by: 

Recommendation: 

Planning Commission 
Resolution No. 19454 

HEARING DATE SEPTEMBER 10, 2015 

Establishing a New Transportation Sustainability Fee 

1650 Mission st 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

2015-009096PCA [Board File No. 150790] Planning 

Ma L d S . w· s . B d d s . ·lnformatiOn' yor ee an upel'Vlsor iener, upervisor ree , an upervisor 
415

_
558

_5
377 

Christenser]. I Substituted September 8, 2015 
Lisa Chen, Planner, Citywide Division 
lisa.chen@sfgov.org, 415-575-9124 
Adam V arat, Senior Planner, Citywide Division 
adam.varat@sfgov.org, 415-.558-6405 
Recommend Approval 

RECOMMENDING THAT THE. BOARD OF SUPERVISORS .·ADOPT A PROPOSED 
ORDINANCE AMENDING THE PLANNING CODE BY ESTABLISHING A NEW CITYWIDE 
T~NSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE AND SUSPENDING APPLICATION OF JHE 
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 HOME~ESS SHEL TE;R 
EXEMPTIONS FROM THE TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE; MAKING 
CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO THE AREA PLAN FEES· IN ARTICLE 4 OF THE 
PLANNING CODE; AFFIRMING THE PLANNING DEPART!\llEN'r'S DETERMINATION 
UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT, AND MAKING FINDINGS, 
INCLUDING GENERAL FINDINGS, FINDIN~S OF PUBLIC NECESSITY, CONVENIENCE 
AND WELFA~E, 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'tee and Supervisors Wiener; Breed, and Christensen introduced 
a proposed Ordinance under Board of Supervisors (hereinafter "Board") File Number 150790, which 
v.:ould amend the Planning Code to establish a new Transportation Sustainability Fee (hereinafter TSF) 
and suspend applicat~on of the current Transit !~pact Development Fee (TIDF), with some exceptions, 
for as 1ong as the TSF is in effed; and 

. WHEREAS, San Francisco is a popular place to work, live and visit, pl~cing 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 



Resolution 19454 
September 10, 2015 

CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA 
Establishing a New Transportation Sustainability Fee 

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 (th~ "TsF 
Nexus Study''), published in 2015; 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 an~ non-residential development project in the City; an~ 

WHEREAS, This fee would help offset impacts of both residential and non-residential development 
projects on the City's transportation netwo,rk, including impacts on transportation infrastructure that 
support pedestrian and bicycle trav~l; and 

Wf:!EREAS, The TSF rates take into consideration the recommend~tions of a TSF Economic Feasibility 
Study that analyzed the impact of the TSF on the feasibility of development projects throughout the City; 
and 

WHERE~S, The TSF Expenditure Plan will help enable the San Francisco Municipal Transportation 
Agency ("SFMTA") and other re&onal transportation agencie5 serving San Francisco to meet the demand 
g~nerated by new development and thus .maintain their existing level of service; and 

~REAS, The TSF will require sponsors of development projects in the <;ity to pay a fee that is 
reasonably related to the finan~al burden such projects impose 01:1 the City's transportation networki.and 

WHEREAS! Every five years, or sooner if requested by the Mayor or the Board of Supervisors, the 
SFMTA will update the TSF Economic Feasibility Study, analyzing the impact of the TSF on the feasibility 
of development, throughout the City; and 

WHEREAS, The Planning Department determined that the proposed legislation is n~t 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)}; and 

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a duly noticed public 
hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the prop·osed Ordinance bn September 10,.2015; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has "heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the 
public hearing and has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of 
Department staff and other interested parties; and 

WHEREAS, all pertinent documents m~y be found in the files of the Department, as the custodian of 
records, at 1650 Mission Street, Suite .400, San Francisco; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has r~viewed the proposed Ordinance; now, therefore, be it 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Resolution 19454 
September 10, 2015 

CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA 
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 Jµly 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/neighborhood of the city, 

and/or consider removing ~e area plan fee reduction; and, 

6. Require economic feasibility ~alysis updates every three years rather than five, and include the 
Planning Commission as an entify 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. ·Substantial investments in infrastructure are needed to address the predicted demands on the 
trruisportation system and ·street network generated by new growth. 

8. The TSF is an ~fficient ar:id equitable method of providing furtds to address the transportation 

demands imposed on the City by new development projects, and is projected to generate 
approximat~ly $1.2 billion in revenue over the next 30 years, of which approximately $420 
million would be new revenue. 

9. 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. 

10. General Plan Compliance. The propo~ed amendments to the Planning Code are not addressed 
in the General Plan; the ~ommission finds ~t the proposed Ordinance is not inconsistent with 
the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan. 

11. Planning Code Section 101 Findings. The proposed amendments to the Planning Code are 
consist~nt with the eight Priority Policies set forth in Section 101.l(b) of the Planning Code in 
that: · 

3 
3573 



Resolution 19454 CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA 
Establishing a New Tran~portation Sustainability Fee · September 10, 2015 

1. That. existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced; 

'.The proposed Ordinance would not have a negative impact on neighborhood serv#ig retail uses ~nd 
will not impact opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of neighborhood-serving 
retail. 

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have a negative effect on housing or neighborhood character. 

3. That the City's supply ·of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced; 

The proposed Ordinance would-not have an adverse effect on the City's supply of affordable housing. 
. . 

4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our str~ets oi' 
neighborhood parking; 

The proposed Ordinance would not result in commuter traffic impeding MUNI transit service or 
overburdening the streets or neighborhood parking, and would raise revenues to ·enhance transit service 
and improve streets to meet growing demand. 

5. That a ~i~erse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors 
from displacement due to. coqimercial office deveJopment, and that future opportunities for 
resident employment ~nd. ownership in these sectors be enhanced; . · 

The proposed Ordinance would not cause displacement of the industrial or service sectors due to office 
development, and future opportunities for resident employment or ownership in these sectors would 
not be impaired: · · · · 

6. That the City achieve.the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life in an 
earthquake; · 

The proposed Ordinance would not have an impact on City's preparedness against injury and loss of 
life in an earthquake. 

1. That the landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have an impact on t~e Cityts Landmarks arnz historic buildings. 

8. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and v:istas be protected from 
development; · 

The proposed Ordinance would not have an impact on t!ie City's parks and open space and their access 
to sunlight and vistas. · 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Resolution 19454 
September 10, 2015 

CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA 
Establishing a New Transportation Sustainability Fee 

8. Planning Code Section 302 Findings. The Planning Commission finds from the facts presented 

that the public necessity, con".enience :and general welfare require the proposed amendrrients to 

the Planning Code as set forth in Section 302. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Comm~ssion hereby recommends that the Board ADOPT 
the proposed Ordinance as described in this Resolutio~. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted· by the Commission at its meeting on 
September 10, 2015. 

~-

Commission _Se retary 

AYES: Fong, Wu, Antonini, Hillis, Johnson, Moore, Richards 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 3575 
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Recommend Approval 

. PLANNING CODE AMENDMENT 

The proposed Ordinance would amend· the Planning Code by: establishing a new citywide 
Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) and suspending app~cation of the existing Transit Impact 
Development Fee (TIDF), with some exceptions, as long as the TSF remains ope:_rative; 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 
collforming amendments to the Are~ 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 puJ:>lic necessity, convenience and 
welfare, and findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of 
Planning Code Section 101.1. 

Ove~iew: The Transportation Sustainability Program (TSP) 

San Francisco is a popular place to work, live and visit, placin~ strains. on the City's existing 
transportation network Tiie 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.1 Without 
enhancements to our transportation network, this gro~ will result in more than 600,000 cars on 
our streets - or more than all the cars traveling each day on the Bay an4 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 inve~tments in key projects such as: · 

i Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), Projections 2013. 
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CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA 
Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF} 

• Transit capital and operational invesbnents (Central Subway, Muni Forward, Bus 
Rapid Transit Projects, etc.) 

• Bicycle 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 peparbnent, the San Francisco County 
Transportation Authority and the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMrA), 
comprised of the following three !=omponents: 

1. Invest Fund Transportation Improvements to Support Growth. The proposed 
Transportation Sustainability Fee ("TSF") would be assessed on new 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 ~eW development on the transportation ~stem 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 workiilg 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 througJ:i. 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 in.ore 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 being 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 
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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 invesfment 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, whi& 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 1m.pact 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 ~d 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 bicycle project8.2 

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, 
.Marke_t & Octavia); SFCTA Board; Housing Action Coalition; Chamber of Commerce; Residential 
Builders Association; BART; Hospital Council; 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 
Busfuess Commission, and 9thers. A full schedule of outreach meetings and public hearings is 

2 The Complete Str~ets nexus was established by the Citywide Nexus ·Study available at 
http://www.sf-plamUng.org/ftp/files/plans-and-programs/plan­

implementation/20140403_SFCityWideNexusAnalysis_March2014.pdf 
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attached (Exhibit F). Staff considered the feedback received during tltls process when drafting the 
proposed legislation. · 

The Way It ,ls 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 Gty's primary mechanism to offset the 
impacts of new development on the transportation system. Revenue generated by the fee is 
directed to the SFMTA and used tb fund Muni transit capital and preventive mamtenance. 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 Gty's transit system. The TIDF 
rates are applied to seven ~on-residential economic actiVity categories as follows: 

Use 

Table 1. Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF) 
(2015 Rates) 

Management, fuformation, and Professional Services 

Retail/Entertainment 

Cultural/Institution/Education 

Medical 

Visitor services 

Museum. 

PDR 

Fee [$/G;SFJ 

$13.87 

$14.59 

$14.59 

$14.59 

$13.87 

$12.12' 

$7.~6 

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, s~te, and federal governments. Projects 
that fall within a redevelopment plan or an area covered by an existing deyelopment agreement 
are also exempt, to the extent that application of the foe would violate the terms of that plan or 
agreement. 
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Reqillred payment of the TIDF is triggered by an application for any of the following: 

• New construction of 800 square feet or greater; 

• Additions of greater than 800 square feet to an existing building; and, 

• 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 :i:ate. 

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 applicatio:i;i.. 

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. Th.17 TSF would 
'consolidate land use categories iri.to 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) (I'SF) 

Use [$/GSF) [$/GSF) 

Residential n/a $7.74 
N omesidential $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 
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build. See the followmg sections for further discussion of how the proposed fee amounts were 
established. 

The legislation wo~d require the City to update the TSF Economic Feasibility Study every five 
years, or sqon:er 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 TBF Nexus Study and th\:! TSF 
Economic Feasibility Study. The TSF Nexus Study, developed by Urban Economics, is intended 
to meet the requirements of the California J\1l:tigation Fee Act. (California Gove!IL!Ilent 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 tl):e 
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 TSF1 per Building Square Foot (2015 dollars) 

Use Transit2 Complete streets3 .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 Study describes the maximum amount of development impact fees that can be charged for transit 
and complete streets projects, incl~ive 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 Sari. Fr~cisco 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 2.040. These 
estimates are converted . to trip gen~ration 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. s 

; Residential trip generation calculations are based on housing unit sizes from the Eastern Neighborhoods Nexus Study 
(2008). Nonresidential frip 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 fu order to understand the implications of the fee on new developm~t, the City 
also commissioned a TSF Economic Feasibility Study to help determ:in,e the ultimate fee rates. 

TSF Economic Feasibility Study 

. The concurrent TSF Economic Feasibility Study, conducted by Seifel Consulting, helpeq :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 T$F on new residential and non-residential developments 
citywide, by modeling the finailcial 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 us~s 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% oi 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 inlu'bit 
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 constructi9n relative to potential revenues. While the TSF itself will not cause these 
developments to be :infeasible, it may further <f!.stance these areas from development feasibility. 
AB 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. AB 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 axe consistent with the Planning Department's land use allocation tool, with the 
exception of of(ice development Office trip generation calculations utilize the TIDF trip generation rate and an 
employment density factor that blends the citywide factor with the rE!cent 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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T bl 4 P a e . ropose dF eescompare d T "t dC to rans1 an 1 t s omp.e e treets N exus 
Transit: ·Complete streets: 

Proposed TSF Total fees as a % of maximum "Total fees as a % of maximum 
Use ($/GSF) justified nexusi justified nexusi 
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 pla;n 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 Applicability and Exemptions 

The proposed TSF would apply to any development project 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-residential 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 TIDF. 

Table 5: Fee Triggers, TI~F 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 
andPDR 

Additions of 800 sf or greater Additions of 800 sf or. greater 

' 
Residential n/a Any develapment (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 sfor greater All changes of use, 
except for small businesses 
(see below) 
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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 enstµ"e that the TSF is aligned with other citywide 
policy goals (e.g. increasing production of affordable housing). 

• 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 AMI. if they are located in a building where all of the unj.ts are income­
restrided. Inclusionary housing units as required under Section 415 would still be 
subject to the fee. 

• HOPE SF projects, including market-rate and affordable units, and non-residential 
square footage. 

. • Small buslli.esses (< 5,000 square feet) applying for a change of us~ from PDR to Non­
Residential, except form.Ula retail. 

• Non-profit institutions (same as existing TIDF), except for large non-profit 
universities that are required to submit 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 w~en California's Seismic Safety Lavv: requirements are exhausted 
(currently estimated for 2030). 

• 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 TioF). ' . 

• City-, state-, and fed~ally-owned projects (same as existing TIDF). 

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. Tiris change would 
streamline administration of the fee and is consistent with the way other area plan fees are 
assessed in the Planning Code. 

The proposal would also eliminate the policy cre.dits 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 component of the TSP. 
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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 porti.On. 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 
TSF. 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 TIDF. 

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/GSF.) 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 ~: Residential Fee Increases in Area Plans Under Proposed TSF (2015 fee rates) 

Net new residential fee 
Area plan residential (Proposed TSP 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 

Tier2 $1.46 $6.28 

Tier3 $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 v alley1 · $0.00 $7.74 

Rincon Hill1 $0.00 $7.74 

T~ansit Center District Plan (TCDP)2 

Tier 1 (FAR below 1:9) $0.00 $7.74 

Tier 2(FAR1:9to1:18) $0.00 $7.74 

Tier3 (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 

reduction. 
2. Transit Center J?istrict 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 FRANJ;ISCO 
PLANNING DEPAIU'MENT' 3585' 10 

1 
.. I 



Executive Summary; 
Hearing Date: September 10, 2015 

CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA 
Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) 

Grandfathering of Projects in the Development Pipeline 

The proposed legislation :includes a grandfather:ing 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 proje~. The 
grandfather:ing proposal is as follows: 

• 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. 

• Projects that have submitted a development application, 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 :r,iet new revenue over 30 years. It will expand eligibie 
expenditures to include transit 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 revenue 30-year revenue total 
TSF $45,700,000 $1,370,000,000 
Less: TIDF (existing) ($24,000,000) ($719,400,000) 
Less: Exemptions & Grandfatherin.gl ($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 hotising, small residential. (S 20 units), small 
businesses, and non-profits, plus grandfathering for projects in developn;ient pipeline. 
2 Fi=es are rounded to nearest $1000. 

Tables 8 and 9 show how the TSF expi;mditure 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 

enditures) 

Table 9. TSF Expenditure Program (Proposed Table 411A.6B) 
(in Rincon Hill and Visitacion V alleyt) 

61% 
32% 
2% 
3% 
2% 

Project type % expenditure 

Transit Capital Mamtenance (Replaces current TIDF exuendihires) 61% 
Transit Service Expansion and Reliabilitv Improvements - SF 35% 
Transit Service Exoansion and Reliabilitv Improvements - Regional 2% 
Complete Streets (Bicvcle and Pedestrian Improvements) 0% 
Program Administration 2% 
1. 'The TSF expenditure plan in Rincon Hill and Visitacion Valley area plans does not allocate fl:nds 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. 

Fee revenues would be collected by the Planning Department and then routed to the SFMTA to 
be . allocated through an interagency proce~s that will be outlined in a Memorandum of 
Understanding, currently being developed. The SFMTA 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 ~ach category, which 
will be reviewed at the Gty' s Capital Planning Committee. 

Jn order to respond to community feedback that projects should prioritize areas where significant 
growth is anticipated to occur, langU.ag~ 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, eri.sure 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 confomung 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 Acivisory Committees (SFMfA, SFCTA, Eastern N eigbborh9ods, Market & 
Octavia); SFCTA Board; Housing Action Coalition, Chamber of Commerce, Residential Builders 
Association, BART, Hospital Council, SFMTA 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 - including O:rinatown 
Community Development ~ter, 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 m~eting, as did the Small Busin~ss Commission at their 
August 24th 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 

Ui.e Small Business Commission had questions about the applicability of the fee, partkularly 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 for.i:nula 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 24th hearing, 
the Small Business Commission voted unanimously to issue a resolution in support of the 
Transportation Sustainability Fee, without modifications. 

Area Plan CA.Cs 

Members of the Market/Octavia and Eastern Neighborhoods Community Advisory Committees 
(CACs) expressed general support of the overall fee concept. They also indicated a desire to 

· ensure that funding would b.e allocated to projects within the respective area plans. To address 
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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 transportation system, and they were generally supportive of the 
proposed TSF amounts. However, some developer~ 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 exemption 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 currE'.IltlY considered as part of 
gross square footage for the purposf,! 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 feasiliility 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 m August (coinciding with the 
recess at the Board of Supervisors), technical 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 adoption, rejection, 
. or adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors. · 
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RECOMMENDATION 

The Department recommends that the Commission recommend approval of the proposed 
Orclinance 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 growtli, wJ:iich 
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 cmd 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 thrm.~.ghout the city are paying to improve the 
transportation system to serye 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 bicyclists. 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 th!if 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 initial 
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 ou,treach 
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. 

$'ANF!l'Aflll!SCQ-
PLANNING DEPAR'l'MENT 3590 15 



. l 

! 

Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: September 10, 2015 

CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA 
Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) 

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 
amoUI1.t of accessory parking has a corresponding impact o~ :increased demand for transportation 
services. However, as mentioned above, parking reduction may be one of the tools considered as 
part of the ';t'ransportation Demand Management program currently under develorment by the 
City. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

The proposal to create a new Plann:ing Code Section 411A; amend Planning Code Sections 411 
(Transit Im.pact Development Fee), 401 (Definitions), and 406 (Waiver, Reduction, or Adjusiment 
of Development Project Requirements); and-to 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. 

I RECOMMENDATION: Recommendation of Approval 

Attachments: 
Exhibit A: 
ExhibitB: 
ExlubitC: 
ExlubitD: 
ExhibitE: 
ExhibitF: 
ExhibitG: 

Draft Planning Commission Resolution 
Board of Supervisors File No. 150790 
CEQA Findings 
San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) Nexus Study 
San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Economic Feasibility Study 
TSF Stakeholder Outreach List 
Public Comments 

4 More information on the Middle Income Rental Housing Program is available at http://sf­
moh.org/index.aspx?page=l411. 
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. SAN FRANCISCO 
MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

RESOLUTIONNo. 15-123 

WHEREAS, San Francisco is a popular place to work, live and visit, pl~cing strain on the 
City's existing transportation network; and, 

WHEREAS, Since 1981, the City has imposed a Transit Impact D.evelopment Fee ("TIDF") 
on new development in the City, first limited to office space in the downtown .core, ~d 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 "TSP 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-residen#al 
development projects on the City's transportation network, including impacts on transportation 
infrastnicture that support pedestrian and bicycle travel; and, 

WHEREAS, As part 9fimplementation 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 41 lA, 
imposing a citywide transportation fee, the Transportation Sustainability Fee, which will help enable 
tqe 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 41 lA 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's transportation 
network; and 

. WHEREAS, The TSP is an efficient and equitable method of providing funds to address the 
transportation demands imposed on the City by new development projects; and · 

' 
WHEREA.S, Every five years, or sooner if requested by the Mayor or the Board of 

Supervisors, the SFMTA will update the TSF Economic Feasibility Study, analyzing the impact of· 
the TSF on.the feasibility of development, throughout the City and · 

WHEREAS, The TSP would replace the TIDF, suspending the TIDF as long as the TSF 
remains in effect; and 
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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 SFMTA 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 .. 

f?fbwmtL. 
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. · 

KathyDeLuca (Wa]JcSF): 
• Strong support 
• Fees are.nothigh enough. 
• 150 AMI threshold for Middle-Income Housing exemption is .too high. 
• ·Grandfathering applies to too many projects and rates are too low. 
• Should charge for accessory parking. 

Howard Strassner: 
• Fee should be higher. 
• Should charge for aq:essory parking . 

. Tyler Frisbee (San Francisco Bicycle Coalition): 
• Strong support · 
• Fee should be higher. 
• Should charge for accessory p~king. 

Tim Colen (SF Housing Action Coalition): 
• Supportive. 
• Fees cannot go higher. 
• . Fe~s should be spent to protj.d~ improvements local to development project:S. 
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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: 
• Explain the accessory parking issue and why it is not .considered part of Gross Floor Area 

when assessed impact fees. 
• How often does TSF get updated? 
• Supportive; Fee could be.higher. 

Cristina Rubke: 
• Are we legally /technically unable to charge accessory parking? 

Gwyneth Borden: 
• LOS reform is exciting. . 
• Hospitals which have completed their seismic requirements should pay the fee once 

completed. 
• Can developers do in-kind contributions with TSF? 
• 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. 

JoeiRamos: 
• Recognize that this program is part of a broader set of solutions. 
• Consider establishing transit benefit assessment districts. 

· • Want to encourage affordable housing. 

Public Comment: 

Members of the public expressing support: Cathy DeLuta, Howard Strassner, Tyler Frisbee, Tim 
Colen. · 

Members of the public expressing opposition: Herbert Weiner 

Members of the public expressing neither support nor opposition: 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 TN Cs? 
• 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 Supervisors approve legislation establishing the 
Transportation Sustainability Fee. 

Kathy DeLuca (Walk SF): 
• 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 are too low. 
• Should charge for accessory parking. 

Howard Strassner: 
• Fee should be higher. 
• Should charge for accessory parking . 

. Tyler Frisbee (San Francisco Bicyde Coalition): 
• Strong support. 
• Fee should be higher. 
• Should charge for accessory parking. 

Tim Colen (SF Housing Action Coalition): 
• Supportive. 
• . Fees cannot go higher. 
• . Fees should be spent to provide improvements local to development project:S. 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Sarah Jones 
Environmental Review Officer 
Planning Department . 
1650 Mission Street, 4th .Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

July 29, 2015 

File No. 150790 

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 exemption!> from the 
Trai;isportation Sustainability Fee; making conforming amendments to the 
Area Plan fees in Planning Code, Art,cle 4; affirmin~ 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. 

This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review. 

Attachment 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

r<i~ 
By: Andrea Ausberry, Assistant Clerk 

Land Use & Transportation Committee 

c: Joy Navarrete,· Environmental Planning 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 

Statutory Exemption under CEQA Section 15273 Rates, 
Tolls, Fares, 'and Charges - the establishment, 
modification, structuring, res~ructuring, or 

3
?f97oval of rates, tolls, fares and other charges .. 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

July 29, 2015 

City Hall 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDDfITY No. 554-5227 

File No_ 150790 

Sarah Jones 
Environmental Review Officer 
Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, 4lh 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 Sustai.nability 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 
Transportatior:i 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. 

This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review. 

Attachment 

c: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In the City and County of San Francisco (the City) the only. current 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 residential development. The TIDF funds .costs 
associated with increased transit service 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 are separate fees 
imposed in specific plan areas (e.g. Eastern Neighborhoods infrastructure 
impact fee). These fees apply to both residential and most non-residential 
development within plan areas. Nonresidential development projects 
currently pay these area plan fees in addition to the TIDF. 

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 (TSF) th.at would replace the TIDF. The 
TSP would replace and expand the TIDF's applicability to include residential 
development projects. The use of TSP revenues would expand to include 
bicycle facilities and pedestrian and other streetscape infrastructure in 
addition to existing uses of the TIDF for public transit. 

By adopting and bnplementing the TSP the City would achieve the following 
three objectives: 

1. Replace the existing TIDF and expand its application to residential 
development and certain major institutions. 

2. Expand the use of th.is citywide transportation impact fee to include 
bicycle facilities and pedestrian 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 TSP. 

Growth Projections 

Md!ll2015 

Current projections indicate th.at 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 1 Increased population and employment citywide from new 
development will generate increased auto and transit trips as well as increased 
bicycle and pedestrian activity. 

The City's transportation system is already highly congested under current 
conditions, as a result of both limited roadway capacity for vehicles and 
limited transit vehicle capacity for transit passengers. Congestion occurs 
particularly during morning ·and afternoon commute hours in the same 
eastern ~eas of the City that are ·also expected to experience the most 
development Pedestrian activity will also increase in congested areas. 
Increased travel· from new development will directly affect the performance 
of the City's transportation system.· 

Table E.1 ·provides a summary of the growth projections used in the nexus 
study. "Non-TSF Development" primarily refers to major projects not 
subject to the TSF because of separate development or other cob.tra.ctual 
agreements or whose impacts are regulated by other agencies. "TSP 
Development" is an estimate of development that would be subject to the 
TSF. 

Table E.1: Growth Projections (2010-2040) 

Non-TSF TSF 
Develop- Develop-

ment ment Total 
Residential 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 Gobs) 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. 
1 Includes major pr.ojects 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. 
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As a dense and built-out urban environment, the City does not have the 
option· of physically expanding its roadways to accommodate more · 
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. The policy thus b~nefits all travel modes: ~hen commuters choose to 
travel by transit, bicycle, or walking they benefit from improvements to these 
facilities; when they choose to drive, they benefit from the reduction in 
automobile congestion that would exist without these improvements. 

The TSF would address the impacts of development on the transportation 
system while supporting implementation of the Transit First policy. The TSF 
would accomplish these objectives by funding increased transit capacity to 
relieve transit congestion and by expanding bicycle and'pedestrian facilities. 
The TSF would have three components: (1) transit capit.al maintenance, (2) 
transit capit.al facilities (including fleet expansion), and (3) complete streets 
(bicycle, pedestrian, and other streetscape infrastructure). These three 
components are described in the followiri.g sections. 

SFMTA Transit Capital Maintenance Component 

The transit capit.al maintenance component of the TSF is based on the s'ame 
methodology used to calculate the maximum j-q.stified rates for the current 
TIDF. If adopted the TSF would replace the TIDF with revenues continuing 
to support SFMTA service 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 capit.al maintenance is based on 
maintait:Ung the existing transit level of service (transit LOS) as growth 
occurs. 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, !illd in particular capit.al maintenance 
expenditures, to maintain the existing transit LOS. 

• Use of TSF transit capital maintenance reve~ue: 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. SFMTA's transit vehicles include motor coaches (buses), 
trolley coaches (electric buses), light rail vehicles, historic streetcars, and 
cable cars. Improved vehicle maintenance directly increases re_;enue · 
service hours by reducing the amount of time that '.l- vehicle is out of 
service. 

SW&#94?&fi1W 4-iQWf riH'M&t -£ 
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+ · Proportional cost: The TSP varies in direct proportion to the amount of 
trip generation of each development project. 

Transit Capital FaciJ:!.ties Component 

viii 

The transit capital facilities component of the TSP 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 SFJ\ITA transit speed and 
reliability, and improvements to regional transit operators such as BART and 
Caltrain. The relationship between development . and the transit capital 
facilities component of the TSP is summarized below: · 

+ Need for exp::tnded 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 TSP development based on trip generation from 
TSP development as a percent of total trip generation served by the 
planned facility (mcluding 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 'developmt?llt then the cost allocated to the fee is the 
share of total trips in 2040 associated with TSP development. Alternately, 
if a fleet expansion project only serves growth then the cost allocated is 
the TSP devdopment share of trips from growth only (TSP plus non­
TSF development). 

+ Use of TSP transit capital facilities component revenue: The benefit 
to development from the use of fee revenues is based on funding new or 
expanded transit capital facilities to support increased transit services 
including improved vehicle availability. · 

• Proportional cost: The TSP varies in direct proportion t<;> the amount of 
trip generation of each development project. · 

3608 ~2015 
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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 othe~ 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 service 
(pedestrian LOS) recommended in the San Francisco Citywide Nexus 

· Anafysis completed in March 2014.2 The pedestrian LOS is based on 
sidewalk space per capita. As growth occurs more investment is needed 
in pedestrian and other streetscape infrastructure to offset the congestion 
caused by more pedestrian trips. 

• Use of TSP 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 direct proportion to the amount of 
.service population of each development project. 

TSFSummary 

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 ~oose to impose any amount up to the maximum justified 
amount for either or both of the two components. 

2 San Francisco Planning Department, San Franiisco Citywide N~s Ana!Jsis, March 2014. 
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Table E.2: .Maximum Justified TSF per Building Square Foot 
(2015 dollars) · 

Transit1 
Complete 
Streets2 Total 

Residential $22.59 $8.34 $30.93 
Nonresidential (excludino PDR) $80.68 $6.74 $87.42 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) $22.59 $3.48 $26.07 
1 Includes transit capital maintenance and transit capital facilities. 
2 Includes bicycle facilities plµs pedestrian and other streetscape 

infrastructure. 

Source: Table 6.1. 

TSF Implementation 

x 

The TSF is part of a larger effort, the proposed . Transit Sustainability 
Program (TSP). 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 TSF nexus study and ·the expenditure of TSF revenues are designed to · 
avoid any overlap with other TSP requirements or in ~y way double charge 
development projects for the same .impact. Based on the current proposal, 
the TDM component of the TSP is focused on reducing vebicl.e miles 

· travelled from new development whereas the TSF is focused . on 
accommodating increased transit, bicycle, and pedestriaU trips from new 
developm~nt The 1DM component would include a wide range of measures 
to encourage travel by transit, bicycle, and pedestrian modes and thus 
increase the need for the expap,ded facilities and services funded by the TSF. 

Transportation fees within plan areas, e.g .. Eastern Neighborhoods, may 
overlap with the TSF depending on the types of .il.npacts addressed by the 
particular plan area fee and the types of facilities· and serVices funded. Unless 
additional analysis is conducted to distinguish the TSF from a particular plan . 
area 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). 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

This chapter provides a background and overview, presents the purpose of 
the report, and defines several key concepts and methods. 3 

Background 

In the City and County of San Francisco (the City) the only current citywide 
transportation impact fee is the Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF).4 

The City first adopted the TIDF in 1981 and imposep. it only on downtown 
office development only to fund increased transit services required to serve 
that development. In 2004. the City substantially revised and expanded the 
TIDF to apply to most nonresidential development citywide. The TIDF 
funds costs associated with increased transit service (including capital 
facilities, fleet expansion, and capital maintenance costs) incurred 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 
Neighborhoods infrastructure impact fee) that apply generally to most 
development. within plan areas, including residential and nonresidential 
development. For nonresidential development projects these fees are 
imposed in addition to the TIDF. 

As further explained in Chapter 2, roughly one-qlliu:ter 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 !nitigation measures and other 
requirements identified during the environmental review and planning 
entitlement process for each project. For ~xample, the City has entered into 
development agreements establishing transportation mitigation and 
improvement requirements with the Candlestick Poirlt - Hunters Point 
Shipyard Phase II and the Treasure Island- Yerba Buena Island 
development projects. 

3 This report has been prepared at the direction of the San Francisco City Attorney's Office and the San 
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) in close coordination with the San Francisco County 
Transportation Authority (SFCTA) and the San Francisco Planning Department. 

4 San Francisco P fanning Code, Section 411. 
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At this time, based, on current law, the remaining three-quarters of the City's 
projected development will be subject to either (1) the citywide TIDF on 
nonresidential development outside plan areas, (2) one of several 
transportation development impact fees within adopted plan areas5 plus the 
TIDF, or (3) no transportation· impact fee in the case of residential 
development outsi~e plan areas (because the TIDF is only imposed on 
nonresidential development). 

Purpose of Report 

Tbis report presents the technical analysis ("nexus study'') needed to support 
the City's adoption of a citywide development impact fee for the followln.g 
transportation services and facilities: 

+ Transit capital maintenance 

+ Transit capital facilities 

+ Complete streets (bicycle facilities plus pedestrian and other streetscape 
infrastructure). 

The nexus study draws substantially from prior efforts. The nexus for the 
transit capital maintenance component is based on the current TIDF nexus 
analysis last adopted in 2012.6 The nexus for the·coniplei:e streets component 
is based on the S qn Francisco Citywide Nexus Anafysis prepared by the San 
Francisco Planning Department in March 2014. The transit capital facilities 
component is a new nexus analysis that relies substantially on recent capital 
planning studies completed by SFMTA. 

' 
By adopting and implementing the Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) 
the City would be able to achieve the followln.g three objectives: 

1. Replace the existing TIDF with an impact fee that extends to residential 
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 service. 

3. Establish a maximum justified transportation fee for all development 
whether or not subject to ·an area plan transportation fee in addition to 
the citywide TSP. 

s Adopted Area Plans are part of the San Francisco General Plan. Several of these Area Phins resulted in the 
creation of new development impact fees. 

6 Cambridge Syst=atics (with Urban Economics), San Francisco Transit Impact Development Fee Update, February 
2011 (adopted in 2012). 
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The TSF 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 (ID:M.) program for new 
development projects, and (2) revision to the City's policies regarding 
evaluatlpn of transportation impacts under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) .. 

This report describes the nexus analysis and documents the findings required 
by the Mitigation Fee Act (the Act)7 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 for auto, transit, bike, and pedestrian travel generated by new 
development. 

The key findings required py the Act and documented by this report include: 

+ Impact of development: · Reasonable relationsbip between new 
development and the need for expanded citywide transportation services. 

+ Use of fee revenue: Reasonable relationship between new development 
and the benefits received from additional citywide transportation services 
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 
project, 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 transportation 
system, and the role of the proposed TSF in addressing the impact of 
development on the system. 

7 The Mitigation Fee Act is contained in Section 66000 and subsequent sections of the Califomia Gove.t0µ1ent 
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 corridors) 
for all modes of travel. On a typical weekday, this network accommodates 
about 3.2 million trips to, from, or within the City.8 The current share by 
mode is shown in Figure 1.1. Mode is the type of transportation used to 
coqiplete a trip. such as private auto, transit, walking, or bicycling. 

Figure 1-1: San Francisco travel Mode Share (2014) 

1 Transportation network companies such as Lyft, Uber, etc. 

mi Private Auto 

Iii Transit 

""Walk 

i!!Bike 

liilTaxi 

f;.jjTNC* 

Source: Corey, Canapary & Galanis, memorandum to SFMTA regarding 
comparison between 2012, 2013, and 2014 SFMTA modeshare studies, 
Dec. 12, 2014. 

The SFMTA is responsible for all modes of surface transportation within the 
City ·including public transit, bicycling, pedestrian planning, accessibility, 
parking and traffic management, and taxi regulation. T.he transportation 
system is the citywide network of public facillties9 that support transportation 
services for all modes of travel (auto, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian). The 

B The data cited refers to "tti.ps", not "tti.p ends", as explained in the Trip Generation section of Chapter 2. 

9 Private parking lots, shuttles, ride hailing companies, and garages and a few private streets are the only non-
.Public components of the Oty's transportation facilities. · · 
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SFMI'A seeks to provide mobility for its customers through whatever mode 
they choose. 

The Municipal Railway (M:uni) 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 per capita basis. The system has over 
700,000 boardings on an average weekday. Muni focuses on serving 
downtown employment centers· during the morning and afternoon peak 
periods and also provides cross-town and neighborhood service. With 73 bus 
routes and rail lines nearly all city residents are within two blocks of a Muni 
stop. With nearly 1,000 vehicles the Muni fleet is unique and includes historic 
streetcars, biodiesel and electric hybrid buses, electric trolley coaches, light 
rail vehicles, paratransit cabs and vans, ~d cable cars. 

The SFCTA serves as the county congestion management agency for San 
Francisco, providing funding and coordinating planning efforts with State 
and regional transportation agencies. The congestion management agency 
role includes strengthening local land use policies with r~spect to 
transportation impacts and mitigations.' · 

The City is a major regional destination for employment, shopping, tourism, 
and recreation. As a result, connections with other parts of the Bay Area are 
also critical componentS of the City's transportation system. Due to 
constraints from water bodies and topography, regional gateways for road 
vehicles are limited to the Golden Gate Bridge to the north, the Bay Bridge 
to the east, and two high~ays (Interstate 280 and Hwy. 101) extending south. 
Caltrans o'wns 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. 28Q, Hwy. 1, and Route 35 (Skyline 
Boulevard). 

There 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 Ccista Transit District ("AC Transit" serving Ahuneda 
and Contra Costa counties) 

• Bay Area Rapid Transit District ("BART" serving Alameda, Contra 
Costa, arid San Mateo counties) 

• Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and Transportation District ("Golden 
Gate Bus" and "Golden Gate Ferry'' serving Marin and Sonoma 
counties) 

• Peninsula Corridor Joint P_owers Board ("Caltrain" serving San Mateo 
and Santa Clara counties) 

#%f5d&•·~ 
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• 

• 

San Mateo County Transit District ('SamTrans~') . 

San Francisco Bay Area Water .Emergency Transportation Authority 
(''WETA" or "San Francisco Bay Ferry'' serving Alameda, Marin, and 
San Mateo counties) 

Addressing Development Impacts on the Citywide 
Transportation System 

Ci.irrent projections indicate that over the next 30 years, the number of 
. housing units in the City will increase by 27 percent and employment will 
increase by 35 percent.10 Increased population and employment citywide 
from new devdopment will generate increased auto and transit trips as well 
increased bicycle and pedestrian travd. 

The City's tr~sportation system is ·aire~dy highly congested, including 
significant transit crowding, under current conditions. Congestion occurs 
particularly during 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. Titls 
increased travel activity will directly affect the performance of the. City's 
transportation system and constrain the City's ability to achieve its 
transportation system goals.11 

. v.J' . 

As a dense and built-out urban environment, the City does not have the 
option of physically expanding its_ roadways to accommodate more 
automobiles. Instead, the City's Transit First policy directs inv~stments 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.12 These investments include increa~ed transit capacity to relieve 
crowding on key lines as well as complete streets and bicycle facilities to 
support increased walk and bike trips. Increased bicycling has the effect of 
reducing both. auto c?ngestion and transit overcrowding. The policy thus 
benefits ~ travel modes. Those choosing to ·travel by transit, bicycle, or 
walking benefit. from improv~ents to the facilities associated with thes·e 
modes. Those choosing to drive benefit from the congestion reductiqn 
caused by the in~eased use of· these modes associated with these 
improvements. 

10 See Table 2.1inChapter2. 

11 San Francisco County Transportation Authority, San Francisco Transportation Plan 2040, Dec=b~ 2013, pp. 
13-17. 

12 City and County of San Francisco, 1996 Charter (as amended through November 2013), Section 8A.115. 
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The City employs various land use regulatory tools to reduce development 
impacts on its transportatlon system. These tools include (1) design standards 
adopted by ordinance requiring. 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 transportatlon management 
associations as a condition of project approval, and ( 4) development impact 
fee programs that identlfy and fund plan area or citywide transportation 
improvements. As mentloned under the Pupose of Report section, the TSP 
would update the City's citywide transportation dev~lopi;nent impact fee 
program by including residential development, expanding the use of funds to 
include bicycle and pedestrian modes, and providing a maximum justlfied 
amount for all development projects whether o:t; 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 trips extend across significant 
portions of the City's transportation network.13 Furthermore, all new 
development projects benefit fron;i the expenditure of TSP revenues citywide 
for the same reason that the SFMTA and SFCTA must plan for 
transportatlon . 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 separated 
bicycle lane benefits a wide variety of travelers· due to transfers within the 
Muni system and the myriad origins and destlnatlons. Furthermore, these 
improvements ··must address potential impacts to the system that extend 
acr~ss the network, for example the effect of a transit line upgrade on service 
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 ho_w transportation impacts frol;Il new development 
are measured. 

• Chapter ~ 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 comple~e streets 
component of the TSF. 

• Chapter 6 summarizes the maximum justified TSF and explains its 
relationship to area plan fees and the Transportation Sustainability 
Program (TSP). 

• Appendices provide additional tables to support the quantitative 
information provided in individual chapters. 

tW -w MW# * sa 
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2. GROWTH IN DEMAND FOR TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

'This chapter describes existing conditions, development proj ectlons, and 
other assumptions used to estimate demand on the City's transportation 
system. 

2010 Development Estimates and 2040 Projections 

Mn.112015 

The TSP nexus study is based on citywide development estimates for 2010 
and a consistent set of development projections· for 2040. These 30-year 
projections are based on the most recent estimates avail?-ble when the nexus 
study was produced. Projections were prepared by the Association of Bay 
Area Goverrunents (ABAG) for the nine-county San Francisco Bay region in 
association with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (1fl'q. These 
ABAG/MTC development projections, known as the ''Jobs Housing 
Connections" scenario, were approved in 2013 and are used for the most 
recent regional land use and transportation plan (Plan Beg Area). 

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 js projected to grow by 27 
percent while employment is projected to grow by 35 percent. Employment 
growth will be supported by both in.creased 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 increased commuting into 
and out of the· City supported by increased transit services. 

The San Francisco· Planning Department prepared estimat.es of existing and 
projected development for use in the TSP nexus study based on the 
ABAG/MTC projectio~s fo~ San Francisco. The Planning Department 
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 ne'?l policies, projects, and plans. 

The Planning Department maintains a Ii:tnd 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 
purposes, including developing countywide and neighborhood transportation 
plans and providing input to micro-simulation modeling for corridor and 
project-level evaluations. The primary purpose of the land use tool is to 
allocate ABAG's citywide forecasts to housing and employment categories 
for eac.h of the travel demand model's structure of 981 traffic analysis zones 

•5#§ f'i4lf4JW;!IAf*Oee'1~?.if Mti#§E¥W4?tktkaW¢1;;if4 ?SW-IFME' !i ?~ 
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(TAZs).14 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/MfC cityWide totals for population, households, and employment. 

The Planning Dep~ent land use allocation tool converts the ABAG/MfC 
employment by ind~stry sector to the land use categories used by the 
Planning Department and SF-CHA.11P. The Planning Department's 
economic activity categories are: 

+ Residential 

+ Management, Inform?-tion, and Professional Services 

+ Retail/Entertainment 

+ Production, Distribution, Repair 

+ Cultural/Institution/Education ,, 

+ Medical and Health Services 

+ Visitor Services. 

Table 2.1 summarizes the 2010 to 2040 growth estimates for San Francisco 
used as a basis for the nexus study. See Tables A1 and A2 in Appendix A 
for a comparison of these projections to Plan Bqy Area estimates. 

TSF and Non-TSFDevelopment 

Only a portion of the growth summarized in Table 2.1 would be subject to 
the TSF. Components of non-TSF development included in the growth 
projections are described below: 

+ Major private development projects that have already received primary 
entitlements from the City and/ or entered into development or other 
contractual agreements With the City.15 These entitlements 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 
fond substantial improvement$ to the City's transportation system to 
mitigate project impacts . 

. 14 TAZs are. small geographic areas (e.g., city blocks) used by SF-CHAM:P to aggregate trips within the 
geographic area for analysis by the model. 

15 State and local laws provide the City with authority to enter into development agreements (or ~position and 
development agreements, in the case of a Redevelopment Plan) with private 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 ordinarily impose additional fees on future 
deveiopment with areas covered by these agreements. · 

pe aw & WWW ¥¥#HA 
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Table 2.1: San Francisco Growth 2010-2040 

2010 :...2040 
' Growth 

2010 2040 Amount Percent 
Housing 

Housing Units 376,200 477,400 101,200 27% 
Households 345,900 447,000 101,100 29% 
Vacancy Rate e.1% 6.4% 

Employmertt (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 regolated py 
the respective public agency and not subject to the TSP. 

+ Pipeline development th.at ·includes both nonresidential and residential 
projects constructed from 2010 th.rough 2014 because the TSP would not 
be adopted until 2015 and could not apply to prior development. Pipeline 
· development also includes residential projects th.at have already received 
their first construction document and therefore would not be subject to a 
new fee program adopted in 2015. At the time of adoption of the TSP 
these projects would be too far along in the development process with 
permit conditions th.at would not provide for imposition of the TSF. 
Entitled or approved non-residential projects as of 2015 are excluded 
from pipeline development (and included in TSF development) because 
these projects ~ould be subject to the TSP. as an update to and · 
replacement of the TIDF. 

Major private and public development projects included in non-TSF 
development and not subject to the TSF are listed in Table 2.2 (the first two 
of the three categories described above). 

All other development would be subject to the TSF, including certain major 
projects plus development within areas of the City th.at have an adopted area 
plan. Major projects and area plans included as· part of TSF development are 
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 adc;lress impacts and prevents 
application of TSF to project. 

Candlestick Point - · Redevelopment plan provides for transportation 
Hunters Point Shipyard improvements to address impacts· and prevents 
Phases I and II application of TSF to project. 

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 
res.idential development. 

Presidio .Development regulated by a federal agency 
(Presidio Trust). 

San Francisco State Developer is a st?te agency exempt from the 
University current TIDF and has a separate mitigation 

agreement for transportation impacts. 

Transbay Redevelopment Exempt from the current TlDF based on S.F. · 
Project Area (Zone 1) Planning Code. 

University of California - Developer is a state agency exempt from the 
San Francisco Master Plan current TIDF. 

Source: San Francisco PlanninQ 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 
Island -Yerba Buena 
Island (residential only) 

Other major development 
projects currently under 
review (e.g. Mission Rock, 
Warriors, Pier 70) 

Development within area 
plans, including: 

• Balboa Park 

• Eastern Neighborhoods 

• Market & Octavia 

• Rincon Hill 

• Transit Center 
Development Plan 
(TCDP) 

• Van Ness & Market 
Downtown Residential 
Special Use District 

• Visitacion Valley1 

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 
deveiopment. 

No development agreements have been approved 
for these projects at the time of the nexus study. 
Future updates to the TSF would address the 
impact of any approved agreements that exempt 
these projects. 

Area plan transit and complete streets fees 
generally do not address citywide impacts of 
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 
(Zone 1) parcels within the TCDP would not be 
subject to the TSF (see Table 2.2). 

1 The Schlage 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 are shown in Table 2.4. 
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Table 2.4: TSF and Non-TSF Development (2010-2040) · 
Housing Units and Employment 

Non-TSF Development 
Pipeline TSF 

Major ·Develop-
Economic Activity Category Total Projects1 

Develop-
ment Subtotal ment 

Formula a b c d=b+c 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 (Jabs) 
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 Nonresid~ntial 196,900 26,200 800 27,000 169,900 
Percent 100% 13% <1% 14% 86% 

1 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 Pipeline 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 
the TIDF after 2014. 

Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, Land Use Allocation Model Output, 
December 2013; Table 2.1'. 

Measuring Transportation System Impact 

14 

The TSP 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 ~ the following 
sections. 
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Trip Generation 

The transit capital maintenance and transit capital facilities components of 
the TSF use trip generation to measure development impact on the need for 
transit service. Trips occur between origins and destinatipns such as from 
home to work, or from work to shopping, or from shopping back to home. 
Trip generation is related to travel demand, or the desire .for mobility by 
residents· and workers to access homes, jobs, shopping, recreation, and other 
activities.16 

· 

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 
trips resulting from new development require increased transit services and 
facilities to reduce impacts on currently 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. 

Trip generation estimates.for the purposes of th.is nexus study do no~ include 
pedestrian and bicycle trips. Any increase in these trips from development 
benefits the transit system by reducing demand for transit services 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 commoply applied in studies of development impacts in San 
Francisco. 

Table 2.5 converts the projections in Table 2.4 to building space for TSP 
and non-TSF development, the basis on which the TSF will be applied to 
development projects. As shown in Table 2.5 TSP development includes 
:about 54 percent of total residential growth and 87 percent of total 
nonresidential growth in building space. 

16 For the purposes of the n=s study trip generation represents ·the movement by one person on a typical 
weekday from one activity to another, and are measured as person ttips, not vehicle trips (an auto or transit 
vehicle may carry more than one person). · 

May 2015 
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Table 2.5: TSF and Non-TSF Development (2010-2040) 
Building Square Feet 

Non-TSF 
Development TSF Development 

Sq. Ft. Housing Building Housing Building 
Economic per Unit Units or Space Units or Space 
Activity or per Employ- (1,000 Employ- (1,000 
Category Employee ment sq. ft.) meilt sq. ft.) 

Formula a b c=a*b d e=a*d 
Residential 1,156 . 47,000 54,300 54,400 62,900 

Percent 46% 54% 
Nonresidential 
Management, 260 14,200 3,700 105,500 27,400 
Information & 
Professional 
Services 
Retail/ 368 3,100 1,100 22,400 8,200 
Entertainment 
Cultural/lnstitu- 350 4,000 1,400 16,600 5,800 
tion/Education 
Medical & 350 6,500 2,300 9,200 3,200 
Health Services 
Visitor Services 787 (100) (100) 5,900 4,600 

Nonresiden- 308 27,700 8,400 159,600 49,200 
tial (ex. PDR) 

Production, 597 (700) (400) 10,300 6,100 
Distribution, 
Repair (PDR) 

Total Non- 27,000 8,000 169,900 55,300 
residential 
Percent 13% 87% 

Total 62,300 118,200 
Percent 35% 65% 
Sources: Tables 2.4 and A.4. 

Total 

Housing Building 
Units or Space 
Employ- (1,000 

ment sq. ft.) . 
f=b+d g=c+e 
101,400 117,200 

100% 

119,700 31, 100 

25,500 9,300 

20,600 7,200 

15,700 5,500 

5,800 4,500 
187,300 57,600 

9,600 5,700 

196,900 63,300 

100% 
180,500 

100% 

For the nexus study, the employment density factor and trip generation rate 
for the management, information, and professional services 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 represents higher 
employment densities associated with the type of teChnology-based 
companies likely to locate in that area. · 

Table 2.6 converts the building space estimates in Table' 2.5 to estimates of 
total trip generation for TSF and non-TSF development. To be consistent 
with existing area plan impact fee nexus studies and the recently completed 
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San Francisco Citywide Nexus Anafysis,11 five of the six nonresidential economic 
activity categories are. merged into a single _category ''Nonresidential 
(excluding PDR)". The Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) category 
is maintained as· a separate category. A weighted average !riP 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 category. 

Table 2.6: TSF and Non-TSF Trip Generation (2010-2040) 

Motorized Non-TSF TSF 
Trip Development Development Total 

Generation 
Rate Building Building Bui_lding 

Economic (trips per Space Trip Space Trip_ Space Trip 
Activity 1,000 sq. (1,000 Genera- (1,000 Genera- (1,000 Genera-
CateQorv ft.) sq. ft.) ti on SQ. ft.) tion sq. ft.) ti on 
Residential 7 54,300 380,000 62,900 440,000 117,200 820,000 
Nonresidential 
(ex. PDR) 25 8,400 210,000 49,200 1,230,000 57,600 1,4-40,000 
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. 

More detail on housing unit size, employment density factors, and trip 
generation rates is shown in Appen?lx A, Tables A.3 and A.~. See Tables 
A.5 and A.6 in that appendix for more detail on the estimates of total trip 
generation used in. the nexus study. 

Trip generation from new development will cause the need for higher levels 
of transit service and increased 'transit facility capacity. Without the transit 
services and facilities to be fully or partially funded by the TSP, transit service 
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.18 

SFMTA 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 TSP such 
as the Central Subway. As shown in Figure 2.1, the number of passengers on 

17 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Citywide Nexus Anafysis, March 2014. 

18 ·san Francisco County Transportation Authority, San Francisco Transpor!ation Plan ·2040, December 2013, pp. 
13-17. 

M&4?&fi#!&95Sii;*¥?%ii#¥ 

May2015 17 



Transit S ustainabilify Fee Nexus Stut[y San Francisco Municipal Transportation A,genry 
f?¥i¥i1&¥ifi5&WiWM& 'iii& 'ri1*i%ib¥AA *N\~WJMPi h?'&#MIAA#¥&WMM%#irt5U&ifiAtH§2dW b ; &Mf* 

18 

overcrowded routes will increase from 2010 to 2040 by approximately 6,500 
passengers during the morning and afternoon peak periods. When transit 
reaches capacity, motorists that would havf'. taken transit are unable to shift 
and opt to drive, exacerbating congestion. 

Figure 2-1: Transit Passengers On Overcapacity Routes 
WithoutTSF 
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Note: "OvercapaCity" is greater than 85 percent occupancy with passengers 
measured at maximum load point ori each route. 

Source: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, personal 
communication. summarizin.g arialysis of SF-CHAMP model output, 
MLP Loads & % Contribution.xis, August 29, 2015. 

Service Popti.lation 

The complete streets component of the TSP uses service population to 
measure the linpact of new development on the need for complete streets 
(improved pedestrian and other streetscape infrastructure). Service. 
population includes both residents and· those who. work 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 stre~ts 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. infrastructure 
associated with the workday compared to the morning, evening, and 
weekend demand of a resident. Tourists and visitors are reflected in the 
growth in employment in the City's business es;tablishments that serve 
tourists 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 Frandsco 
Cirywide NexusAnafysis.19 

Assumptions used in the nexus study that convert population and 
employment to building space are shown in Table A.4. 

19 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Citywide Nexus Anafysis, March 2014. 
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3. TRANSIT CAPITAL MAINTENANCE 

The SF.MTA transit capital maintenance component of the TSP is based on 
the same methodology used to calculate the maximum justlfi.ed rates for the 
current TIDF. If adopted, the TSP would replace the TIDF. The relationship 
between development and the transit capital maintenance component of the 
TSP is summarized 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 
occurs. 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).20 

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. SFMTA's transit vehicles includ.e motor 
coaches (buses), trolley coaches (electric buses), light rail vehicles, historic 
streetcars, and cal?le . cars. Improved vehicle maintenance directly 
increases revenue service hours by reducing the arriount of time that a 
vehicle is out of service. 

+ Proportional cost: The TSP varies in direct proportion to the amount of 
trip generation of each development project 

Need For Transit Capital Maintenance 

· The TSP accommodates the impact of development by funding additional 
SFMfA transit capital maintenance to maintain the existing SFMTA transit 
LOS. Transit LOS is based on the existing number of revenue service hours 
per trip. The latest available financial data from the National Transit 
Database used to calculate the transit capital maintenance component is for 

zo As discussed in Chapter 2 (Measuring Transportation System Impact section), "trips" include both transit and auto 
trips because an increase in the former generates additional demand for transit, and an increase in the latter 
generates additional transit delays due to increased auto congestion causing a need for additional transit service. 

5§§& 
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2013 so the transit LOS calculation is based on 2013 estimates as well As 
shown in Table 3.1, SFMTA delivers 1.31 revenue service hours for every 
1,000 auto and transit trips. 

Table 3.1: SFMTA Transit Capital Maihtenance Service 
Standard 

Formula Amount 
Annual Revenue Service Hours a 3,458,000 
Days per Year b 365 
Average Daily Revenue Service Hours c=alb .9,474 
2013 Average Daily Trips (ADT)1 d 7,235,000 

·Revenue Service 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 ~013 Data Tables 
(http://www.ntdprogram.gov/ntdprogram/pubs/dt/2013/excel/DataTa 
bles.htm); Table A.5. 

The net cost per· 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 fares 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 TSP. The transit capital 
impacts of development are addressed separately fa the transit capital 
facilities component of the TSP (see next chapter). 

Use of Fee Revenues 

B&& 
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Based on the nexus approach, SFMTA may' use fee revenues from the TSF 
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 increase transit 
service. Fee revenues may not fund capital facilities costs to avoid overlap 
with the transit capital facilities component of the TSF, nor costs in the two 
categories excluded from the level of service calculation .in Table 3.2 (no.n­
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 (111,00(),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 Revenue g 
Service Hours· 9,474 

Net Annual Cost per Daily h =fig $28,594 
Revenue Service Hour 

·sources: U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration, 
National Transit Database, RY 2013 Data Tables 
(http://w'ww.ntdprogram.gov/ntdprogram/pubs/dt/2013/excel/DataTabl 
es.htm); Table 3.1. 

Maximum Justified Fee 

The maximum justified fee for the transit capital maintenance component is 
based on the net annual cost per revenue service hour converted to a cost 
per trip. The cost per trip takes into account that the fee is paid once when a 
development project receives a .building p"ermit, 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 period to provide the additional transit 
service. These calculations are shown in Table 3.3, with supporting 
calculations shown in Tables B.1 and B.2 in Appendix: B. 

23 
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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 1 c=a *b/1,000 $ 37.46 
Net Present Value Factor d 58.78 
Total Cost per Trip e-= c *d $ 2,202 
1 Auto and transit trips only. -Excludes bicycle and pedestrian trips. 
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 8.2. 

The maximum justified transit capital maintenance component of the TSF is 
based· on the· cost per trip shown in Table 3.3 multi.plied by the trip 
generation rates for each economic activity category. 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 dol~ars) 

Maximum 
Justified 

Trip Transit 
Generation Capital 

Cost Rate Maintenance 
per (per 1,000 Fee 

Economic Activity Category Trip sq. ft.) (per sq. ft.) 
Formula a b c=a*b/ 

1,000 
Residential $2,202 7 $15.41 
Nonresidential (excludino PDR) $2,202 25 $55.05 
Production, Distribution, Repair $2,202 7 $15.41 
(PDR) 
Sources: Tables 3.3 and A.4. 

Mqy2015 



San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Transit Sustainability Fee Nexus Stucfy 
BIW·' "Af'fuhAf!fi 9&&F iili ™ &¥iMl®wrnrm:&-ti?8"fuffflWWW •+w '**"*'®B*§¥ikSiifld~e@i!4'W:J 

4. TRANSIT CAPITAL FACILITIES 

The transit capital facilities component of the TSP is based on a list of 
currently planned capital projects and programs needed to accommodate 
increased transit demand from development.21 The relationship between 
development and the transit capital facilities component of the TSP is 
summarized below and explained more fully in the sections that follow: 

+ Need for expanded transit capital ··facilities: The impact of 
developrµent on the need for expanded transit facilities is' caused by 
increased transit and auto trips as discussed in Chapter 2 in the Trip 
Generation section. The fair share cost of planned transit facilities allocated 
to TSP development to accommodate this demand is based on trip 
generation from TSP development as a percent of total trip generation 
served by the plapned facility (including existing development and non­
TSP development, depending on the specific facility).22 

+ Use of TSP transit capital facilities component revenue: The benefit 
to development from the use of fee revenues is based on funding new or 
expanded transit capital facilities to support increased transit services 
including improved vehicle availability. 

+ Proportional cost: The TSP varies in direct proportion to the amount of 
trip generation of each development ?roject. 

Need For Transit Capital Facilities 

The impact of increased trip generation from development on the need for 
expanded transit capital facilities is accommodated by a list of major 
proposed projects and programs drawn from the SFMTA's most recent long­
range plans. Only projects and programs that are not fully funded with 
programmed funding are included in the TSP list of transit capital facilities. 
The total cost of each project or program is allocated to TSP development 
based on one of the following two fair share cost allocation methods: 

Method 1: If the project or program includes replacement and expansion of 
an existing transit facility then the total cost is allocated to trips 

z1 Bicycle facilities are 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 TSF. See text later in 
this chapter for more explanation. 

22 See Chapter 2 for definitions ofTSF and non-TSF development. 
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generated by existing and new (2010-2040) development beca-qse 
all development is associated with the need for the project or 
program. Existing development is based on 2010 land use and 
new development includes both non-TSP and TSP development. 

Method 2: If the project or program only provides expanded transit capacity 
needed to serve demand from new development then the total 
cost is allocated only to trips generated by new development, 
both non-TSP and TSP development, because only new 
development is associated with · the need for the project or 
program. 

As shown in Table 4.1, method 1 results in an allocation of 18 percent of the 
total cost to TSP development. Method 2 results in an allocation of 75 
percent of total cost to TSP developi;nent. 

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% r-

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 
fa~ties component of the TSP are shown in Table 4:2, with notes and 
sources provided in Table 4.3. All costs reflect 2015 dollars. The planned 
projects and programs are shown in three major facility categories: 

+ Transit service expansion and reliability improvements 

+ Improvements supporting regional 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- rrient Cost TSF 

Expenditure Category I Total ti on ment (2010· Share Cost 
Project or Program Cost M.ethod1 (2010) 2040) Subtotal Share 

Formula· b =a *x c=a*y d=b+c d=a*z a 
where x, y, z =fair share cost a/location (Table 4.1) 

SFMTA Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Improvements 
Transit Fleet Expansion $630,500 2 NA $160,800 $160,800 $469,700 
Transit Facilities 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 I ~9th 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 
1 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. 
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Table 4.3: Transit Capital Facilities (Notes & Sources) 

Project or 
Program Fair Share Cost Allocation & Funding Notes Sources 
SFMTA Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Improvements 
Transit All costs associated with additional capacity See Tables C.1 and C.2 
Fleet needed to serve 2010-2040 growth as identified 
E?<pansion in recent (2014) fleet and facility planning 

studies 1 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/ 19th would replace and increase capacity of ~xisting Transportation Authority, 
Ave. service. Total cost represents most likely cost for 19th Avenue Transit Study, 

"Longer Subway/Bridge" 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 Suooorting 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 S.F-CHAMP model 
output; 
transitCrowding_Peak_BAR 
T_Transbay_v2.xlsx, Nov. 
21, 2014). 

BARTTrain 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 Committee, 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, 
ti on 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 I 
Positive Train Control (funded). 

Transbay Allocate to all 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. 
1 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 ·,bicycle infrastructure 
improvements shift demand away from autos and transit thereby relieving 
.auto congestion, improving transit travel times, ru::id reducing transit 
overcrowding.23 However, TSF spending on bicycle infrastructure will occur 
solely from the complete streets comp~rient of the TSF (see Chapter 5). 1bis 
approach is consistent with the bicycle, pedestrian, and streetscape 
infrastructure components of the area plan fees based on current legislation 
pending before the Board of Supervisors. 

Table 4.2 calculates the potential TSF cost share (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 
calcrilate the maximum justified funding that could be provided by the TSF. 
Maximum justified TSF funding is based on applying any currently · 
programmed funding available after funding of the non-TSF cost share. 
Programmed funding is funding that has been programmed through prior 
legislative action and includes funding from: 

+ Proposition K funding from the San Francisco County Transportation 
Authority 

+ Tran~portation 2030 general obligation bond recently approved in San 
Francisco 

+ Metropolitan Transportation Commission transit core capacity challenge 
grant program for SFMTA projects that targets federal, state, and· 
regional funds to high-priority transit capital projects 

+ Caltrain funding for the Caltrain electrification project 

+ Transbay Transit Center funding from various sources 

23 The San Francis~o 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, or 
about 20 percent including shifts from auto ind transit modes (personal communication, Sep. 26, 2014); Dill, 
Jennifer and Theresa Catt (2003), "Bicycle Commuting and Facilities in Major U.S. Cities: If You Build T=, 
Commuters Will Use Them -Another Look'', TRB 2003 Annual Meeting CD-ROM; Nelson, Arthur and 
David Allen (1997), "If You Build Th=, Commuters Will Use Th=; Cross-Sectional Analysis of Commuters 
and Bicycle Facilities", Transportation Researc;h Record 1578; San Francisco Department of Parking and 
Traffic, "Polk Street Lane R=oval/Bike Lane Trial Evaluation", Report to San Francisco Board of 
Supervisors, May 16, 2001. 
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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 share. Table 4.4 shows the maximum justified 
TSF funding for the transit capital facilities component based on this 
approach. All funding reflects 2015 dollars. Detail regarding programmed 
funding is shown in Appendix Table C. 7. 

The SFM:TA has access to oth~r revenue sources to address any funding gaps 
fat 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 sources are li~ted in Tal;>le 4.5 

Use of Fee Revenues 

The SFMTA or SFCTA may use revenue from the TSF transit capital 
facilities component for any capital project that ~xpands transit service in or 
to/from San Francisco, or. directly supports the expansion of that service 
such as vehicle maintenance facilities. Eligible costs that may be funded 
include capital expenses such as project management, design, engineering, 
environmental review, land acquisition, equipment, and construction. 

As explained previously, the transh capital facilities component of the TSP 
will not be useP. to support bicycle infrastructure improvements. Instead, 
spending on bicycle infrastructure will occur from the complete streets 
component of ~e TSF. 

The TSF may· fund projects or programs that replace and expand existing 
transit facilities 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 or 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 I grammed Non-TSF ForTSF TSF Cost TSF 
Project or Program Funding Cost Share Cost Share Share Funding 

Formula a b c =a - b1 d e = d-c 
SFMTA Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Improvements I 

Transit Fleet Expansion $406,000 . $160,800 $245,200 $469,700 $224,50.0 
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 46~,900 1,949,100 - 427,800 427,800 
(Phase 2) 

Subtotal $575,600 $3,103,900 $- $850,300 $8(50,300 
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 
1 Unless negative, then $0. 
Sources: Tables 4.2 and C.7. 
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Table 4.5: Transit Capital Facilit!es 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 

• Cap and Trade 
• Prop1 B- Transportation Bond Program 
• Prop1A- High-Speed Rail Bond Program 
• Regional Transportation Improvement Program 

• State Transit Assistance for capital projects 
• State Highway OpE?ration and Protection Program 

Regional and Local Funding Programs 

• Climate Initiatives Program 
• Cost Sharing With Other Counties on Joint Projects 
• Lifeline Transportation Program 
• OneBayArea Grant Program 
• Prqp M (San Francisco vehicle registration fee) 
• Regional Measure 2 (bridge tolls) 

• 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 Projects 

Maximum Justified Fee 

~ 34&#& 

May2015 

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 per 
trip is based on the maxim.um justified funding and the total number of trips 
generated by TSF development.. 
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Table 4.6: Transit Capital Facilities Cost per Trip 

Amount 
Maximum Justified TSF Fundinq $1,756, 100,000 
Total Trip Generation 1,713,000 

Cost per Trip $1,025 
Source: Tables 4.4 and 2.6 

The maximum jus~fied fee for each economic activity category is based on 
the cost per trip shown in Table 4.6 multi.plied by the trip generi:ttion rates 
for each category. The maximum justified fee schedule is shown in 'fable 
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 th~ amount of the fee 
and ·the share of transit capital facilities attributable to each development 
projec~ 

Table 4.7: Transit Capital Facilities Component Maximum 
Justified Fee (2015 dollars) 

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 (excluding PDR) $1,025 25 $25.63 
Production, Distribution, Repair $1,025 7 $7.18 
(PDR) 

Sources: Seifel Consulting, Inc., San Francisco Eastem 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 A.4. 
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5. COMPLETRSTREETS 

The complete streets component of the TSP would fund the enhancement 
and expansion of pedestrian and other streetscape .infrastructure to 
accommodate growth. This component of the TSP is intended to maintain 
the existing level of service currently provided for pedestrians in San 
Francisco. The relationship between development and the complete streets 
component of the TSP is summarized below and explained more 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 Nexus Ana!Jsis.24 The pedestrian 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. 

+ Proportional cost: The TSP varies in direct 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 
pedestrians in the City. As discussed in detail in Chapter 2 in the Service 
Popula#on section, pedestrians include both residents and employees with 
employees also reflecting demand from visitors who use the City's business 
establishments. The combined service population of residents and employees 
for pedestrian infrastructure as calculated· by the Citywide Nexus Anafysis is 

· based.on residents plus employees weighted at 50 percent25 Employees are 
weighted lower than residents because of the lower demand for pedestrian· 
infrastructure relative to re~idents ~ess time at ·work as an employee 
compared to time at home or doing other activities as a resident). 

24 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Citywide Nexus Anafy.ris, March 2014, pp. 25-30. 

25 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Iefrastructure Level of ServiceAnafysis, March 2014, p. 44. 
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The Citywide Nexus Anafysis calculated the pedestrian LOS based on the 
amount of existing sidewalk space and the future service population. Thus 
the study assumes a pedestrian LOS of 88 square feet per capita in.the future 
compared to 103 square feet per capita currently. To compens~te for this 
conservative assumption, the pedestrian LOS assumes a cost per square foot 
that incorporates improvements to existing sidewalks with the addition of 
elements such as curb ramps, bulb-outs, and pedestri.an signals.26 

The unit cost of pedestrian ·infrastructure calculated by the Citywide Nexus 
Ana/y:ris and updated to 2015 dollars is $47.18 per square foot. This cost 
reflects a conservative set of assumptions for pedestrian infrastructure and 
reflects a range of improvement levels across the City.27 This unit cost 
specifically excludes elements of pedestrian infrastructure that may be 
required under Section 138.1 of the San Francisco Planning Code related to 
urban design standards. Under this section of the code the City may require 
certain development projects to improve pedestrian infrastructure directly 
adjacent to the project. By excluding these cost elements there is no overlap 
between the TSF complete streets component and compliance with Section 
138.1 of the Planning Code.28 

Based on the inputs described above, the co.st per capita by economic activity 
category representing the cost of pedestrian infrastructure to serve new 
development is shown in Table 5.1. 

26 Ibid, Table 18, p. 45. 

27 San Fran?sco Planning Department, San Francisco Citywide Nexus Anafysis, March 2014, Table 17, p. 29. 

2s AECOM, memorandum to San Francisco Planning Departmei;i.t regardfug San Francisco Infrastructure 
Nexus Analysis - Streetscape 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 Population Cost per 
Category capita) Sq. Ft.1 Weight2 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 
1 Cost based on $4.3:00 ($ 2013) from Citywide Nexus A~alysis, 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 · 
population to reflect relative demand for pedestrian infrastructure. 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Citywide Nexus 
Analysis, March 2014, Table 17, p. 29. 

Use of Fee Revenues 

The primary purpose of the TSF complete streets components is to fund 
capital improvements to the City's pedestrian and other streetscape 
infrastructure. As discussed in the Better Streets Plan (BSP),29 the City aims 
to improve the pedei;tcian environment for all of San Francisco's residents 
and employees. Acceptable uses pf revenue from the TSF complete streets 
component include (but are not limited to) sidewalk. paving, lighting 
installation, pedestrian signalization of crosswalks or intersections, street tree 
planting, bulb-out construction, street furnishing, landscaping, traffic 
calming, and other streetscape improvements cited in the BSP. Current 
.Planned expenditures of TSF revenue drawn from the SFMTA 20-Year 
Capital Plan are. shown in Table 5.2. The table also shows programmed 
funding for these programs with Proposition K being the only current 
source. 

29 
San Francisco Public Works Code, Section 2.4.13. 
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Table 5.2: TSF Pedestrian Infrastructure Programs 

Pedestrian Infrastructure Program Amount 
Pedestrian Strategy Corridor Proqram $363,000,000 
Striping and Signage Program 8,800,000 

Total $371,800,000 

Programmed Funding: Proposition K' (55,600,000) 

Funding Need $316,200,000 

1 P~op. K funding based on (1) ~etermining 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 
thtough FY 2034 to 2014$ for those line items, (3) determining 
the share available for SFMT A 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, 2014 
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 Supervisors ~ould 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 TSP complete streets component may 
also be used fo1; bicycle facilities. The use of the TSP for bicycle facilities is 
already justified under the transit capital facilities component (see prior 
chapter). Thus, as long as the maximum justified fees for each component 
are not exceeded, bicycle facilities may-be fund~d by either component 

Maximum Justified Fee 

38 

The maximlll? justified fee for the complete streets component is based on 
the cost and building square feet per capita by economic acti.vity category. 
The maximum justified fee is shown in Table 5.3. The variance 1n. 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, .supports a 

· reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee and the share of 
complete streets infrastructure attributable to each development project 

81¥¥!iM¥55E&¥¥#¥i 
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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 (excludini:i PDR) $2,076 r308 $6.74 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) $2,076 597. $3.48 

Sources: Tables 5.1 and A.4. 
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6. TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE 

The maximum justified trarisportatlon sustainability fee is the sum of the 
th.tee component .fees presented in Chapters 3, 4, and 5. The maximum 
justlfied TSP is shown in Table 6.1 per square foot of building space. The. 

· two transit components are subtot.aled to show the tot.al 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 tot.al fee on a 
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 Faciliti.es 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 TSP and Area Plan Fees 

As listed in Chapter 2, Table 2.3, the City has area plans th.it have their own 
separate transportation development impact fees. Pending approval of 
legislation currently before the Board of Sup~rvisors30, these fees 'Y'ould 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 mirror the proposed area plan 
fee structure. This structure is also consistent with the Citywide Nexus Anafysis 
referenced in Chapters 2 and 5 of this report 

30 Pending legislation is regarding adoption of the Citywide Nexus Anafysis referenced in Chapters 2 and 5 and 
would amend Article 4 of the Planning Code. 
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As explained in Chapter 1, the current TIDF is a citywide fee on 
nonresidential development only. Nonresidential development within a plan 
area currently pays the TIDF in addition to any area 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 address local impacts from new development 
By contrast the TSP is designed to fund citywide projects an4 programs to 
address citywide development impacts. Regardless of the separation or 
overlap 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 le~s than the 
maximum justi£ed TSF amounts shown in Table 6.1. This approach would 
ensure that new development is not overpaying for transportation impacts 
and that new development fully benefits £rpm the expenditure of fee 

· revenues. Specifically, within each plan areas the TSF should be adopted at 
less than the maximum justified amount such that: 

+ The combined amount of the adopted area plan and TSF transit fee 
components remains less th~ 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 transportation . 
fees within plan areas and a comparison with the maximum justified TSF 
·amount The maximum justified TSP is greater than the current foe 
(including the TIDF) across all economic activity categories, area plans, and 
for both the transit and complete streets fee components. In mqst 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 apprc;ipriate 
TSP am~unt to adopt and implement 

Relationship Between TSF and TSP 

42 

The TSF will be part of a larger effort, the propqsed Transit Sustainability 
Program (TSP). In addition to the TSP, the TSP includes (1) a transportation 
demand management (ID:M) program for new development projects, and (2) 
revision to the City's policies regarding evaluation of transportation impacts 
under the California Environm~ri.tal Quality Act (CEQA) consistent with 
State Guidelines adopteq pursuant to Senate Bill 743. 

The TSP nexus study and the expenditure of TSP revenues are design.ed 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, 

*** Mqy2015 
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the IDM component of the TSP includes a wide range of measures 
including measures to encourage travel by transit, bicycle, and ·pedestrian 
modes. These measures do not overlap with the TSP because: · 

+ TDM measures related to transit service are focused on transit pass 
subsidies for residents and employees of development projects to 
encourage transit use. The TSP is focused on offsetting the impact of 
increased transit use on transit capital maintenance and transit capital 
facilities costs. Furthermore, farebox revenue supported by transit pass 
subsidies only covers about one-third of total operating costs ($220 mil 
in annual ~evehue 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 pedestrians. The TSF is focused on citywide capital 
investments in bicycle facilities and pedestrian infrastructure. 

TSP Updates 

The TSP should be updated using the following two methods: 

1. Annual updates: The calculations in this nexus study are based on 2015 
dollars. The adopted TSP 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 remaip.s constant with inflation to 
fund development impacts. · · 

2. Five-year updates: The Mitigation Fee Act and the Pia.nruni Code 
require every five years that any local agency implementing a 
development impact fee !?lake findings similar to those made at the rime 
of the initial fee adoption. 31 For these ~ve 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 

. corresponding land use data for the City. 

b. Update the transit capital facilities fee component based on the latest 
available list 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 
pedestrian level of service and current cost estimates for pedestrian 
and other streetscape infrastructure. . · 

These periodic reviews and adjustments to the TSP will ensure that the 
program continues to adequately address the impacts of development on the 
City's transportation system. 

ffrilii®«Wt!t' 
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A. LAND USE PROJECTIONS & TRIP GENERATION 

ESTIMATES 

The Transit Sustainability Fe~ is based on a consistent set of development 
estimates for 2010 and land use projections for 2040. These estimates and 
projections 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 total.s were controlled to be 
within plus or min.us ·two percent of the 2010 and 2040 ABAG totals for 
population, housing, and emp~oyment. Comparisons of the Planning 
Department's citywide totals with the ABAG totals are shown in Tables A.1 
andA.2. · 

@ 
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Table A-1: San Francisco Development 2010 

Difference, 
Nexus 

Study vs. 
Nexus ABAG -
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 21 000 NA NA NA 

Total Employment 570,000 . 568,700 1,300 0.2% 
Jobs per Hbusehold 1.65 1.64 

Note: "NA" indicates that San Francisco Planning uses different employment 
categories than ABAG so comparisons are not applicable. 

Sou_rces: 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 Seivices 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 Seivices 52,200 NA NA NA 
Visitor Seivices 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, Empioyment Density, and Trip Generation Rates 

Houslli.g unit size (average square feet per housing unit) and employment 
density factors (square fee per employee) are used to convert projections of 
housing units and employment to projections of building space. Average 
housing unit size is based on the Eastern Neighborhoods Nexus Study 
completed in 2008.32 Employment density factors are consistent with those 
used in the Planning Department's land use allocation tool with one 
exception (see next paragraph). Trip generation rates are based on the most 
recent update of the TIDF completed in 2011.33 

32 Seifel Consulting, Inc., San Francisco Eastern Neighborhoods Nexus Stuefy, prepared for the City of San Francisco 
Planning Departm~nt, May 2008 

33 Cambridge Systematics with Urban Economics, Transit Impact Development Fee Update, prepa;red for the San 
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, February 2011. 
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The empl~yment density factor and trip generation rate for the Management, 
Information, and Professional Services (MIPS) economic activity category 
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 
categories. See Tables A.5 and A.6 for trip generation estimates used for the 
nexus analysis for the TSP transit capital maintenance and TSP transit capital 
facilities components, respectively. 

Table A-3: Management, Information & Professional Servi_ces 
Employment Density and Trip Generation Rate 

All 
Other 

Central City-
Formula So Ma wide Total 

Management, Information & a 45,000 74,700 119,700 
Professional Services 
Employment 
Sq. Ft. per Employee 1 b 200 276 247 
Occupied Building Space c=a·*bl 
(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.)<! ., 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 
1 "Central SoMa" and "All Other Citywide" employment density (sq. ft. per 

employee) provided by San Francisco Planning Department. "Total" density 
is the weighted average. 

2 "All Other Citywide" trip rate is from S.F. Planning Department. "Central 
SoMa" trip rate is calculated 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 Population, Building Spa~e, and Trip 
Generation Rates 

Service Population & Trip 
Building Space Genera-

Residents Gross tion per 
Square per Unit or Square Housing 
Feet per Vacancy Feet per Unit or 
Resident Rate {fo.r Housing 1,000 

or employ- Unit or Square 
Employe~e ment) Employee Feet1 

Housing 
Housing Units 498 2.32 1,156 7 

Employment 
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)2 

p·roduction, Distribution, 567 5.0% 597 7 
Repair (PDR) 
1 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 generatio~ rates); 
TableA.3. 
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Table A-5: Trip Generation 2013 

2010 Trip 
[)evelop· 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 ti on 
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=E;J. *b d e=c+d f g·= e * f 
Residential 376,000 1,156 434,700 2,700 437,400 7 3,062,000 
Nonresidential 
(ex. PDR) 510,100 308 157,100 (200) 156,900 25 3,923,000 
Production, 
Distribution, 
Repair (PDR) 59,900 597 35,800 (100) 35,700 7 250,000 

Total Trip Generation 7,235,000 

Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, Land Use Allocation Model Output, 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.) ti on 
Residential 7 434,700 3,043,000 117,200 820,000 551,900 3,863,000 
Nonresidential 
(ex. PDR)1 25 157, 100 3,928,000 57,600 1,440,000 214,700 5,368,000 
Production, 
Distribution, 
Repair (PDR) 7 35,800 251,000 5,700 40,000 41,500 291,000 
Total Trip Generation 7,222,000 2,300,000 9,522,000 
1 Trip generation rate. based on weighted average of building square feet for 20f0-2040 development by 

economic activity category and rounded to whole number. 

Sources: Tables 2.5, A.4, and A.5. 
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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 TSF. 
Table B.1 provides the source for the inflation and interest rates that are 
inputs to the model for the net present 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 Interest Rates 

Cost foflation 1 Interest Earned" 
Fiscal 

Calendar Annual Year Annual 
Year Index Rate Endina 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 2.70% 2012 104.0 1.32% 
2011 233A 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 AveraQe 2.35% Annual AveraQe 1.12% 

1 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 (htto://sftreasurer.org/reports-plans). 
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Table 8-2: 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 
Balance1 

Interest b=a*1.12% 0.66 0.65 0.65 ... 0.09 0.06 0.03 
Earnings2 I 

Expenditures" c = c (prior yr) * J1:QQ1 (1.02) J1J@ ... (2.65) (2.72) (2.78) 
2.35% 

Ending Fund d=a+b-c 58.44 58.07 57.67 ... 5.40 2.75 0.00 
Bala"r'ice 
Net Present 58.78 
Value Factor1 

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. 

1 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. 
3 Expenditures at beginning of Year 1 equal $1.00 and are infl~ted assuming all costs represent end 

of year (inflated) values. 

Source: Table B.1 (for interest and inflation rates). 
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C. TRANSIT CAPITAL FACILITIES 

Mqy2015 

This appendix provides the supporting docum~nt.ation for the. transit capital 
projects and programs .included in the transit capital facilities component of 
the TSP presented .in Chapter 4. All cost ·and funding dat.a reflect 2015 
dollars. 

• Tables C.1 and C.2 provide supporting dat.a from the transit fleet plan 
expansion project. Calculated costs reflect net fleet expansion costs to 
serve new development (2015-2040). 

• Table C.3 pruyides supporting dat.a for the transit fleet maintenance 
facilities projects. The facility plan (see t.able sources) repres~nts a 
significant re-positioning, upgrade, and expansion of SFMTA's facilities 
to serve both existing and new development. 

• Table C.4 provides supporting data for tlie 1:!'.ansit reliability 
improvements. The projects in the upper part of the t.able are to be 
implem~nted .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 t.able are 
unfunded and solely associated with increasing capacity to serve new 
development. These projects are allocated to TSP transit capital facilities 
(Table 4.2): . 

. . 
• Table C.5 provides supporting dat.a for the Geary Bus Rapid Transit 

project This project replaces and upgrades an existing transit line so it 
serves existing development and provides for capacity 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 service) 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 Plan 

Fleet 
Existing f?xpansion/ Planned 
(2015) Contraction (2040) 

Motor Goach (40') 337 (55) 282 
Motor Coach (60') 1 159 157 316 
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 up~ate 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, 2014 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 I Vision Refinement for Coach 
Facilities (Vision), Jun. 24, 2014, Table 1, p. 2. 
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Table C-2: Transit Fleet Plan Expansion Costs 

Fleet Cost per 
Expansion Vehicle Total Co~t 

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 
Li!:1ht Rail Vehicle 113 $6,000,000 $678,000,000 

Net Fleet Expansion 182. $796, 100,000 
Adjustments 

Geary Bus Rapid Transit 
Vehicles1 

(16} $1,350,000 $(21 ,600,000) 

Central Subway Light Rail 
Vehicles2 

(24) $6,000,000 $(144,000,000) 

Net Fleet Expansion Cost 
After Adjustmen~ 142 $630,500,000 

Note: 30' motor coach and 40' contingency coach vehicles are excluded 
because their fleet size is not projected to change. 

f 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. 
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Table C-3: Transit Fleet Maintenance Facilities 

Facility' Name Amount 
Motor and Trolley Coach Facilities 

Burke 
Central Bodv Repair & Paint (Muni Metro East-MME) 
Facility Expansion or New Facility (to be identified) 
Flynn 

Detail By 
lslais Creek 
Kirkland 

Facility Not 

Marin 
Available 

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 
1 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-
rev~nue generating vehicles. 

Sources: Parsons Brinckerhoff, Real E~tate and Facilities Vision for the 21st 
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 Existina Deficiencies & Provide Additional Capacity (funded)1 

5 Fulton: Outer Route Fast Track Transit Enhancements $2,aoo,ooo 
71 Haight-Noriega: Haioht 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 
lrvino Street Fact Track Transit Enhancements 2,000,000 
Mission and Silver Fast Track Transit Enhancements 400,000 
5 Fulton: McAllister Street Fast Track Transit Enhancements aoo,ooo 
10 Townsend: Sansome Contraflow Signals 1,000,000 
2a 19th Avenue: 19th Ave Transit and Pedestrian Enhancements 16,500,000 
30 Stockton: Eastern Seoment Transit Enhancements 3,400,000 
5 Fulton: Mid-Route Transit Enhancements 22,700,000 
71 Haight-Noriega: Haight Street Transit and Streetscaoe Enhancements 6,600,000 
ax Bayshore Express·: Geneva Ave Transit Enhancements a,250,000 
9 San Bruno: 11th St and Bavshore Blvd Transit and Pedestrian Enhancements 4,400,000 
N Judah: Transit Enhancements 14,600,000 
ax Bayshore Express: Mid-Route 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,a5o,ooo 
22 Fillmore: 16th Street Transit and Streetscape Enhancements - Phase 1 34,745,000 
J Church: Transit Enhancements 10,aoo,000 
L Taraval: Transit and Streetscaoe 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 $a,920,000 
22 Fillmore Seament 2 (on Fillmore) Travel Time Reduction Project 6,620,000 
2a 19th Avenue Segment 2 (in Marina) Travel Time Reduction Project 1,900,000 
30 Stockton Segment 1 (west of Van Ness) TraverTime 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 Proiect1 500,000 
M Ocean View Seament 1 (West Portal to 19th Av) Travel Time Reduction Projecfl 3,000,000 
M Ocean View Seament 2 (East of 19th Av) Travel Time Reduction Projectz .3,620,000 

Subtotal · $53,660,000 
Share 23% 

Total $231, 188,000 
1 These projects are fully funded with the largest source being the 2-014 general obligation transportation bond. 
2 T~e 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 Transportation Agency; "Muni Forward Rapid Network Capital Projects -
1.mplementation Summary" (1-page summary), May 12, 2014. 
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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 oasseni:ier 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, Attachment 3: 
Geary Cost Estimate By Element and Phase (SFMTA Board 
Presentation), Nov. 13, 2014. · · 

Table C-6: .Bicycle Facilities Program Expansion 

ProQram Element Amount 
Bicycle Network Expansion $64,825,000 
Bicycle Network Long Term Improvements 370,400,000 
Bicycle Plan Network Short Term 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 Transportation 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. K1 

Expenditure Plan ('.ategory Expen- MTC Caltrain TTC Total Pro-
I diture GO Core · Project .Project Developer gram med 
Project or Program Line Amount Bond Capacity Funding Funding Funding Funding 
Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Improvements 
Transit Fleet Expansion 15 $- $- $400,000 $- $- $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/ 19tli Ave. 1 - 71,800 71,800 

Subtotal $61,900 $70,000 $467,000 $- $- $77,800 $676,700 
Improvements Supporting Regional Transit Operators 
BART Car Expansion 17B - $- $- $- $- $- $-
BART Train Control 22B 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 
1 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 
share to the TSF project. 

Sources: Prop. K: San Francisco County Transportation Authority, 2014 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 Projects & Program Funding Notes 

Expenditure Category I 
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). ITC 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 ai:ireement. 

Transit Facilities Prop. K: Allocate 100% affine item. GO Bond: Allocate \00% 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 Prop. K: Allocate $2 mil. from line item.. GO Bond: No funds 
Network 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/ 19m Prop. K: Allocate 0% of line item. GO Bond: Does not allocate any 
Ave. 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: Allocate 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 Prop. K: Allocate 100% of line item. ITC Project Funding: Includes 
(Phase 2) all allocated and programmed funds discounted ·9,3 percent to 2015 

dollars. Excludes all planned funding. 

Bicycle Infrastructure Improvements 
Bicycle Program Prop. K: Allocate 75% of fine item based on prior and near term 
Expansion allocations (remainder for other departments and transit agencies and 

for non-capital projects). · 

Sources: See Table C.7. 
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D. AREAPLANFEES 

Table D.1 provides a schedule of current transportation fees. Each area 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 Supervisors as of 
publication of this report. The. current TIDF is added to the area plan transit 
component because the TIDF is imposed citywide on al). development 
projects. The TIDF currently only applies to nonresidential projects and not 
to residential projects. Based on the proposed legislation,- the compiete 
streets component of the area plan fees funds bicycle facilities plus pedestrian 
and other streetscape infrastructure. There is no current citywide fee for 
pedestrian infrastructure and bicycle facilities. 

Table D.2 compares 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 nonresidential development. As shown in the 
table the. maximum justified TSF is greater than the current fee across all 
economic activity categories, area plans, and for both fee components. In 
most cases the maximum justified TSF is more than 50 percent greater than 
the current fee. · 
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Table D-1: Existing Transportation Fees (fee p~r sq. ft.) 

In ere- Complete 
mental Total Transit Streets 

Area Plan I Fee Area Area City-
Economic Activity (TCDP Plan Transit wide 
Category Only) Fee1 Share Fee TIDF2 ·Total Share Total 

Formula b 
c= d e= 

f 
g= 

a 
a*b c+d a *f. 

Balboa Park 
Residential 9.71 12% 1.17 - 1.17 38% 3.69 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 1.82 12% 0.22 14.14 14.36 38% 0.69 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.46 7.46 0% -
Market & Octavia 
Residential 10.92 22% 2.40 - 2.40 44% 4.80 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 4.13 20% 0.83 14.14 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% - 14.14 14.14 0% -
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.46 7.46 0% -
Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District 
Residential 1820 22% 4.00 - 4.00 44% 8.01 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 18.20 45% 8.19 14.14 22.33 30% 5.46 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.46 7.46 0% -
Visitacion Valley 
Residential 5.56 0% - - - 45% 2.50 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) - 0% - 14.14 14.14 45% -
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.46 7.46 0% -
Eastern Neiahborhoods - 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% 2.48 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.46 7.46 0% -
Eastern Neighborhoods - General - Tier 2 
Residential 14.56 10% 1.46 - 1.46 31% 4.51 
Nonresidential (excfudino PDR) 12.14 53% 6.43 14.14 20.57 34% 4.13 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.46 7.46 0% -
Eastern Neighborhoods - General - Tier 3 
Residential 19.42 10% 1.94 - 1.94 31% 6.02 
Nonresidential (excludino 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) 

lncre· Complete 
mental Total Transit Streets 

Area Plan I Fee Area Area City· 
Economic Activity (TCDP Plan Transit wide 
Category Only) Fee1 Share Fee TIDF2 Total Share Total 

Formula B c= 
d 

e= 
f 

g= 
.a a*b c+d a *f 

Eastern Neighborhoods - Affordable Housing ZQnes • Tier 1 · 
Residential 9.71 63 . 0.58 - 0.58 43 0.39 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) . 7.28 853 6.19 14.15 20.34 43 0.29 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 03 - 7.46 7.46 03 -
Eastern Neighborhoods - Affordable Housing Zones - Tier 2 
Residential 14.56 63 0.87 - 0.87 43 0.58 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 12.14 853 10.32 14.15 24.47 43 0.49 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 03 - 7.46 7.46 ·03 -
Eastern Neighborhoods - Affordable Housing Zones • Tier 3 
Residential 19.42 63 1.17 - 1.17 ' 43 0.78 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 16.99 853 14.44 14.15 28.59 '43· 0.68 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 03 - 7.46 . 7.46 03 -
Transit Center District Plan· FAR Up To 9:1 
Residential 4.39 4.39 NA;) 4.39 - 4.39 NA;) NA;s 

Office, Retail, Institutional 4.39 . 4.39 NA"· 14.39 14.14 18.53 NA" NA;) 

Hotel 4.39 4.39 NA;) 4.39 14.14 18.53 NA;) NA;s 

Industrial 4.39 4.39 NA" 4.39 7.46 11.85 NA" NA" 
Transit Center District Plan - FAR 9:1 to 18:1 
Residential .6.58 7.68 NA;) 7.68 - 7.68 NA" NA;s 

Office, Retail, Institutional 21.40 15.09 NA" 15.09 14.14 29.23• NA" NA' 
Hotel 8.78 8.78 NA" 8.78 14.14 22.92 NA" NA;s 

Industrial 4.39 4.39 NA;) 4.39 7.46 11.85 NA~ NA" 
Transit Center District Plan - FAR Above 18:1 
Residential 3.29 9.97 NA3 9.97 - 9.97 NA3 

· NA" 
Office, Retail, Institutional 10.97 25.71 NA;) 25.71 14.14 39.85 NA;) NA;s 

Hotel 3.29 11.51 NA" 11.51 14.14 25.65 NA" NA" 
Industrial 4.39 4.39 NA" 4.39 7.46 11.85 NA;) NA;s 
1 For TCDP, average fee for projects with 9:1to18:1 FAR based on maximum possible amount (18:1 

FAR), or 1003 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 incremental fees summed. No incremental 
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). · 

3 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). 
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Area Plan I 

Table D-2: Existing Vs. Maximum Justified Transportation 
Fees (fee per sq. ft.) 

Economic Activity Category Transit Complete Streets 

Max. . Differ- Differ- Max. Differ- Differ-
Cur- Justi- ence · ence Cur- Justi ence ence 
rent tied (amt.) (%) rent -tied (amt.) (%). 

· Balboa Park 
Residential 1.17 22.59 (21.42) (95%) 3~69 8.34 (4.65) (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%) - 3.48 (3.48) (100%) 

Market & Octavia 
Residential 2.40 22.59 (20.19) (89%) 4.80 8.34 . (3.54) (42%) 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 14.98 80.68 (65.70) (81%) 2.52 6.74 (4.22) (63%) 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) 7.46 22.59 (15.13) (67%) - 3.48 (3'.48) (100%) 

Rincon Hill 
Residential - 22.59 (22.59) (100%) 8.25 8.34 (0.09) (1%) 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 14.15 80.68 (66.53) (82%) - 6.74 (6.74) (100%.) 
Production, Distriqution, 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%) 5.46 6.74 (1.28) (19%) 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) 7.46 22.59 (15.13) (67%) - 3.48 (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%) - 3.48 (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%) 2.48 6.74 (4.26) (63%) 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) 7.46 22.59 (15.13) (67%) - 3.48 {3.48) (100%) 
Eastern Neighborhoods -: General - Tier 2 
Residential 1.46 22.59 {21.13) (94%) 4.51 8.34 (3.83) (46%) 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 20.58 80.68 60.10) (74%) 4.13 6.74 (2.61) (39%) 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) 7.46 22.59 (15.13) (67%) - 3.48 (3.48) (100%) 
Eastern Neighborhoods - General - Tier 3 
Residential 1.94 22.59 (20.65) (91%) 6.02 8.34 (2.32) (28%) 
Nonresidential (excludinq 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-

Area Plan/ 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 . 22.59 (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 22.59 (21.72) (96%) 0.58 8.34 (7.76) (93%) 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 24.47 80.68 (56.21) (70%) 0.49 6.74 (6.25) (93%) 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) 7.46 22.59 15.13) (67%) - 3.48 (3.48) (100%) 
Eastern Neiahborhoods ·Affordable Housin ':1 Zones - Tier 3 
Residential 1.17 22.59 (21.42) (95%) . 0.78 8.34 (7.56) (91%) 
Nonresidential (excludina PDR) 28.59 80.68 (52.09) (65%) 0.68 ·6.74 (6.06) (90%) 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) 7.46 22.59 .(15.13) (67%) - 3.48 (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 9:1to18:1 TCDP does not allocate fee to. 
Residential 7.68 30.93 (23.25) (75%) transit and complete streets 
Office 29.24 87.42 (58.18) (67%) components so total TCDP fee 
Hotel 22.93 87.42 (64.49) (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 Transportation Sustainability Fee: Economic Feasibility Study 

I. 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- 2040.1 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 
b~ing 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 thafin order to meet current need and future demand, the 
City would need to.invest $10 billion in transp~rtation infrastructure through 2030, which will require 
$6.3 billion in new revenues.2 

The Transportation Sustainability Program (TSP) is an initiative to·improve and ·expand San Francisco's 
transportation system. This economic feasibility study presents findings of an economic evaluation of 
the potential ir:npact 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 
maint~nance. 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 st!..!dY 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 absorption, 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 fea~ibility overall. 

This report presents the following information: 

I. Introduction- describes the purpose of the study and its organization. 
II. Summary of Findings- summarizes the results of the economic feasibility analysis. 

Ill. 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 Environm~ntal Quality 
Act (CEQA)/ Level of Service (LOS) reform, and Citywide Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM). 

1 Association of Bay Area Governments,. Projections 2013. 
2 For more inform~tion on the Mayor's 2030 Transportation Task Force, please visit: 
http://transportation2030.sfplanning.org 
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IV. 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. 

V. Cost an·d Time Savings from CEQA/ Level of Service Reform-describes the potential cost and 
time savings for environmental review that may occur with the TSP and analyzes what savings 
may occur for the ten development prototypes with TSP. 

VI. 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.") 

VII. 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). 

VIII. Conclusion 
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. II. Summary of Findings 
This economic feasibility study evaluates the potenti~I impact of the proposed Transportation. 
Sustainability Program (TSP) on ten prototypical development types (prototypes) cdmmonly 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.3 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. Impact of Base Case TSF on New Development 

The Transportation Sustainab.ility 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 st'udy 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" scen~rio.4 (See Section Ill.A for a more detailed description of the proposed TSF.) . 

For non-residential development, the Base Case TSF ra.tes 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 
P,Otential 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 le.ast 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 17quivalent 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 have 'a major impact on overall project feasibility or resulting housing costs. 

Th.e impact of the additional fee· on residential uses is partially mitigated in situati.ons where a 
project is eligible for a prior-use credit, area plan fee credit or predevelopment time and co~t . 
savings due to CEQA/LOS Reform (as described in the next section). 

3 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. · 
4 The Base Case TSF levels <1re defined as the fee rat~s 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/ftjJ/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/committees/materials/lu120524tdr.pdf 
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• In neighborhoods 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 CEQA/LOS 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: 

• If a project is currently required to undertake a transportation Level of Service (LOS} analysis, 
~he TSP will provide modest economic benefits if the level of envirqnmental review remains the 
same. 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 evaluated in this study. For two of these prototypes, the combination of consultant 
cost savings and predevelopment saving~ could fully offset the impact of the Base Case TSF. 

• Projects th_at 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 
prototyp~s 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 co?t savings of about $560,000 in environmental 
consultant/Planning Department fees and predevelopment time savings of 5 mcmths, 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 savi~gs 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 imp-act on RLV with and without predevelopment savings. 

C. Transportation 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:5 

Alternative TSF Scenarios for Sensitivity Analysis (2015 Dollars) 
Base Case 125%TSF 150% TSF 250%TSF Maximum 

Use TSF{$/GSF) ($/GSF) ($/GSF) ($/GSF) Justified Fee 
(not modeledj6 

Residential $6.19 $7.74 $9.29 $15.48 $30.95 
Non-residential $14.43 $18.04 $21.65 $36.08 $87.52 
PDR7 ,$7.61 n/a n/a n/a $26.09 

The sensitivity analysis results indicate that: 

• 

• 

The financial impact offees 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-resiqential 
development, without consideration of fee credits or predevelopment savings. This level of 
in~rease would not have a major impact on overall project feasibility or resulting housing costs 
in neighborhoods where most 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 st,Jbstantively 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 lever 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 a.nd other development costs, new development will be more 
sensitive to higher impact fees. 

For all of these reasons, and as further described in the final chapters 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. 

5 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). 
6 Maximum Justified Fee is not modeled but is pr~sented 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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Ill. Description of Proposed Transportation Sustainability Program 
The Transportation Sustainability Program (TSP) is an initiative intended to improve and expand 
San Francisco'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 Francisc.o does not change its cur.rent 
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 inyesting 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.8 Caltrain ridership has grown by 
60% in the last decade. Ridership on Muni is projected to increase by 300,000 trips per day (or 43%) by 
2040.9 Significant design measure!; need to be implemented to ma~e it safer for cyclists and pedestrians 
to navigate San Francisco's heavily-trafficke:d streets. 

. . 
The TSP will help fund transportation improvements 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 project goals include: 

• Make it easi-er 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 cho<?se . 

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 trc;iins, helping to accommodate new residents and 
new members of the workforce. 

• Modernize Environmental Review: Make the review process 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 ne"':' 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 onJsite 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 

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 tr'ains while creating safer 
streets. When combined with other anticipated funds, improvements could include: 

• More Muni buses and trains. Expa.nd 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 ~hat 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 Sµstainability 
~rogram website and the 2015 TSF Nexus Study.10

) 

' 
The TSF econ9mic feasibility study evaluates the impact of the proposed TSF at various potential fee 
levels on prototypical developments. Table 1 compares the currentTIDF fee rates (referred to as Base 
Case Tl.PF in this study) with the rates contained in the 2012 Draft TSF_ Ordinance (with dollar amounts 
adjusted for inflation to 2015 dollars), ~nd 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 descri.bed in Chapter Vll.11 

Table 1. Existing TIDF vs. 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance Rates 

Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF) Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) 
(Base Case TJDF: Existing 2015 Fee) (Base Case TSF1

) 

Use Fee [$/GSF] Use Fee [$/GSF] 

Management/Information/Professional $13.87 
Residential 

$6.19 

Services (MIPS) 

Retail/Entertainment $14.59 Non-residential $14.43 

Cultural/Institution/Education $14.59 PDR $7.61 

Medical $14.59 

Visitor services $13.87 
Note: 

Museum $12.12 1 Fee rates from the 2012 ordinance have been 
adjusted for inflation to 2015 dollars, and non-
residential fee categories have been consolidated, 

Production/ Distribution/Repair (PDR) $7.46 
consistent with other existing impact fees, as shown in 
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 

10 Transportation Sustainability Program website: http://tsp.sfplanning.org 
11 The Base Case TSF leyels 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.sfbos.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 Sustainability Fee proposal, residential projects inside some plan areas woul.d receive a 
credit for the transit portion of the area plan impact fee.12 

B. California Environmental Quality Act and Level of Service Refotm 

Over the last 2 years, the City of San Franciscq and the State of California have been actively working on 
Level of Service (LOS) reform and on improveme~ts 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 ~elping. 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).13 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 ~s areas within Yz mile of a major transit stop, which encompasses most 
of the developabl~ area of San Francisco.14

' 
15 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 withi.n transit priority areas 
that promote the " ... reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal 
transportation net.works, and a diversity of land uses." 

On August 6, 2014, QPR published the Updating Transportation Impacts Analysis in the CEQA Guidelines 
document, in r~sponse to SB 743.16 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, althc:>Ugh 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 

12 Projects in the Transit Center District Plan (TCDPi do not receive a TSF area plan fee reduction- referred to as a 
fee credit- as the Transit Center Transportation and StreetS Fee is designated to address the substantial impacts 
on .transit associated with such a high density development. Projects in the Rincon Hill and Visitacion Valley area 
plans also do not receive a TSF area plan fee credit, since these area plan fees do not include a transit component. 
13 SB 743 can be found on-line at: 
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill;_id=201320140SB743 
14 Public Resources Code, Chapter 2.7, Division 13, Section 21099. "Modernization of Transportation Analysis for 
Transit-Oriented Infill Projects." 
15 A "transit priority area1

' 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 a bus or ra'il transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes 
with a frequency. of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute 
periods. 
16 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 t~e project's trips on the surrounding 
. roadway network; conducting traffic counts; and running a traffic simulation 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-entitlement process) does a developer fully realize if a 
project's traffic impact would necessitate-a higher lev·e1 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 ~he 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 (TOM) Development" 

One goal of the TSP is to minimize single-driver car trips while m·aximizing 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 
vehicl~ (SOV) trips through programming and policies that encourage walking, bicycling, public or 
private transit, carpooling, and other alternative modes. Transportation Demand Management 
measures include both project design measures (such as way-finding signa·ge or bicycle parking) and 
operational measures (such as employer transportation programs). The Caiifornia Office of Planning a·nd 
Research has recommended the use ofTDM trip reduction strategies in-the preliminary CEQA guidelines 
to implement Senate Bill 743.17 

San Fr.ancisco is studying the benefits of implementing TDM measures on the choice of transportation. 
mode. The City's policies already require manyTDM measures-for instance, the Planning Code requires 
residential developments to include a certain number of Class I and Class II bicycle parking facilities.18 

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 no~ 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 TOM measures, 
nor any p,otential legislative changes to TOM requirements, as these TDM measures and legislative 
changes are not yet defined. 

17 http://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/Final_Preliminary_Discussion_Draft_of_Updates_lmplementing_SB_743_ 
080614.pdf 
18 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 feasibility. 
• 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) 
I . . 

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) over a series of meetings held during 2014 and 2015. The methodology 
leverages prior economic analyses and reports that "!'ere prepared when the TSP was originally being 
c~nceptualized in 2009 through 2012, as well as other studies that the City has commissioned to 

. evaluate proposed modifications 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, pleas~ 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 curr~nt 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. Selection of Development Prototypes 

The fir~t 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 develbpments citywide that would see changes as a result of the· 
TSP. The study placed gr·eater emphasis on residential prototypes since the TSF propo.sal represents a 
new fee on residential uses. Seifel worked with City staff to identify common development types 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. · 

The residential prototypes were also designed to represent the broad range of development sizes that 
would li.kely be built in San Francisco. Figure 2 (following page) illustrates typical residential project sizes 
constructed in 2904-2014 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 i.n 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 P~oduction and 
Current Development Pipeline, by Development Size 

Distribution of Housing Units Constructed by Development Size, 2004-2014 

II Single Family 

112-4 Units 

1!1.15-9 .Units 

Ill 10-19 Units 

Iii 20-49 Units 

flil50+ Units 

Distribution of Housing Units in Pipeline by Development Size. 

II Single Family 

112-4 Units 

ili.5-9 Units 

11110-19 Units . 

l!l 20-49 Units 

.. .. ·~ 

El 50+ Units {Non-major Development Project) 

~ 50+ Units {Major Development Project) 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department; 2014 San Francisco Housing Inventory Repol}:; San Francisco · 

Development Pipeline, Q3 2014. 

Note that the following Major Development Projects a.re subject to agreements with developers to implement 

specific trar:isportation improvements a·s 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; ~ransbay Redevelopment Project Area 

(Zone zone 1); Treasure Island/Verba Buena Island {residential only}; UCSF; and Park Merced {residential only). 
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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 (SO units or more). 

About half of these housing units in larger developments (50 units or more) are located in major 
development projects with devel_opment 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 wou!d 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 b~ 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 P!ans. 

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 er:ivironmental review scenarios. Where possible, 
prototypes were selected to correspond with those analyzed in the concurrent Affordable Housing 
Bonus .and Central So Ma feasibility analyses, i!'J order to ~i:isure 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 rev'enue and cost assumptions were developed based on developer input and data 
gathered from a variety of real estate professionals; includi!'lg 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 
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1 Corresponds with Affordable Housing Bonus I Central SoMa feasibility studies. 
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Geary Ave1 

Small residential mixed-use, 8 units 

Van Ness Ave1 

Medium residential mixed-use, 60 units 

Outer Mission1 

Medium residential mixed-use, 24 units 

Mission 
Small reside'ntial mixed-use, 15 units 

CentraE Waterfront 
Large residential mixed-use, 156 units 

EastSoMa1 

Medium residential mixed-use, 60 units 

EastSoMa1 

Large office, 224k sq. ft . 

EastSoMa1 . 
Large residential mixed-use, 141 units 

A Transit Center 
V Large residential, 229 units 

~ Transit Center 
W Large office, 320k sq. ft. 
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Table 2. Overview of Economic Feasibility Study Prototypes1 

1. Geary Ave2 

(small residential mixed 
use) 

2. V~n· Ness Ave2 

(medium residential" · 
mixed use) ·· 

3. Outer Mission2 

(small residential mixed 
use) 

. 4. Mission· 
(sm~ll residential mixed 
use)' .. 

5. Central Waterfront 
(large residential mixed 
use) 

6. East So!Yla2 

(medium r:esid~ntiaf.". 
mixed use)' · 

7. East SoMa2 

(large office) 

· 8. East SoMa2 '·. 
.~ .' 

(large r:esideiltial mixed· : ,; 
·use)... . 

9. Transit Center 
(large residential) 

· 1_0. Tra·nsit. Center 
(large office) 

:·, .. 

i.otAre·~ 
: (S_c.juare Feet) 

5,000 

2~,300 

14,400 

6,QOO 

35,000 

-,··:.·' 

. jo;oqo 

35,000 

15,000 

15,000 

:20,Q.OO 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department. 

Notes: 

1 
Numbers rounded to nearest 100. 

Housing 
UnitS. 

8 

60-

24 

15 

156 

. . ~ ... .. 

··-·. 

128 

229 

Residential 
(Net Square 

Feet) 

Non·-residential_ 
(Net Square Feet) 

.. -::.·· 

.. > . 

8,800 

.. 
·s~,800. 

30,000 

14,300 

118,800 

,. ' l, : 

• . 

~ , .. 
.. . , 

: · . 

~3,1QO" . ' 

1,400 (retail) 

2,900 (retail) 

2,300 (retail)· 

4,500 (retail) 

4,:soo (reta!il 

224,400 
- (202,100 office and 

22,300 retail) 

. . ' 

t19,800. 

241,300 

·, ._· · ~- . · -: - ~20~36Cr 

- :: (3o7,soo office' and' 

.. : 12,800 retail) 

··Area Plan 

None 

None 

Eastern 
Neighborhooas 

Eastern 
Neighborhoqds 

· .: E~stern 

Kleigh.bornC!oc:!s. 

Eastern 
Neighborhoods 

. Eiistern 
N¢igh_borhciods 

Transit Center 
District Plan 

(TCDP) 
.. - ....... ; 

. TCDP.. 

2 
Prototype corresponds with prototypes studied in the Affordable Housing Bonus/ Central So Ma fe~sibility studie~. 
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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 hi 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 developmenfvalue or 
total development cost, according to the Urban Land lnstitute).19 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 pr~development 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.20 

·As described further in Chapter V, transportation is just one 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. 

13 As described in Chapters 2 and 3 in "Finance for Real Estate Development," Charles Long, ULI, 2011. 
2° 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 Prototypes1 

Pr9totype 

1. Geary Ave 
(small residential mixed use) 

2. Van-Ness Ave 
·· (medium residential mixed 
,. use)° .. 
3. Outer Mission 

(small residential mixed use) 
4. iVli~siori -~ 

(smd!l residential mixed us.e) 
5. Central Waterfront 

(large residential mixed use) 
6;_ Eas~ sqMa · ·.· 

(medium residential m,ixed . 
use)' . - ·.· . ·- . . 

7. EastSoMa 
(large office) 

s; .E..~s.~ ~P.1\11~· .. · · .• 
·· (large res.Jdentlql rilixecl use) 

9. Transit Center 
(large residential) 

· iO. Transit Center .. · · · · ;:,. . · 11~~ge; offer;:~)·' ·> . -. 

TIDF· .. · 

c201s teer .. 
fa]" .· 

$18,900 

. . 
., . 

$0 

$0 

$17,800 

. $3,600 

$3,388,100 
... 

$109;,400 

$0 
.. 

$5;_346,0QO 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, 2014. 

Notes: 

' 

J:I:ase Case .T~F2,. 
[b] 

... 

$88,800 

.. 

$45$,9o"p 
'• ... 

$42,400 

$55,700 
: 

$421,700 

.. 
·· ... _$263,,a~o 

$3,510,800 

'• 

$1,041;400 ... . . . . 

$2,059,700 

$5,551,200 

·: TSF Ai~a' Plan· 
. ·' • 3 

... Credit ·· 
fc] 

$0 

; 

. -TSF NetFee .. • ..t 

(lncr:e.as·e over 
existi_ng foe~) 

{q-a+c] 

$69,900 

$0 ·'· . $458,900 

$0 $42,400 

. ($14,300). 

($168,300) $249,900 

$12°7~660 
I 

:· ... ..: 

$0 $122,700 
. . 

'· ... •($~92,800) ··' $639,200-. .. 
.·~~. - ... . .. . ... 

$0 $2,059,700 

' .. . .. ' ... 

·' ·~ . $0: . .. : $205,2QO 

1 Numbers rounded to nearest $100. Some numbers may not precisely subtract due to rounding. 

2 Fee rates from the 2012 draft TSF ordinance 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 a_pplied for eight prototypes (PrC?totypes 1 through 8), reflecting 
typical conditions for infill sites. 

3 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 ar.ea 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 I.and 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 development risk, including the timeline it takes to complete the development, the 
uncertainty of ~uture developme1_1t 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 Iand.21 

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 s~ft construction costs and target developer margin).22 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. 23 The next chapter describes the potential predevelopment cost­
and time savings in greater detail. 

21 The Urban Land Institute (LILI} 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, LILI, 2011. 
22 As part of the economic evaluation process, Seifel compared the projected develo_pmentvalues, 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 proforma 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 proformas, 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 proformas. 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. 
23 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 I Level of Service Reform 
As previously described, the removal of LOS ~malysis under CEQA r1=form 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~ime 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 Ti~e Savings 

The time savings that an individual project may experience would vary depending on its level of required 
enviro'.lmental 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 !=lement 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 an~ 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 ~ssociated .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 n<;>t be as great as the potential CEQA time sayings. 
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Table 4. Average CEQA Document Time Savings due to CEQA/LOS Reform3 

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 6 months 5 months 
Exemption {CPE) 

Mitigated Negative 12 months 9 months 3 months 
Declaration '(MNI;>) 

Environmental Impact 22 months 18 months 4 months 
Report (EIR) - Focused1 

Environmental Impact 32 months 32 months 0 months 
Report (EIR) - Full2 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, 2014. 

Notes: 

1 A "Focused EIR" would include the analysis of select environmental topics (typically four or fewer). 

2 A "Full EIR" would include the analysis of all or most of the environmental topics. . . . 

3 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 Evaluation) 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.24 

Under CEQA/LOS reform, fee amounts for Planning Department environmental rev!ew and SFMTA 
transportation review will remain the same f~r projects that do not experience any change in the type of 

24 Based on Planning Department interviews with environmental consultants in 2014, the cost savings associated 
with the removal of the LOS analysis from the transportation study are estimated to be about 25% of the 
transportation stud_y costs for all projects, regardless of size. · 
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environmental document required. For instance, 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 Pianning Department and SFMTA transportation fees wo_uld 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. 

HowE?ver, a project may experience greater cost savings if the removal of the LOS analysis results in 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, CEQAjLOS reform would also result in greater certainty for project 
sponsors, as described ear.lier. 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 help 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 predevelopmer:it 
process for all projects, not just those ·benefitting f~om 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 qf 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 th.e 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 El Rs (typically from area plans) from which the project-level environmental 

review documents could be tiered (where applicable}. 

• Planning Department guidelines and standard practices for environmental review as of March 
2015. 

The Planning Department identified the technical studies that would be required on the topics of 
transportation25

, air quality, noise, hazardous materials, wind, sh!ldow, archeological resources, geology_ 

25 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. Tf:ie level of environmental review was based on the findings typically associated 
with the conclusions of those studies. 

The current level of enviro.nmental revfew 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 environ!11ental 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 envi~onmental 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 ther~ 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. 26 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 unavoidabie traffic.impact that would trigger the preparatio". of a focused EIR 
under current practice. Prototype 5 !s 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 fiv.e months.27 

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 1through4 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 

26 For the purposes of this analysis, it was assumed that the governing environmental documents woul~ enable this 
to occur. 
27 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 imp.act 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 

Environmental Review Time Savings .. · Environmental Review Cost Savings" 
'. 

Environmental. Environmental .' Predevelopment · , ·planning Dept. ·Estimated Total 
" Review Document.: · ~evie~ Document: Period Time Environmental . Cdnsultaot Cost . Environmental 

'" ., TIDF (Existing)' . TSP (Proposed) s .· 3 ,F.ee Sayings Savings Cost Savings av1rigs. 
· Prototype 

1. Geary Ave 
Class 32 CatEx Class 32 CatEx None $0 $0 $0 

(small residential mixed use) 

. 2. Van Ness Ave ' ... '• 

Class 32 CatEi( Clas_s 32 .catEx None· " $0 $0 $0 
(medium',residential mixed use) 

3. Outer Mission Class 32 CatEx Class 32 CatEx None $0 $0 $0 
(small residential mixed use) 

. 4. MissiOn " 

(small residential mixed use) 
CPE CPE None $0 $0 .$0 

5. Central Waterfront 
CPE + Focused EIR CPE 5 months $386,300 $175,000 $561,300 

(large residential mixed use) 

6. East Sol\Jla 
·- ,, 

$0' 
-. 

$.0 '' $0 
(medium residential mix~d use)';, 

CPE CPE' None .. 
' . '' :: 

7. EastSoMa 
CPE +Focused EIR CPE +Focused EIR 5 months4 $0 $95,000 $95,000 

(large office) 

8. EastSoMa '• " 

' (large resid~niiaf.mixeiuse} ,CPE CPE · 5 mo~ths4 $0 $25,opo $25,000 ·.. . . 
9. Transit Center 

CPE CPE 5 months4 $0 $25,000 $25,000 
(large residential) -

10; Transit Center .· 
.. .. 

CPE .... . CPE 5 months4 
" .$0· .$50,000 $50,000 

(large office) ,, : .. ·•' 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, 2014 
Note: Numbers rounded to nearest $100. 
1 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. 

2 These cost savings do not include potehtial predevelopment savings associated with lower predevelopment carrying costs due to a shorter entitlement timeline, which 
is evaluated in the land residual models. 

3 The predevelopment period includes both the environmental review and the entitlement process. Thus, changes to the environmental review timeline m13y not · 
translate directly to equivalent time savings in the predevelopment period. 

4 Time savings due to dissolution of transportation LOS analysis requirement. 
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VI. Results From Analysis ~f 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 
developi:nent 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 
offees at the "Base Case TSF" levels and CEQA/LOS reform).28 Given the variability in key cost factors for 
real estate development across San Francisco ;;ind 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 
ongoing feasibility. 

N,on-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 ret!'lil 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 Ill for more information regarding existing and proposed 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, 29 this 
translates to a potential inc~ease in fees for the Base Case TSF scenario of about $7,400 per unit, 
or about 1-2% of direct construction cost depending on the type of construction and level of fee credits. 

CE QA/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 environmental analysis 
during the environmental process. . · 

• Potential for reduced carrying costs {for private capital) on predevelopment expenses resulting 
from time savings of up to five months in the review process.30 

28 As described in Chapter IV, the Base Case TSF s~enario 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 ~ssumes predevelopment costs (including land) 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 
val~e, 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 th~ prototypes range from about 
10-20% of revenues, which is consistent with many recent development proformas that were reviewed 
for this study.31 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 a·nalysis indicates that this is the case for Prototype 3.32 While the imposition of the Base 
Case TSF will not cause develop.ments 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 stre.amlining benefits (Prototypes 1 through 4 and Prototype 6}. The remaining five 
prototypes could potentially benefit from reduted 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 ~esults in an increase in 
residual land.va!ue 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 111, 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 Ba~e Case TSF is about the same as the TIDF, while residential 
developments experience the greatest increase !n 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 lo'}. 
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. 

31 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. 
32 The ~LV 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 oater neighborhoods may not 
generate sufficient development value to enable developers to pay for property at its current market value 
(particularly considering many infill sites have existing development thqt 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 

·_Prototype -

··l 

1. Geary Ave. 
(Small Res. Mixed-use) 

~.·, 

2; Van.Ness-.Ave 
(o/lei,i_iµm Re_s. Mixed-use) 

3 .. Outer Mission 
(Small Res. Mixed-use) 

c..>,. . . '" " 
-J 4. Mission · " · 
~ (Sm~irne~;)vlixed-use) .: 

5. Central Waterfront 
(Large Res. Mixed-use) 

6.:East.-SoMa. 
(Medlu~ Res, .. Mi1<ed~u~·e1 .. 

7. EastSoMa 
(Large Office) 

8._:East-SoM"' _ ... 
(l~r.ge -Res. Mixed-us!'!} 

9. Transit Center 
(Large Residential) · 

1o::·r-i:ansit .Center : · 
(L~rge Office)" . . . 

Base Case TIDF Impact oi:i Residual Land Values (RLV) Under Base Case TSF Scenario 

Base Case 

TIDf: .... 
·RLV .. · 
--~a] " 

$2,050,200 

ease ·cas~·.rsF. 

_ ~evem!es,:' 

·:· .. :,::, ':Ri:ii:with' -,. . ,_RLVWlthout-
~~edevelopmetit .s~vlng_s (Credit)-__ · Prede1_1~iopniei:Jt,Sa.vlngs ;- - ·Predevel111lmen~ Sailings 

Base Case I I F_ee.lncrease; ·-'· . - . . - -_:·--._· .. _ -.-:- ;:. l:. --~ .. -- -,.'. 
· . (Compared.to . ---, , .:' .· . . - - . Base 'case ·· ·· ··Base Case · · · · .. . · ·:T1 e Savm -- · -. . . T!,~,F.. · _Fee<::red_1t ·Existing Fees_ :-i;nvironrriental · . m ... .,._. -~. Total Cost: TSF- .· , : J:SF '- · 1,' --:· --. .. 

_-RLV-.as % of. -. .- _ "Under Base-, - · - S i · , (Predev.elop~ent Savings. . _ ·.: % Cl'\ange . - RLV . , ·. %, Ctian_ge . 
_ . . "_ -,Cost iiv_ngs_ .Car Savingsh< · . · · -.: RLV J · 

, pi_s_eTIQ.Fl.: [cl . C[df .,.: [e=:c+d] · . [a~-e] ... -_ [a-b] 
'[b] ;, .. ;--," ' ·'-

....... , .i ••• • 

23% Prior Use· 1 $69,900 $0 $0 $0 $1,980,300 (3%) $1,980,300 (3%) 

__ $7,o~;:,;~oo :I'··· 10% Pricir;.Use :j ·$458,900. · 
' r .• 

so:. '.$0. $0. $6,558,400 . (7%) 
. ·:· · .. 

$6,558,400 .. · J7%), •,: 
. ~ i 

$920,600 4% 

$3;1-lo,700 21%" 

$22,869,100 21% 

$6,3~9,100 14%. 

$28,722,700 15% 

$13,678,ioo_ io% 

$25,892,400 8% 

$4~,188;:z90_ . ·13% 

Prior Use I $42,400 

: Prior Use_, 
Area Plan 

Prior Use, 
Area Plan 

'$23,600 . 

$249,900 

$0 

·$q-

($561,000) 

. ··"1,11 r.< 

Prior Use, ·1 '$1~i,6pli(;I:· 
Ar~a Plan -

';'$0 ', 

Prior Use I $122,700 ($95,000) 

·•-Prior Us~, f·s63~;200'< I .. ($25,000} 
-Area Plan · ' · 

None $2,059,700 ($25,000) 

. -_No11e $205,20<;!:: . ($50,000) . 

~-- . 

,; . 

$0 $0 $878,200 (5%) $878,200 (5%) 

;·, 

-$0 '$0 $3,117,100 '(1%f $'!,117,lpci .. :(1%)· 
". 

($274,900) !$83s,9001 11 $23,455,100 -3% $22,619,200 (1%) 

".,•'· 

$0 '$0: $6,211,500 {2%(·,· :·1 ·$ey,21~,5oq . "(2~) 
.·.• 

($479,500) ($574,500) 11 $29,174,500 2% $28,600,000 {0%) 

:($331;100) A$356,100>·-·11$13,39s,2001 · 12%1 ,.. ' ' ' 
$13,039,:).00" (5%) 

($769,100) !$794,1001 11 $24,626,800 (5%) $23,832, 700 (8%) 

i," 

. 1_$8~4;spo1_·:11 $42,8s8,ooo .(O.~) ·. -: ($824;5-0o) :: · 
. . . . '.~·· 

·2%-- $41,983,500 

,, 

Notes: Numbers rounded to nearest $100. Please refer to Chapters Ill and IV forfurther information on the prototype assumptions. (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, 6 and 8) equivalent 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 ofTIDF, TSF and area plan fees (Prototypes 1 through 8). 

The financial analy~is indicates that implementation of the proposed TSP at the Base Case TSF would 
have a modest financial imp;ict 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 predevelopment savings ~s 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 project is 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 th_e 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 potentiaily result in direct cost savings of about $56c:i,OOO in 
environmental consultant/Planning Department fees and predevelopment time savings of 
5 months, which could fully offset the impact of the Base Case TSF level. 

• Without predevelopment time savings, residual land values are projected to decrease between 
about 0% to -8% for all prototypes.33 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 prior 
{2012) economic analysis of the proposed TSP. 

33 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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VII. Sensitivity Analysis of Alternative TSF Levels 
The sensitivity analysis studies the effect of higherTSF levels, modeled at 125%, 150% and 250% of the 
Base Case TSF levels, which are within the maximum justified fee levels from the 2015 ISF 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 Fee1 

(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

2 $7.61 n/a · .n/a n/a $26.09 
Note: 
1 Maximum Justified 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 co.nditions 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. 

• 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 of any 
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) qn 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. 34 

· . 

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 wit~ predevelopment savings for all of the other prototypes 

• 
decreases by-1% to -8%. 

Without predevelopment savings, the greatest decrease in RLV ~ccurs for residential 
development where area plan fee credits would not be applied (-10% for Prototype 9 in TCDP), 
and for residential projects located Outside P.lan 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 reside.ntial and about 
$ 7.20/GSF for non-residential development above the Base Case TSF level, without consideration of any 
predevelopment savings or fee credits.35 For the majority of prototypes, the change in RLV with and 
without predevelopment savings is less than iO%. However, two prototypes are more heavily impacted 
by fees at the 150% TSF level: 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 CaseTSF level, without consideration of 
any predevelo.pment savings or fee credits. 36 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 
stream.lining 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 proformas. 

34 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% or 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 th.e 
type of construction and whether fee credits apply. 
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VIII. Conclusion 
The Transportation Sustainability Program is designed to fund transportation projects to serve ne~ 
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 feasi~le given the high cost of construction relative 
to potential revenues. While the TSF itself will not 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 rriay 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 proc~ss, the level of 
predevelopment savings a project will experience depends on whether or not CEQA/LOS reform results 
in substantial changes to the environmental review required. All projects that currently need to conduct 
a LOS analysis will experience modest economic benefits 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 anp 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 
devel.opments would not receive 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 

Base Case TIDF · TSF. sc~~arios With f!redevelopment Savings · TSF. Scenarios Without Predevelopment Savings 
·(Financial Indicators) ,. ,..,,,: . · ' · · · 

Prototype · " . 
- Reverwes RLVas·% of ·Base Case" :, ·125% 150% 250% Base Case· 125% _ " •150% 250% ". 

RLV/NSF . ·. ·.' ' · ' 
- /NSF 1 . . . Revenue,s .TSF TSF TSF TSF. TSF :rs.F ' . '.'.:TSF. . . . :." . TSF. 

1. Geary Ave $857 $193 23o/c (3%) (4%) (6%) (10% (3%) (4%) (6%) (10%} 
(Small Res. Mixed-use) 

.... 

2. Van Ness Ave , . $922 ····": .. · $97 10% (7%) (89{)) · .. ,· (~o.ra> .. ·(16% (7%) (8%) (iO%) (16%) 
(Medium Res. Mixed-use). " , · : ... " " ·' 

3.0uter Mission - $719 $27 4o/c (5%) (6%) (7%) (12% (5%) (6%) (7%) (12%} 
(Small Res. Mixed-use) 

4. Missi.on ·· . $904 · $188 . 21o/c · · (1%) · . (1%) · · (2%) (3%' (1%) · (1%) (2%) (3%) 
(Small Res. Mixed-use) .,... · 

5. Central Waterfront $892 $190 21o/c 3% 2% 2% (0% (1%) (2%) (2%) (4%) 
(Large Res. Mixed-use) 

' I ' ',, "' ~ ' ' 

6.rEast SoMa · · $913 .. , $l3o · · ·14o/c : . (2%) (3%) (4%) (8%J (2%) (3%) (4%) (8%) 
(Medium Res. Mixed-use) · . . 

7. East SoMa. $SSS $130 15o/c 2% (1%) (S%) (17% (0%) (3%) (7%) (19%) 
(Large Office) 

8. East So Ma $1,046 . $106 1or. · (2%) (4%) (6%) " · (13% (S%) (7%) (8%) (16%) 
(Large Res. Mixed-use) 

9. Transit Center $1,275 $102 _ 8o/c (S%) - (7%) (9%) (17% (8%) (10%) (12%) (20%) 
(Large Resldentla I) 

10. Transit Center: $1,030 $134 1_3o/c 2% , .(2%) (S%) (18% .. · · (0%) · ' (4%) (7%) (20%) 
(Large Office) ... .. .. · , .. · · · 

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. Revenues are equal to potential sales prices for condominiums or development values for rental property less sales expenses and a~sume compliance with San Francisco's 

affordable housing policies, as further described In Appendix A. 
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. Prototype .. 

1. Geary Ave 
(Small Res. Mixed-use) 

2 •. Van Ness Ave 
(Jl.'.leclium Res. ·l\llixed-use)-

3. Outer Mission 
(Small Res. Mixed-use) 

~ 14. Mission·· 

Predominant. .,..,. 
Use 

Residential 
Condominium 

. Residential, . · 
· c;ondo111inium 

Residential 
Condominium 

,:.ol •,'·t, 

.. Resldent,Jal· 

Table 9. Summary of Findings From TSF S~nsitivity Analysis for Each Prototype 

Affordable 
·Housing 

None 

Pri?ite· 

Onslte 

Summary of Key Prototype Characteristics 

. Ret~il. 

Ground 
Floor 

· · Grounp' 
Floor· 

Ground 
Floor 

· .. ~ .. ~ :~ . 
.,.Buildl,l)g .• ,, L!nd.er.~ase Case· 

Height. . t1oi; 1
:. 

45 Feet Strong RLV 

BO.Feet J ·Moder.ate RLV 

LowRLV 
65 Feet I (Development not 

likely feasible) 

Area Plan 

None 

·.,None .. 

None 

._:· 

~.1 ~ • 
Fee Credit' 

Prior Use 

·- Potential."'· 

" I predev_elopment I . 

-l Savings from 
: • CEQA/i.as·: 

Reform 

None 

. l.C!i!Y. Contribute.rs to 

· -RLV Results U_nder TSFSensitivity 
" -· · : : .Scenarios ·· · 

Strong RLV and prior use fee credit helps offset 
Impact of TSF at all fee levels. 

" ; Prior Use: ' None 
While prior use fee credit· ~.elps_'offset ·Impact ofTS.F; 

RLV is significantly reduced an5.D% a~d 250%" 
scenarios. 

Prior Use None 

While prior use fee credit helps offset Impact ofTSF, 
lower revenues in this area coupled with higher, mid 

. rise construction costs hamper development 
feasibility. 

__. "<strong·RLV -E~stern . , Prior Use, 
N N~~gh,b,orhoods : . Area P.lan (Small Res. Mixed-use)· ".,.j .. Condominium.' 

-orislte 
Ground 
·.Floor · 

SO'F.eet·. Non!! 
Strong RLV and fee credits help offset Impact ofTSF 

at all fee levels. 

5. Central Waterfront 
(Large Res. Mixed-use) 

6. EastSol'l(Ja 
(M.eflium Res.-.Mixed-use) .. 

1. EastSoMa 
(Large Office) 

8; East SoMa. 
(Large Res. Mixed-µse) 

9. Transit Center 
(Large Residential) 

.. 
10; Transit Center 
(L<!rge Office) 

'. 

Residential · I·'. onslte · 
Rental-
---. 

.. "_.. Residential 1- Onsite 
Rental --

Ground 
Floor 

65 Feet 

Groµnd:· · 1 · as Feet 
"Floor · 

Strong RLV 
Eastern 

Neighborhoods 

Eastern · · 
. Moderate RLV ·I: Nelghborhoo~~ .· 

Prior Use, 
Area Plan 

,Prior.Use; 
Area Plan. 

Significant 

· No~e 

Office 
Jobs-Housing I Ground 
Linkage Fee Floor 

160 Feet I Moderate RLV 
Eastern 

Neighborhoods 
Prior Use Moderate 

•'. ,· 
" Resldenti~I ." :· ... Groun(:. -.East.ern.,, . , . :prior Use, I 
C:o~d~mln)um " 

'.'o'risii:e.- ·· · '. 160 Feet · Mo~!'rate RLV .. · 'l\lfodera~e-
.. 

I,•·.·· : • ' . F,lf>~r.: . ~elghb.orlio~d~ .· ··· ;A~ea Plan · 

Residential Affordable 
None Moderate RLV 

Transit Center I 
None I Moderate 

Condominium Housing Fee 
400 Feet 

District Plan 
.. . ' . ' ~ .. " 

Office 
Jobs"Housing . ·Ground 

400.F.eet.' "Mo'der~te RLV' 
-. Transit Center I l" Moderate 

. Linkage Fee Floor 
None ... " .. ~· .- · District Plan .. 

Notes: Please refer to supporting tables 10.1to10.10 for a summary of finanelal results for each prototype and attached appendices for more detailed results. 

Strong RLV, predevelopment savings and fee credits 
help offset Impact ofTSF at all fee levels. 

. Fee crf!dlts and m\)de~ate RLV help offset Impact.of 
" · ·: . :rsF at.all fee levels .. 

. ·~~· . 

Minimal Impact at lowerTSF levels as non­
residential TIDF Is close to Base Case TSF levels. 

TSF levels at 250% significantly reduce RLV. 
Predevelopment.savlngs h~lp offse1; impaci:, but · 

without_.predevelcipme~t savi11gs, TSl:· 1evel~ at 250% 
. signlflcantly·red~ce RLV ~i'esplte fee credits . 

Predevelopment savings help offset Impact, but 
without predevelopment savings, TSF levels at 150% 

and 250% slgnlflcantly reduce RLV. 
·Minimal Impact at' lower TSF levels as·non­

reside'ntial TIDE Is clo~e to Ba~e Ca~e TSF-fevel~. 
TSF l~~els at 250% ;ignifi~~ntiy r~duce'RLV. · · · 

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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00 
-.I 
....... 
00 

1: Geary Small Res. Mixed-use 

!levenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs 

".Development-Impact Fees/ Other Costs' ... 
.' .Envir.onmenta-1/::rransportation R~vlew · 

Co~ttrlictlo.n Financing/ Predev.'Carry·. 
Other Soft Costs 

Total Hard and Soft Costs 
Developer Margin 

Total Costs 
Residual Land Value (RLV) 

Without Predevelapment Savings 
RLV as Percent of Revenues 

Without Predeve/opment Savings 

Table 10.1 

Summary Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee Levels 
Prototype 1: Geary Small Residential Mixed-use · 

Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 
% Change 

125%TSF 
%Change . 

150%TSF 
%Change 

from Base . from Base from Base 

$7,900,200 $7,900,200 0% $7,900,200 0% $7,900,200 0% 

~ ~ - ~ - ~· --
$7,900,200 $7,900,200 0% $7,900,200 0% $7,900,200 0% 

$0 $0 - $0 - $0 -
$870,900 $870,900 0% $870,900 0% $870,900 0% 

$8,771,100 $8,771,100 0% $8,771,100 0% $8,771,100 0% 

$3,788,400 $3,788,400 0% $3,788,400 0% $3,788,400 0% 
$144,000 $144,000 0% $144,000 0% $144,000 0% 

. . $64,700 . . .$'.1,34,i;oo .... 108%· .. "" : · :.$156;80ci : "·142% .. :· '.· .. "-.: $lf'.9,0QO . 177% 
. - .$~.oop . ~$,9,0P\l :. ;. ~~ .. :. ..·.::·.:::>~~~::~~z ·. ·::·~~·,-::: .. ; ... :$9,000 .. · 0%- . 

. _- $364,3PO .. $:J6~13po . :' $364;300 - 0%. 
. $947,100 $947,100 0% $947,100 QM $947,100 0% 
$5,317,500 $5,387,400 1% $5,409,600 2% $5,431,800 2% 
$1,403,400 $1,403,400 0% $1,403,400 0% $1,403,400 0% 

$6,720,900 $6,790,800 1%· $6,813,000 1% $6,835,200 2% 
$2,050,200 $1,980,300 (3%) $1,958,100 (4%) $1,935,900 (6%) 

$2,050,200 $1,980,300 (3%) $1,958,100 (4%) $1,935,900 (6%) 
23% 23% ·~· ~P~1:~t~'1?s;;~'.$ 19% ') ~·!~.~',;t!'.1:,.'.:A';."' 19% :- ,,!.;i:,;;i"''~:-;.j.~' 

23% 23% ':1tL;:;~·w Cq;, \ 1:~~ 19% :!.1p:Y'.t1;'.'" ,.,.,..: 19% '::::~-;:::-~·!'!'~:.:·,; 

Nate: Development Impact Fees/ Other Casts Include all applicable Impact fees (Including noF or TSF), plus any upfront developer payment [or TOR purchase and Mel/a Roos spec/a/ tax. 

2: Van Ness Medium Res. Mixed-use Base Case TIDF 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $56,819,600 
Residential Rental ~ 

Subtotal Residential $56,819,600 
Office $0 
Retail ,25,740,900 

Total Revenues $62,560,500 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $31,216,600 
Ten~nt Improvements/Lease Up Costs $808,700 

· D.evelopm_~nt Impact Fees/ other Costs . . .- : . . $403,600 

Enylronmental/Tran~p-cirtation Review · .... : $188,000 

. Construction Financing/ Predev. <;arr{ ··· . $3,235,600 
Other Soft Costs ~7,804,200 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $43,656,700 
Developer Margin $11,886,500 

Total Costs $55,543,200 
Residual Land Value (RLV) $7,017,300 

Without Predeve/opment Savings $7,017,300 
RLV as Percent of Revenues 11% 

Without Predevelopment Savings 11% 

Table 10.2 

Summary Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee Levels 
Prototype 2: Van Ness Medium Residential Mixed-use --

Base Case TSF 
%Change 

125%TSF 
%Change 

from Ba$e from Base 

$56,819,600 0% $56,819,600 0% 

~ - ~ 
$56,819,600 0% $56,819,600 0% 

$0 - $0 -
,25,740,900 0% ,25,740,900 0% 

$62,560,500 0% $62,560,500 0% 

$31,216,600 0% $31,216,600 0% 
$808,700 0% $808,700 0% 

. ·$'862,500 .. · 1i4% : . ·: $9T?,400 142% 

. :·::S1ii~.ooo . :03-.:._ . . : $1/!8,QQO .. Q%,-
. " $.3,235,600 : . : 0% :': .. · .. $3,i35,soo 0%· .. 

~7,804,200 0% ~7,804,200 0% 
$44,115,600 1% $44,230,500 1% 
$11,886,500 0% $11,886,500 0% 

$56,002,100 1% $56,117,000 1% 
$6,558,400 (7%) $6,443,500 (8%) 

$6,558,400 (7%) $6,443,500 (8%) 
10% i . ;f~ 1 ! ~.: ~:~ ! ; ~: t4f i·.\ 10% : 1.: ~.i.,·r.'S~ll ~r t;;f.1 !~: 

10% '.·-<::::~:'~i'.'.!'·'j:~;' 10% .11'.1;~~;H;.1;~');~11~·! ,~~ 

150%TSF 
% Change 
from Base 

$56,819,600 0% 

~ 
$56,819,600 0% 

$0 -
,25,740,900 0% 

$62,560,500 0% 

$31,216,600 0% 
$808,700 0% 

'$1,092,3.00 '111%·. 
. :_ $188,000 : -:·a%· 
$3,235,60\l 0%: 
~7,804,200 0% 

$44,345,400 2% 
$11,886,500 0% 

$56,231,900 1% 
$6,328,600 (10%) 

$6,328,600 (10%) 
10% -~!:,!i-:-fi1 ~"ll'.?rF:· 

10% ::·.~,;.~·: ' :t' :•.1 ····:•; 

Nate: Development Impact Fees/ Other casts Include all app//cable /mpact fees (Including noF or TSF), plus any upfront developer payment far TOR purchase and Mella Roos special tax. 

250%TSF 
%Change 
from Base 

$7,900,200 0% 

~ : 
$7,900,200 0% 

$0 -
$870,900 0% 

$8,771,100 0% 

$3,788,400 0% 
$144,000 0% 
$i61;800 · 314% 
.. ·-.$9,000 .: 0%· . 

: $364,300 . : _0%.' . 
$947,100 0% 

$5,520,600 4% 
$1,403,400 0% 

$6,924,000 3% 
$1,847,100 (10%) 

$1,847,100 (10%) 
19% ···,i:'(i:i:~·:r.w. 

19% ~~-:;<~ ~t-:;:.;\·: 

250%TSF 
%Change 
from Base 

$56,819,600 0% 

~ 
$56,819,600 0% 

$0 -
~51740,900 0% 

$62,560,500 0% 

$31,216,600 0% 
$808,700 0% 

"$1,551,200 . 284%: 
'.$188;oqo 0% 

-$3,235,600 . 0%· 

~7,804,200 0% 
$44,804,300 3% 
$11,886,500 0% 

$56,690,800 2% 
$5,869,700 (16%) 

$5,869,700 (16%) 
9% ~,. ~·. ·-,~~~: :~,.r·~'. '~ 

9% ··~~:·~:1,:•·:~!>- :"· .. -' 
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3. Outer Mission Small Res. Mixed-use 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs 
'Developm~ntTmpact.F.ees/ other.Costs:· 
Envlronmentalh~an~portatlon Review 
.C:;,n~tructlo.n F.fn~n~lng/P.redev~ carry::··· 
Other Soft Costs 

Total Hard ana Soft Costs 
Developer M;irgfn 

Tqtal Costs 
Residual Land Value (RLV) 

Without Predevelopment Savings 
RLV as Percent of Revenues 

Without Predevelopment Savings 

Table 10.3 

Summary Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee Levels 
Prototype 3: Outer Mission Small Residential Mixed-use 

Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 
% Change 
from Base 

$21,895,900 

~ 
$21,895,900 

$0 
$1,739,400 

$23,635,300 

$13,594,400 
$287,600 

:, ·::$2.01,1001 .. 
. : . $27,000 . 

.. $1;188,000 
.. $3,398,600 

$18,696,700 
$4,018,000 

$22,71~,700 

$920,600 
$920,600 

4% 
4% 

$21,895,900 

~ 
$21,895,900 

$0 
$1,739,400 

$23,635,300 

$13,594,400 
$287,600 

. . $243,500•· 
· ·;:::$27,ooo 
: $i;188,o.oci 
$3,398,600 

$18,739,100 
$4,018,000 

0% 

0% 

0% 
0% 

0% 
0% 

·21%:: 
. 0%" 

0%: 
0% 
0% 
0% 

$22,757,1001 0% 
$878,2001 (5%) 

$878,200 (5%) 
4%1':;\t,:::-.·':r";;·;·~:· 

4%1 ;i:":·'.'i-;'.')•'. +?:_•· 

125%TSF 
%Change 
from Base 

$21,895,900 

~ 
$21,895,900 

$0 
$1,739,400 

$23,635,300 

$13,594,400 
$287,600 

: . A2s4;20.0

1 

... 
.. ::. $27,000 .. 

·: .. $i;i88,oqo ·· 
$3,398,600 

$18,749,800 
$4,018,000 

0% 

0%. 

0% 
0% 

0% 
'0% 
26% 
:0% 
.0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 

$22,767,8001 0% 
$867,5001 (6%) 

$867,500 (6%) 
4%l"''Vi"'r·'"""-
4%l:l'.·:·;i-:1.·1c."'..' 

150%TSF 
% Change 
from Base 

$21,895,900 0% 

~ : 
$21,895,900 0% 

$0 -
$1,739,400 0% 

$23,635,300 0% 

$13,594,400 0% 
$287,600 0% 

... $264,800 32%: 
. $27,ooo 6% 

$l,1B8,ooo : · 0% 
$3,398,600 0% 

$18;760,400 0% 
$4,018,000 0% 

$22,778,400 0% 
$856,9001 (7%) 

$856,900 (7%) 
4%J.::\_'·".'. c.c "'I 
4%1':: ....... , ...... 

Note: Development Impact Fees/ Dther Costs Include oil applicable Impact fees (Including T/DF or TSF), plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Me/lo 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 
%Change 

125% TSF 
%Change 

150%TSF 
%Change 

from Base from Base from Base 
Revenues 

Residential For-Sale $13,445,800 $13,445,800 0% $13,445,800 0% $13,445,800 0% 
Residential Rental ~ ~ - ~ - ~ : - -

Subtotal Residential $13,445,800 $13,445,800 0% $13,445,800 0% $13,445,800 0% 
Office $0 $0 - $0 - $0 -
Retail ~1,530,900 ~1,530,900 0% ~1,530,900 0% ~1,530,900 0% 

Total Revenues $14,976,700 $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 ()",(; $6,614,500 0% $6,614,500 ()"..(; 

Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $225,000 . $225,000 0% $225,000 0% $225,000 0% 
· bevelopment impact'Fees/'Other Co5ts : .. $27:0,00\) ·s293;5!jp . .' 9% . . $307,600 .. 14% .. "$321,500 . ::.;19%' 
'. ·Envi~on~ental/.Transp(lrtatlon Review:": . ::$~1,000 .. :.$~1,00.0 " .. ;0% .:. $11;000 . :0%: ·::· · · · · $i1;ooq ... p'l(i."' 

. Cc;i~.s~rup:ion Financing/ Predev ... Carry ... $665,600 . · ·$665,~tici Q% $p6~.~qo. : ""0%. · . $~!i.5,p,qo .· ·•O'Jli: .. : 
Other Soft C~sts ~l,653,600 ~1,653,600 0% ~1,653,600 0% ~1,653,600 0% 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $9,439,700 $9,463,300 0% $9,477,300 0% $9,491,200 1% 
Developer f\llargin $2,396,300 $2,396,300 0% $2,396200 0% $2,396,300 0% 

Total Costs $11,836,000 $11,859,600 0% $11,873;600 0% $11,887,500 0% 
Residual Land Value {RLV) $3,140,700 $3,117,100 (1%) $3,103,100 {1%) $3,089,200 (2%) 

Without Predeve/opment Savings $3,140,700 $3,117,100 (1%) $3,103,100 [1%) $3,089,200 (2%) 
RLV as Percent of Revenues 21% 21% ; .. ·.·; .·.:-..;. 21% ~:;;.·_\I· ',Y'.'. .. ~-· '. 21% ";''!:'.'f!f''·~·.-·r·.'.:';.~·;· 

Without Predevelopment Savings . 21% 21% ... :t·· .. 1:'.":;:·I::·:·" 21% "::.. .' ,r: , , • ~, , j ' I 21% l:!'!t.)'"'';"! ~~·"''.':1. 

Note: Development Impact Fees/ Dther Costs Include all applicable Impact fees (Including 11DF orTSF), plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Me/lo·Roas special tax. 

250%TSF 

$21,895,900 

~' 
$21,895,900 

$0 
$1,739,400 

$23,635,300 

%Change 
from Base 

0% 

0% 

0% 
0% 

$13,594,400 0% 
$287,600 0% 

.. $307;3oci .. · :'.5.3%·. 
.. $27,000 " : '0%· 
$1,188;000 · · 0%· 
$3,398,600 0% 

$18,802,900 1% 
$4,018,000 0% 

$22,820,900 
$814,400 

$814,400 
3%' 

0% 
(12%) 
{12%) 

·1 :·;. i::·. ·':~:·· ·1, 

3%1·!'':"'"''':;·.,•· 

250%TSF 
%Change 
from Base 

$13,445,800 0% 

~ : 
$13,445,800 0% 

$0 -
~1,530,900 0% 

$14,976,700 0% 

$6,614,500 0% 
$225,000 0% 

.. $377,200 40% 
'.'$11,poo 0,% 
.$66S,6po 0% 
~1,653,600 0% 
$9,546,900 1% 
$2,396,300 0% 

$11,943,200 1% 
$3,033,500 (3%) 

$3,033,500 . (3%) 
20% .1::·.' .. ::.,.-.. :·;·: .. 
20% •-tl~{'"Jti~~i:.i:1T 17 \· 
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5: Central Waterfront Large Res. MU 

Revenues 
Residential F.or-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Reta II 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs 

. : Oevefopment.lmpact"Fees/ Other Costs · 
· ·Envir~nm~ntaii.'rransportation Reylew · : · · 
Con~r.uctlon:FJoanclng/ Predev. carry· , : 
Other Soft Costs 

Total Hard and Soft Costs 
Developer Margin 

Total Costs 
Residual Land Value (RLV) 

Without Predev.elopment Savings 
RLV as Percent of Revenues 

Without Predevelopment Savings 

Table 10.5 

Summary Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee Levels 
Prototype 5: Central Waterfront l,arge Residential Mixed-use 

Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 
% Change 

125%TSF 
%Change 

from Base from Base 

$0 $0 - $0 -
~106,807,000 ~106,807,000 0% ~106,807,000 0% 
$106,807,000 $106,807,000 0%· . $106,807,000 0% 

$0 $0 - $0 -
~3,126,600 -~3,126,600 0% ~3,126,600 0% 

$109,933,600 $109,933,600 0% $109,933,600 0% 

$50,999,200 $50,999,200 0% $50,999,200 0% 
$450,000 $450,000 0% $450,000 0% 

;. . $2,421,400 ··. :. ·$2;67l;3QO . · 10% $_2,777,100 ·. 15%. 
· .. ."$683;000 . ·.· .. :·$122,000 (82%) ... $1,?.2,00Q .· (82%) 

' .'.:$.~.~42,3~p .· "$4,367,,Ji\JO ' (6%). :'$4,;!67,400 ' (6%): 
~9,179,900 ~9,179,900 0% ~9,179,900 0% 

$68,375,800 $67,789,800 (1%) $6~,895,600 (1%) 
$18,688,700 $18,688,700 0% $18,688,700 0% 

$87,064,500 $86,478,500 (1%) $86,584,300 (1%) 
$22,869,100 $23,455,100 3% $23,349,300 2% 

$22,869,lOO $22,619,200 (1%) $22,513,400 (2%) 
21% 21% ,;i:;,·· ":,,,.: 21% '.::.--:- i 1 ·,_ ! i ,'( . .. ·~ 

21% 21% . ' •. ·.,,::1~: ' :; ! 20% .,,, ... , ..... 

150%TSF 
%Change 
from Base 

$0 -
~106,807,000 0% 
$106,807,000 0% 

$0 -
~3,126,600 0% 

$109,933,600 0% 

$50,999,200 0%' 
$450,000 0% 

. . ·$2,882, 700 19% 
:' .. $122,000 (82%) 
" $4,367,400 '(6%),. 
~9,179,900 0% 

$68,001,200 (1%) 
$18,688,700 0% 

$86,689,900 0% 
$23,243,700 ·2% 

$22,407,800 (2%) 
21% I' _:·~:·:y~::.};~1 

20% ~·:' ~ .. :.~: . :• .. :F 

Note: Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs Include alt applicable Impact fees (Including TIDF or TSF}, plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax. 

6: East SoMa Medium Res. Mixed-use Base Case TIDF 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $0 
Residential Rental ~40,092,100 

Subtotal Residential $40,092,100 
Office $0 
Retail ~3,382,800 

Total Revenues $43,47.4,900 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $21,266,900 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $450,000 

... Development lmP.act Fees/ Other !=osts .. ,. " 
': Envlronme.ntal/ transportation Revl~w '.· ,. · 
"Constructlo~:j:i~~nci~g/ Predev.:carri·" :· 

' :$1,443,400 
' ".' ... $119,000 
.... · :$1,j68,30.o 

Other Soft Costs ~3,828,000 
Total Hard and Soft Costs $28,875,600 

Developer Margin $8,260,200 

Total Costs $37,135,800 
Residual Land Value (RLV) $6,339,100 

Without Predevefopment Savings $6,339,100 
RLV as Percent of Revenues 15% 

Without Predeve/apment Savings 15% 

Table 10.6 

Summary Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee Levels 
Prototype 6: East SoMa Medium Residential Mixed-use .. 

Base Case TSF 
% Change 

125%tSF 
%Change 

from Base from Base 

$0 - $0 -
~40,092,100 0% ~40 ,092,100 0% 
$40,092,100 0% $40,092,100 . 0% 

$0 - $0 . 
~3,382,800 0% ~3,382,800 0% 

$43,474,900 0% $43,474,900 0% 

-$21,266,900 0% $21,266,900 0% 
$450,000 0% $450,000 0% 

$1,571,000 9%· ' . '$1,631;100 " ':1~%·· ,• 
-, : '$119,000 0%· '·:. ::. $119,000 '>:0% 

..... \$i.168,3p_o .. 0% <$'i,76~,3po ·: '0%' 

~3,828,000 0% ~3,828,000 0% 
$29,003,200 0% $29,069,300 1% 

$8,260,200 0% $8,260,200 . 0% 

$37,263,400 0% $37,329,500 1% 
$6,211,500 (2%) $6,145,400 (3%) 

$6,211,500 (2%) $6,145,400 (3%) 
14% --o;:-:'.,r:oi:; Fi"".'• 14% ;, e:,;•;:--r'.;;-_.c~''.:.: 

14% -•::~ ,~:·.; 1-.. :: ~-1·'·, 14% ; .. ,,.~:-:;.;;' !: ··;:::·.,. 

150%TSF 
%Change 
from Base 

$0 -
~40,092,100 0% 
$40,092,100 0% 

$0 -
~3282,800 0% 

$43,474,900 0% 

$21,266,900 0% 
$450,000 0% 

: ... · · $1;703,100 '18% " 
... , $1l9,QOO 0%. ',' 
'$1;Z68,3cip ::0%. 
~3,828,000 0% 

$29,135,300 1% 
$8,260,200 0% 

$37,395,500 1% 
$6,079,400 (4%) 

$6,079,400 (4%) 
i4% .--.:;·:'.:':!:,.:_·;;o;;r-;:1 

14% ' :;,;;.-,~:.: ·.::-:;; ·~t 

Note: Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs Jndude all applicable Impact fees (Including TIDF or TSF}, plus any up front developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos spedal tax. 

250%TSF 
%Change 
from Base 

$0 -
~106,807,000 0% 
$106,807,000 0% 

$0 -
~3,126,600 0% 

$109,933,600 0% 

$50,999,200 . 0% 
$450,000 0% 

.$3;304,500 36%" .. 
<. ·:' $122,000 ·. (82%)' 

$4,367,400 ·(6%) . 

~9,179,900 0% 
$68,423,000 0% 
$18,688,700 0% 

$87,111,700 0% 
$22,821,900 0% 

$21,986,000 (4%) 
21% ;i:·>'.'·[\'..::;:;:.;::1,;:: 
20% • ";"';!::.".'.':..! ·•: '1 

250%TSF 
% Change 
from Base 

$0 -
~40,092,100 0% 
$40 ,092,100 0% 

$0 -
~3,382,800 0% 

$43,474,900 0% 

$21,266,900 0% 
$450,000 0% 

$.1,966,900 '' ·36%'' 
... $119,aoci '" '0% .. ": 
.'.$1,-1~8;306 : ·'.' o:v. . ' 
~3,828,000 0% 

$29,399,100 2% 
$8,260,200 0% 

$37,659,300 1%• 
$5,815,600 (8%) 

$5,815,600 (8%) 
13% 11n:i.;:r-:::::;.:> 
13% !. : '(. - ~"'·. , .- , ... ; :~ 
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7: East SoMa Large Office 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs 
Tena.nt Improvements/Lease Up Costs 

. D.evelopmenflmpact.Fiies/:Othe~:Costs 
: Envlronrnental/.Transii~rt~tJon· REi.v.iew • .. 

coosti:uction ·Floanciniii Pre~ev.:carry: ·.··. · 
Oth~r S~ft Costs . . 

Total Hard and Soft Costs 
Developer Margin 

Total Costs 
Residual Land Value (RLV) 

Without Predevelopment Savings 
RLV as Percent of Revenues 

Without Predevelopment Savings 

Base case TID_F 

$0 

~ 
$0 

$174,558,100 
~17,231,000 

$191,789,100 

$73,265,SOO 
$19,410,500 

. : :.'$14,7.05;700. 
. . > $979,000 
. $.l0,83i,600 
~13,187,800 

$132,380,100 
$30,686,300 

$163,066,400 
$28,722,700 

$28,722,700 
15% 
1.5% 

Table 10.7 

Summary Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee Levels 
Prototype 7: East SoMa Large Office 

Base Case TSF 

$0 

~ 
$0 

$174,558,100 
217,231,000 

$191,789,100 

$73,265,500 
$19,410,500 

.. · .. $14,828,400 
,.· •, . $884,000 

. $10,352;100 
~13,187,800 

$131,928,300 
$30,686,300 

$162,614,600 
$29,174,500 

$28,600,000 
15% 
15% 

%Change 
from Base 

-
---

0% 
0% 
0% 

0% 
0% 

. . 1%< .·. 
. (10%)':'· 

.• (4%)· ,: 

0% 
0% 
0% 

0% 
2% 
0%. 

'1'\~.~~:·;:t~:·-r : ... r 

?:";;;;;-:~."'.~-- ,•, 

125%TSF 

$0 

~ 
$0 

$174,558,100 
~17,231,000 

$191;789,100 

$73,265,500 
. $19,410,500 

:: :· $~5;7.06,700 
:_.: .:·· o:$88!i,ooo 
· : : $1D;3:Sz,:ioo 

~13,:187,800 
$132,806,600 

$30,686,300 

$163,492,900 
$28,296,200 

$27,721,700 
15% 
14% 

%Change 
from Base 

-
: 
-

0% 
0% 
0% 

0% 
0% 

).:>:i%· ... 
:·(:lei%).·. 
:.' (4%) . 

0% 
0% 
0% 

0% 
(1%) 
{3%) 

,;;iy;.!~j';:i,!.''.:{J'!I!' 

:.·~!:::..=·nrr1,·1:=;:'f1-· 

150%TSF 

$0 

~ 
$0 

$174,558,100 
~17,231,000 

$191,789,100 

$73,265,500 
$19,410,500 

:-.::·$16,S85,ooo 
; .. ':· : ·.$884,000 

:$.10,352,106 
~13,187,800 

$133,684,900 
$30,686,300 

$164,371,200 
$27,417,900 

$26,843,400 
14% 
14% 

%Change 
from Base 

-
: 
-

0% 
0% 
0% 

0% 
0% 

.. · 13% . 
·(10%) 

. (4%) 

0% 
1% 
0% 

1% 
(5%) 
(7%) 

:'.'\•','\.-,::··~!.::·:.:· ' 
;;.·~.~~~·:;~ .. '>-:.-_:_~·. :; 

Nate: Development Impact Fees/ Other Casts Include all appllcable Impact fees (Including TIDF or TSF}, plus any upfront developer payment far TOR purchase and Mella Ra as special tax. 

Table 10.8 

Summary Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee Levels 
Prototype 8: East SoMa Large Residential Mixed-use 

8: East SoMa Large Res. Mixed-use Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 
%Change 

125%TSF 
% Change 

150%TSF 
%Change 

from Base from Base from Base 

, Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $127,277,500 $127,277,500. 0% $127,2.77,500 0% $127,277,500 0% 
Residential Rental ~ ~ : ~ : ~ : 

Subtotal Residential $127,277,500 $127,277,500 0% $127,277,500 0% $127,277,500 0% 
Office $0 $0 - $0 - $0 -
Retail ~51162,500 ~5,162,500 0% ~5,162,500 0% ~5,162,500 0% 

Total Revenues $132,440,000 $132,440,000 0% $132,~0,000 0% $132,440,000 0% 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $60,567,200 $60,567,200 0% $60,567,200 0% $60,567,200 0% 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $675,000 $675,000 0% J $675,000 0% $675,000 0% 

250%TSF 

$0 

~ 
$0 

$174,558,100 
~17,231,000 

$191,789,100 

$73,265,Soo 
$19,410,500 
:$20,095,800 
.•. $884,0.00 
$10,352,100 
~13,187 ,BOO 

$137,195,700 
$30,686,300 

$167,882,000 
$23,907,100 

$23,332,600 
12% 
12% 

250%TSF 

$127,277,500 

~ 
$127,277,500 

$0 
~5,162,500 

$132,440,000 

$60,567,200 
$675,000 

: .oevelopment:lmpact Fees/ Ottier:ccists · . :--
.· E~yjrol)ll')~nf~i/.Tr~~~portatl~nRe.vleW: · . 

. " :· $3 917"200 
· · · ·.: :$144'.aoo 

·; :: :::·$!f,!'!5~,;;-go .16% . ·$4Al7,20ci :::•:23%".· .. . /"$5;01-~;iloq . ·: .. 30% .... .. · .. $6,119,300 

\.}:. ::$1~9,oqo .. (17.%f . .•.. $1.1~,oq(J · .. :: (17%}:>;. ;. .. ·. ·:$~1~,000 ;.· .(17%):. : $119,000 
.. cari5tructl<?n·Flnanclng/.Preaev •. Carry · · · · ·: s~;i79,7;oo . · ·.· .· $B;B!f8,600 . (4~) . .• $8,848,600 . (4%) . . $8,848;600 . '.[4%)' $8,848,600 
Other Soft Costs ~15,141,800 ~15,141,800 0% ~15,141,800 0% ~15,141,800 0% ~15,141,800 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $89,624,900 $89,908,000 0% $90,168,800 1% $90,429,500 1% $91,470,900 
Developer Margin $29,136,800 $29,136,800 .0% $29,136,800 0% $29,136,800 0% $29,136,800 

Total Costs $118,761,700 $119,044,800 0% $119,305,600 0% $119,566,300 1% $120,607,700 
Residual Land Value (RLV) $13,678,300 $13,395,200 (2%) $13,134,400 (4%) $12,873,700 (6%) $11,832,300 

Without Predevetopment Savings $13,678,300 $13,039,100 (5%) $12,778,300 (7%) $12,Sl7,600 {8%) $11,476,200 
RLV as Percent of Revenues 10% 10% !·1,.<·}1('·'.:r:iiJJ':;:' 10%' • .. 10% ,:.',- .. ;-.i .. L:·~':·~·~ 9% 

Without Predevelopment Savings 10% 10% ,:.':(·.- '' 1'.•~"',.L··~,i; ;, 10% .-.. - l. 9% ',; ·~. ':;.: ·.:· : ' 9% 

Nate: Development Impact Fees/ Other Casts Include all appllcable Impact fees (Including TIDF or TSF}, plus any upfront developer payment far TOR purchase and Mello Roos special tax. 

%Change 
from Base 

-
---

0% 
0% 
0% 

0% 
0% .. 

:37% 
.: .(10~) . 

(4%) 
0% 
4% 
0% 

3% 
(17%) 
(19%) 

' ~ 1:;:!·~!-::·-;± ·1-.-....... .-. ··-· .::.·t ,1.;,·;,;,· 

%Change 
from Base 

0% 
-

0% 

-
0% 
0% 

0% 
0% 

.··:56% .. 
(1~%) 
(4%). 
0% 
2% 
0% 

2% 
(13%) 
(16%) 

·-·~ lTi.i~~~~:;·:· 
,: "'.. ;: : . ~ ' ,I-~:·. 
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9: Transit Center Large Residential 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental · 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Reta II 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs 
i:leyelopment.lmpact Fees/ other:co~tS· 

··Envlronmental/.:rranspcirta.tlon Review:· 
· Construction flnanclrig/ Predev;_carrY:·:-

Other Soft Costs · 
Total Hard and Soft Costs 

Developer Margin 

Total Costs 
Residual Land Value (RLV) . 

Without Predevelopment Savings 
RLV as Percent of Revenues 

Without Predevelopment Savings 

Table 10.9 

Summary Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee Levels 
Prototype 9: Transit Center Large Residential 

Base Case TIDF 

$307,630,600 

~ 
$307,630,600 

$0 

~ 
$307,630,600 

Base Case TSF 

$307,630,600 
~! 

$307,630,600 
$0 
~ 

$307,630,600 

$132,220,000 $132,220,000 

% Change 
from Base 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 
$0 ,$0 

.;.;:, .. :- :;:$22;389,200 ;., ;', ,$24,448,900 .. 9% 

. . . . '.-$;1.49,000 . . $124,000 " . (17%) . 
. ;$i6,246,300 $25,477,200 . (3%)' 
. $33,055,000 $33,055,000 0% 
$214,059,500 $215,325,100 1% 

$67,678,700 $67,678,700 0% 
$281,738,200 

$25,892,400 
$2S,892,400 

8% 
8% 

$283,003,800 
$24,626,800 

$23,832,700 
8%•·· 
8% 

0% 
(5%} 
(8%) 
. ..". ~ ,. " 

12S%TSF 

$307,630,600 
~I 

$307,630,600 
$0 
~ 

$307,630,600 

$132,220,000 

%Change 
from Base 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 
$0 

$24,9f!4,700 "'>.12% 
: ;$;1.~4,000 ·111%1 

. $25,411,200 . (3%) 
$33,055,000 . 0% 

$215,840,900 1% 
$67,678,700 0% 

$283,519,600 1% 
$24,111,0001 (7%) 

$23,316,900 (10%) 
8% 
8% 

150%TSF 

$307,630,600 

~I 
$307,630,600 

$0 
~ 

$307,630,600 

%Change 
from Base 

0% 

0% 

0% 

$132,220,000 0% 
$0 

. $25,480,400 . ·14% 
. $124,0QO · : (17%)' 

$25,477,200 (3%) 
$33,055,000 0% 

$216,356,600 1% 
$67,678,700 0% 

$284,035,3001 1% 
$23;595,3001 [9%) 

$22,801,200 I 112%J 
8%'""""'· 
7% 

250%TSF 

$307,630,600 
~I 

$307,630,600 
$0 
~! 

$307,630,600 

$132,220,000 
$0 

$27,540,ioO 
$124,opo 

$25,477 ;20q 
$33,055,000 

$218,416,400 
$67,678,700 

$286,095,100 
$21,535,500 

$20,741,400 

%Change 
from Base 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

.:.;.23%: 
.<(i7~J. 

.(3')6) .· 
0% 
2% 
Qli 
2% 

(17%} 
(20%} 

7%J .: :. 7i;·i ··:::: ~ "i;~'. f-;;:: 11~; 

7%l"i::!~r:: ... r.~;.::·::·,,i!:i 

Note: Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs Include all appllcable Impact fees (Including TIDF or TSF}, plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special fax .. 

10: Transit Center Large Office 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs 

· : Developrnen~ IFJ1p~ct·Fe·~si Pt.her ~o~\s 
· En.vlronF]'lental/,Tra'nsporta.tlon'!levlev/: · .:":. 
construction Eli:ianclng/. ~redev:· carrii-
Other Soft Costs 

Total Hard and Soft Costs 
Developer Margin 

Total Costs 
Residual Land Value (RLV) 

Without Predeve/opment Savings 
RLV as Percent of Revenues 

Without Predevelopment Savings 

Table 10.10 

Summary Comparison· of Results at Alternate Fee Levels 
Prototype 10: Transit Center Large Office 

Base Case TIDF 

$0 

~ 
$0 

$319,920,700 
~9,881,600 

$329,802,300 

$127,821,800 
$32,030,000 

· $;:io;wo,6001:· 
. : $249,200 

·· · $21M5,7oo 
$23,007 ,900 

$234,845,200 
$52,768,400 

$287,613,600 
$42,188,700 

$42,188,700 
13% 
13% 

Base Case TSF 

$0 

~ 
$0 

$319,920,700 
~9,881,600 

$329,802,300 

%Change 
from Base 

---
0% 
0% 
0% 

125%TSF 

$0 

~ 
$0 

$319,920,700 
~9,881,600 

$329,802,300 

$127 ,821,800 0% $127,821,800 
. $32,030,000 0% . $32,030,000 
·$30,495,800 ·· ~% .$3:).;884,500 

'$199,200 .. 120%). . . . $.199,ioo" 
$20,6;1.l,20Q '(4%) . . ·:. $2Q,fi:?.l,200 
$23,007,900 Qli $23,007,900 

$234,175,900 0% $235,564,700 
$52,768,400 0% $52,768,400 

$286,944,300 0% $288,333,100 
S42,85Ii;oool- 2% -, -~$41,469,200 

$41,983,SOO 0% $40,594,700 
13.%1'· ,, ... "·'·•I 13%'' 

%Change 
from Base 

-
: 
-

0% 
0% 
0% 

0% 
0% 

"5% "· 
. (20%).": 
'· (4%).· 

0% 
0% 
0% 

0% 
(2%) 
(4%), 

13%1 " ·: · " · I 12%'· · ': ...... 

150%TSF 

$0 
~ 
$0 

$319,920,700 
~9,881,600 

$329,802,300 

$127,821,800 
$32,030,000 

. $33,273,300 
. ·:'$199;200 

.. $20',621,200 
,:123,007 ,900 

$236,953,400 
$52,768,400 

$289,721,800 
$40,080,500 

$39,206,000 

%Change 
tram Basil 

0% 
0% 
0% 

0% 
0% 

10% 
. (i.0%) 

(4%) 
Qli 
1% 
0% 

1% 
(5%) 
(7%) 

12%•· .. 

12%1 ''"". ""·' 

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 special tax. 

250%TSF 

$0 
~I 
$0 

$319,920,700 
$9,881,600 

$329,802,300 

%Change 
from Base 

0% 
0% 
0% 

$127,821,800 0% 
$32,030,000 0% 

· $3,8,824,6QO "" :''i8%'.' 
"· ,.:;$19~,200 ,., .. (20.%) . 
. $;1.0;521,200 : :~ 14%i· 
$23,007,900 0% 

$242,504,700 3% 
$52,768,400 0% 

$295,273,1001 3% 
$34,529,zool !18%l 

$33,654,700 (20%} 
10%1''"''<. ''·"·"·"· 
10%1''":"· '.'-'· .. -
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Appendix A: Methodology and Sources 

This appendix summarizes the methodology and sources used to evaluate the potential impact ofthe 
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 Envjronmental 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, Seif el 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. 
• Appendix Tables B-1 through B-10 present the summary financial proforma 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 compreherisive analysis of pro~otypical projects, 10 prototypes were selected for analysis, 
representing a variety of lot sizes, building heights, development sizes, land use, zoning designations and 
locations. Efght of these prototypes are residential (seven of which are mixed-use with retail on the . 
ground floo'r} and two are office prototypes (each with retail on the ground floor). Chapter IV of this 
report summarizes the key characterisUcs of each of these.prototypes. 

1. Definition of Development Program 
A customized development program for each pro~otype was developed based on a typical site within a 
geographic area, which is considered to be generally representative of development opportunities in 
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that area.1 The lot size and an ass.urned 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 redu.ce 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, encompass the majority of developments 
being built in San Franeisco, 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 orfewer 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. Devirlopment for this building type is predominately 
residential (typically with 20 units or morej 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 neighborhoods, 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 Jife safety measures and slim building prof!les. 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 

· 

1 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 commcin 
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 proformas and discussions with office developers, the assumed efficiencies are within the range 
of what is typically being used by developers. · 
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c. Parking 

Building heights, the humber of units and the applicable zoning requirements for parking affect the 
overall amount of parking provided and parking related constr~ction costs. In order to best represent 

. the variety of parking development options currently being utilized, the prot9types 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 prefE;!rence 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-related costs) 

Less: Basic Development Cost~ (including hard construction, tenant improvements, 
development impact fees, other development related costs, financing and other soft costs) 

Less: Develope~ Margin (which represents the margin (or return) that needs to be achieved in 
order for the project to be considered potentially feasil;>le by the development community) 

= Residual Land Value 

C. Overview of Development Assumptions for RLV Analysis 
The next four sections describe how the revenues, basic development costs, developer margin and RLV 
were projected for each prototype. Appendix Tables C-1 and C-2 present the key development 
assumptions used to analyze each prototype. · 

Sensitivity analysis was performed during 2014 and 2015 on various development assumptions, and the 
RLV results were compared to data on land sales comparables in order to inform the analysis presented 
in the appendix tables. These findings are considered to be generally representative of real estate 
feasibility given a long-range view of real estate cycles in San Francisco. 
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1. Revenues 
Development revenues were developed based on a review of market data for condor:ninium sales and 
for apartment, office and retail rental property in San Francisco, interviews with developers and market 
professionals, as well as a review of numerous developer proformas. The Concord Group, Polaris Pacific, 
The Mark Company and RealAnswers (formerly RealFacts) were key sources of.market data for 
residential products, while CBRE, Colliers International and DTZ Retail Terranomics were key sources of 
market data .for office and retail products. While many economists project continued growth in sales 
values and rental rates in the c,oming years, development revenues for the financial.analysis are based 
on Winter 2014/Spring 2015 market values and have not been trended upwards to reflect improving 
future market conditions. Revenues are equal to potential sales prices for condominiums or 
development values for rental property less sales expenses, as further described below.3 

a. Condominium 

Condominium sales prices vary based on location, amenities associated with the building and whether 
or not units have a view premium. (Buildings with higher heights generally command higher prices due 
to potential view premiums.) Sales prices for each development prototype are based on anticipated 
sales val~e per net square foot for a typical new development of comparable height and target market ' 
for each neighborhood where the prototype is located. Condominium market sales prices range from 
$850/NSF (mid-rise, outer neighborhoods) to $1350/NSF (high-rise in the TCDP). All but one 
(Prototype 9, which is a high-rise in the TCDP) of the residential condominium prototypes are assum~d 
to provide below market rate (BMR) housing units on-site, affordable to households at 90% Areawide 
Median Income (at a BMR purchase price of about $286,000). No parking revenues are assumed from 
condominium units. 

b. Apartment 

Residential rental revenues for apartments are based on the potential market value for each rental 
prototype based on stabilized net operating income (NOi) divided by a market capitalization rate. 
NOi equals gross income from the rental of apartments and parking spaces, less a vacancy allowance of 
5% and less operating expenses, which are estimated at 30% of rental revenues. Capitalization rates are 
assumed at 4.5%, which is 0.5% above the current going in cap rate for San Francisco Class A multifamily 
developments, according to lntegra Realty Resources (IRR) Viewpoint ·2015. This cap. rate cushion is used 
for all three rental prototypes and takes into account potential changes in interest rates and measures 
of risk by the investment community. · 

The monthly rental rate for the rental prototypes is assumed to range from $5.50/NSF to $5.75/NSF 
($66/NSF to $69/NSF per year) based <?n market comparables for institutional grade properties in the 
eastern neighborhoods where most new apartments are located (the two residential rental Prototypes 4 
and 5 are located in the eastern neighborhoods). All of the apartment prototypes are assumed to 
provide below market rate (BMR) housing units on-site, affordable to households at 55% Areawide 
Median Income (at a BMR monthly rent of $1139). Parking revenues are assumed to be $350 per space 
per month based on discussions with developers and proforma review. 

3 Although soft sites were analyzed in order to develop and test key development assumptions, potential revenues for each 
prototype are designed to generally reflect potential prices and rents within the broader geographic areas and were also 
tested against minimum development feasibility thresholds provided by the development community. 
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c. Office· 

Office revenues are based on the potential market value for office based on stabilized net operating 
income (NOi) divided by a market capitalization rate. ~iven the significant demand from larger, 
technology-oriented tenants, proformas for office developments are now more commonly using triple 
net rents (NNN) or something akin to modified gross (MG) rather than full service (FS) rents to calculate 
NOi. For purposes of this analysis, the following assumptions are made based on interviews with office 
developers and a review of proformas for downtqwn office buildings submitted in response to the 
Transbay Joint Powers Authority developer solicitations. 

Office NOi equals gross income from rents and parking spaces. Office NOi is calculated based on eastern 
So Ma and downtown office rents ranging from $54/NSF to $66/NSF p'er year less a vacancy allowance of 
10% and less landlord operating expenses/contingency at.10% of rental revenues. (NOi range~ from 
$43/NSF to $53/NSF.) Parking revenues are assumed to be $450 per space per month with parking 
operating expenses at 30% of parking revenues. Capitalization rates are assumed at 5%, which is 0.5% 
above the current going in cap rate for San Francisco Class A CBD office, according to IRR Viewpoint 
2015. -

d. Retail 

Retail revenues are based on the potential market Vqlue. for office based on stabilized net operating 
income (NOi) divided by a market capitalization rate. Similar NOi equals gross income from rents and 
parking spaces, less a vacancy allowance of 5% and less operating expenses, which are estimated at 30% 
of rental revenues. 

Retail rental rates range from $4.00/NSF to $5.00/NSF ($48/NSF to $60/NSF per year), which recognizes · 
that some developments are likely to occur in areas that do not currently have established retail 
districts, and developers may need to incentivize o·ccupancy with free rent or tenant improvement · 
concessions. Retail NOi is calculated based on these rents less a vacancy allowance of 10% and less 
landlord operating expenses/contingency at 10% of rental revenues. (NOi ranges from $38/NSF to 
$48/NSF.) Monthly parking revenues range from $100 to $150 per space, with parking operating 
expenses at 30% of parking revenues, reflecting the fact that retail parking revenues are not anticipated 
to represent a significant source of income. Capitalization rates are assumed at 6%, which is 0.5% above 
the current going in cap rate for San Francisco Class A neighborhood retail according to IRR Viewpoint 
2015. 

e. Sales Expenses 

Sales expenses include brokerage fees and City transfer taxes, and these expenses are deducted from 
the sales and rental revenue proceeds in or~er to generate net development revenues for the financial 
analysis. Transfer taxes are based on the City's transfer tax schedule, which is calculated according to 
building value, and are assumed to be paid by the developer.: All of the condominium prototypes are 
assumed to have sales expenses equal to 5.5% of sales price, representing an aliowance for sales related 
expenses .and transfer tax. Office and apartme.nt prototypes are assumed to have sales exp~nses equal 
to 3.5% percent of sales price, representing an allowance for transfer tax arid brokerage fees. Sales 
expenses for retail space are assumed to be the same as the major land use type for each prototype, 
i.e. if retail is located on the ground floor of an apartment building, the sales expenses are equal to 3.5% 
of sales price. 
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2. Development Costs 
Development costs consist of. five key categories: hard construction costs and tenant improvements 
(collectively referred to as direct costs); development impact fees and other co_sts; environmental and 
transportation review costs; construction financing; and other soft costs. Land costs are calculated 
based on the RLV, as described above. Direct construction costs represent the majority of development 
costs. 4 

a. Direct Construction Costs 

Direct construction costs include hard c;onstruction costs related to building, parking and site work 
(including general contractor overhead, profit and genera.I conditions) plus tenant improvements. As the 
type and location of parking varies significantly across building typ~s, parking hard construc~ion costs 
are ~stimated separately from the hard construction costs for the residential, retail and/or office 
components. The parking costs were then added to the hard construction cos~s for each land use by 
prototype and compared with developer proformas and contractor estimates for projects in this 
building typ_e, as well as information on construction costs provided by the San Francisco Department of 
Building Inspection. These costs were also compared to the residential constr~ction cost estimates 
assembled for the Mayor's Office of Housing in 2012, and the costs were found to be generally 
consistent, after taking into account an inflationary adjustment of 15-20% since 2012, reflecting the 
rapid increase in construction costs over the past three years. 

Tenant improvements are assumed to be the landlord or developer's share ofw~at is required to be 
installed in order to accommodate occupancy by retail and/or office tenants. The following costs for 
each building and land use type were developed based on interviews with a range of developers and 
general contractors, recent development proformas and information on construction costs provided by · 
the San Fran_cisco Department of Buildi~g Inspection. 

Hard Construction Cost Contingency 

• A 10% contingency was added to all hard construction cost estimates, including parki_ng. 

Parking Hard Construction 

• Podium Parking (at-grade. or partially below grade at $120/GSF of Parking Area). 
• Underground Parking (1 level below grade at $140/GSF of Parking Area). 
• Underground- Parking (2 level below grade at $160/GSF of Parking Area). 
• .Stackers {assumes puzzle stackers at cost of $15,000 per space for parking lift system plus 

additional costs related to mechanical and electrical systems, plus site accommodations). 

Residential Hard-Construction 

• Low-Rise 40-58 Feet: Type V over Type I podium construction at $240/GSF to $260/GSF of 
Residential Area.5 

• Mid-Rise 65-68 Feet: Type Ill/Modified Type Ill construction at $270/GSF of Residential Area. 
• Mid-Rise 80-85 Feet: Type I construction at $300/GSF of Residential Area. 

4 Development cost information was provided by the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection and a range of real 
estate professionals, including developer members of the Urban Land Institute, SPUR and San Francisco Housi[lg Action 
Coalition, as well as general contractors (including Webcor, Cahill, Swinerton and Build GC}. 

5 This construction cost range assumes construction labor at prevailing wages and takes into account the fact that there may be 
site constraints, such as the need for pilings. The two low-rise prototypes have different heights and significantly different 
unit sizes as well as potential site conditions, given their locations. Citywide, low-rise developments may be able to achieve 
greater efficiencies and have significantly lower costs for wood frame development. 
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• High-Rise 120-160 Feet: Type I construction at $320/GSF .of Residential Area (reflects added life 
safety requirements plus construction premium for smaller sized upper floors). 

• High-Rise Above 240 Feet: Type I construction at $340/GSF of Residential Area (reflects added 
life safety requirements plus construction premium for additional smaller sized upper flo9rs}. 

With parking construction costs, direct construction costs for the residential prototypes (including ground 
floor retail and associated tenant improvements) range from $290/GSF to $400/GSF, or between about 
$380/NSF to $550/NSF. 

According to interviews with general contractors and developers, condominiums typically cost about 5% 
or more per square foot of residential building area than apartments because they have higher finishes 
and amenities, and some of this additional cost may be recaptured during the sales process as unit 
upgrades. Rental units are typically smaller in.size than cond9minium developments and therefore 
typically cost more per square foot due.to the higher ratio of kitchen and bathrooms to overall square 
footage. Based on reviewing numerous developer proformas for both condominium and rental units·, 
the above construction costs are assumed to be within the range of current construction costs for both 
condominium and rental units. In addition, as separately noted below, a contingency allowance of 10% 
is added to these costs to reflect the preliminary nature of these estimates. 

Retail Hard Construction and Tenant Improvements 

• Retail on Ground Floor: Podium construction at $225/GSF plus landlord paid Tenant 
·improvements at $100/NSF 

Office Hard Construction and Tenant Improvements 

• High-Rise 160 Feet: Type I construction with added life safety requirements at $250/GSF plus 
landlord paid tenant improvements at $85/NSF) 

• High-Rise 400 Feet: Type I construction with added life safety requirements at $300/GSF, which 
takes in to account significant building step backs on the upper floors that translates to higher 
costs per GSF on upper floors; plus landlord paid tenant Improvements at $85/NSF) 

With par~ing coristruction costs and contingency, hard construction costs for the office prototypes range 
from about $290/GSF to $330/GSF. With ground floor retail and associated tenant improvements, direct' 
construction costs for the office prototypes range from $400/NSF to $500/NSF. 

b. Development Impact Fees/Other Costs 

Development:' impact fees and other costs include water and wastewater capacity fees, school fees, 
citywide and area plan specific impact fees and are calculated based on the 2014 Planning Department 
Fee Schedule. All but one prototype assumes the onsite provision of affordable housing; High-Rise 
Prototype 9 assumes the payment of an affordable housing fee. The two office prototypes, as well as 
.ground floor retail uses, include the payment of a jobs-housing linkage fee. 

For·each prototype, the model assumes a variable level of development impact fees under the following 
scenarios: 

• Base Case TIDF) which reflects current conditions without implementation of the TSP and 
continuation ofTIDF. 

Appendix A· 

3725 

Page7 



• Base Case TSF, which assumes the TSP is implemented and assumes TSF fee rates based on the 
2012 Draft TSF Ordinance Levels. 6 

· 

• Sensitivity analy?is at three alternatfve fee levels at 125%, 150% and 250% of Base Case TSF . 

Where applicable, area plan and prior use fee credits were calculated !='Ind credited in the model of each 
TSF scenario. 

Prototypes 9 and 10 are located in the Transit Center District Plan and are assumed to be part of its 
Mello R.oos Community Facilities District. For Prototype 9, which is a residential condominium, the 
developer is assumed to pay the Mello Roos special tax starting at Certificate of Occupancy until the 
units are sold and then the homeowners would fully assume ·the annual special tax burden. For 
Prototype 10, the developer or landlord is also assumed to pay the Mello Roos special tax starting at 
Certificate of Occupancy until the office js leased. Upon lease-up, the landlord is as~umed to either pass 
the special tax on to the tenants through a NNN lease or incorporate the special tax into its operating 
expenses (the operating expense allowance of $6.60/NSF would more than cover the $4.36/SF Mello 
Roos special tax for·a 30 story office building). 

c. Environmental and Transportation Review Costs 

As described in Chapter V, City staff documented the level of environmental review and associated costs 
that would likely be currently required (i.e. before consideration of the TSP or Base Case TIDF) and what 
would be reqµired with the adoption of the TSP (Base Case TSF). Then, the potential costs and time 
spent on environmental review tor' each of these 'prototypes was compared under these two cases in 
order to understand the potential direct economic benefits from the adoption of the TSP. The analysis 
also analyzes each prototype with and without predevelopment savings, which takes into account 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 ~nvironmental review. 

d. Construction Financing and Predevelopment Carry Savings 

Construction financing typically represents the major source of capital that pays for development costs 
during construction. Construction terms vary depending on market conditions, developerfinancial 

· capacity, developer track record and the construction lender .. The construction interest rate is assumed 
at 5.5% for all prototypes with a loan fee of 1-1.25%, depending on loan size. The loan amount is based 
on about a 60-65% loan to development cost (considered to be approximately equal to a 50% loan to 
value) at an average outstanding balance of 60% of development costs. The term of the construction 
loan is directly related to project timing, as the construction loan is the primary source of capital during 
the constructi'on and absorption phase (sales for condominiums and lease-up for rentals). 

The construction period for each prototype increases according to development size and complexity: 
with constr·uction on the small r!'!sidential projects assumed to occur in 18 months, construction on 
medium sized projects assur:ned at 21 months, and construction on the larger ~nd high-rise 
developments taking 24-30 months. Absorption for each prototype is based on recent market trends 
and interviews with developers, with average unit absorption per month for condominiums ranging 
from about 2 (for small developments) to 9 (for 100-200 unit developments) and 20 units per month for 
apartments. Office absorption is assumed to average 200,000-25.0,000 square feet per year, with a small 
amount of pre-leasing assumed for office, retail and apartments. 

6 As .described ih Chapter Ill, the Base Case TSF scenario assumes the fee rat~s in the 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance, adjusted for 
inflation to 2015 dollars, taking int<;> account the consolidation of non-residential fee categories. 
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As described in the main body of the report, predevelop.ment time savings due to CEQA/LOS reform are 
considered to reduce private carrying costs related to those developments that may benefit from CEQA 
streamlining. Consistent with the prior 2012 analysis, the study assumes 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 lnstitute).7 

Predevelopment cost savings are measured by multiplying these estimated predevelopment costs by a 
12% annual equity carrying cost (conservative assumption as equity during entitlement period typically 
achieves a higher return threshold) times the number of months saved divided by one year 
(i.e. 5 months/1 year):8 

5% of revenues multiplied by 12% carrying cost multiplied by 42% {5/12 months)= .252% of revenues 

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. 

e. other Soft Costs. 

Other soft costs include all other indirect construction costs such as architectural design, engineering, 
legal fees, building permit fees, marketing and other sales/leasing related development costs. These 
costs are calculated as a percentage of hard construction costs based on a review of proformas and 
interviews with developers and real estate professionals. Other soft costs for the residential 
condominium prototypes are 'assumed at 25% of hard construction costs while rental prototypes (both 
residentia·I and commercial) that have less extensive sales and marketing costs are assumed at 18% of 
hard construction costs. 

3. Developer Margin 
Developers, lenders and investors evaluate and measure returns in several ways. Based on input from 
reaf. estate developers, equity investors and lenders, and discussions with City staff, developer margin is 
measured in the following ways. 

• · Residential: Target developer margin, as measured by return on development cost and return . 
on net sales price for condominiums: 

• Low-Rise 40-58 Feet: 15-20% return on total development cost (assumed at 19% return on 
development cost, or 16% threshold for return on net sales for condominiums) 

. . . 
• Mid-Rise 65 Feet: 20~22% ·on total development cost (assumed at 21% return on 

development cost, or 17% threshold for return on net sales for condomin_iums) 

• Mid-Rise and High-Rise, 80-160 Feet: 22-24% on total development cost (assumed at 23% 
return on development cost, or 19~ threshold for return on net sales for condominiums) 

• High-Rise above 240 Feet: 28-30% on total development cost (assumed at 29% return on 
development cost, or 22% threshold for return on net sales for condominiums) . 

7 Refer to Chapters 2 and 3, Finance for Real Estate Development, Charles Long, Urban Land Institute, 2011, 
8 Conceptually, this mean~ a five month time savings would translate to predevelopment savings of about $2,520/unit for a 

typically priced $1,000,000 cpndominium, which is approximately equal 0.5% of direct construction costs. 
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• Office: Target developer margin as measured by return on development cost at 19% or 16% on 
return on net value. (These returns take in to account the size and scale of development, as well 
as the building's long term cash flow potential.) 

• Retail: Target returns in mixed-use projects are assumed to be the same as the predominant. 
land use. 

For rental property, typically the more· imp.ortant static return measure is referred to as Yield to Cost or 
Return on Cost, which is measured based on Net Operating Income (NOi, equal to rental income less 
vacancy less operating expenses) diyided by total development costs. The target Yield (Return) on Cost 
for apartments in San Francisco is 5-7% while office return thresholds range between 
6-7%, based on a review of project proformas and discussions with developers and equity investors. 

·',.., 
4. Residual Land Value (With and Without Predevelopment Savings} 
As described above, the residual land value (RLV) is the difference between what a developer expects to 
receive in revenues less all costs associated with developing the buildings. Land resic;lual models for each 
prototype were created to compare the potential financial impact on RLV of the TSF at various fee levels 
and under two underlying economic benefit scenarios: with and without predevelopment savings from 
CEQA/LOS reform. In summary, the Residual Land Value (RLV) is calculated using the following formula, 
which represents a static basis for determining project feasibility; 

Revenues 

Less: Basic Development Costs (taking into account the varying levels of development impact 
fees under the'TSF scenarios, as well as·potential predevelopment savings with the TSP) 

Less: Develope_r Margin 

= Residual Land Value (calculated for each scenario, with and without predeveloplilent savings) 
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D. Information Sourc·es 
Association of Bay Area Government (ABA_G), Projections 2013. 

Clifford Advisory, Land Value in Eastern Neighborhoods, April 14, 2008, plus updated data on land sales 

com parables and guidance on residual land value calculations provided during 2014 and 2015. 

lntegra Realty Resources, Viewpoint,.2015 Real Estate Value Trends. 

Interviews with residential and office developers, as well as a range of general contractors, many of 
whom are members of the Urban Land Institute, SPUR and San Francisco Housing Action Coalition. 

Interviews supplemented by reports on market trends: The Concord Group, Polaris Pacific, The Mark 

Company, R~alAnswers (formerly RealFacts), CBR_E, Colliers International and DTZ Retai_I Terranomics. 

Keyser Marston Associates, Citywide lnclusionary Housing Study, July 2006. 

Keyser Marston Associates, Sensitivity Analysis of New Development Impact Fees on Project Economics, 

August 12, 2008. 

San Francisco Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCll), staff reports to OCll Board 

regarding review of development proposals for Transbay Blocks 5, 6-7 and 8. 

San Francisco Planning Department, Development Pipeline Data, Q3 2014. 

San Francisco Planning Department, Housing Inventory Report, 2014. 

San Francisco Planning Department and San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Draft Transit Center 

District Plan, November 2009. 

Seif~I Consulting, Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee and Affordable Housing Analysis, May 2008. 

Seifel Consulting, Inclusionary Housing Financial Analysis, December 2012 

Urban Land Institute, Finance for Real Estate Development, Charles Long, 2011. 

San Francisco City Departments 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• 
• 

San Francisco Department of Building Inspection (SFDBI) 

San Francisco Planning Department (Planning Department) · 

San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development 

San Frandsco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) 

San Francisco Office of the Controller . 

San Francisco Office of Economic and Workforce Development.(OEWD) 

San Francisco Planning Department (Planning Department) 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) 
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Appendix Table A-1 
Prototype 1 Su1J1.mary Results 

Comparison for Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

la.Summa Small Residential Mixed-use 
Site Area and Constraints 

Lot Size 
Existin Prior Use 

Development Program 
Description 
Maximum Height 
Residential Units 

Average Unit Size (NSF) 
Residential Density 

Buildirig Size (NSF) 
Building Size GSF (without parking) 
FAR 

5,000 SF 
600 GSF 

Low-Rise 
45 Feet 

8 Units 
1,100 NSF 

. 70 Units per acre 
10,240 NSF 
12,950 GSF 

3.3 

Podium 1 

1.0 Spaces per Unit 
8 

lb Summarv ofFinancialAnalvsis- Gearv SinaIIResidential Mixed-use 
PrototvJJe 1 Base Case TIDF 

1: Geary Small Res. Mixed-use 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 

Retail 
Total Revenues 

Hard and Soft Costs 
Hard Construction Costs 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs 

Total 

$7,900,200 
$g 

$7,900,200 
$0 

$870,900 
$8,771,100 

$3,788,400 
$144,000 

·%of 
Revenues 

90% 
0% 

90% 
0% 

10% 
100% 

43% 
2% 

.:· $~;1w .. 1% 
$9 ooo ... ·· 0% 

Base Case TSF 

TSFTotal 

$7,900,200 
$0 

$7,900,200 
$0 

$870,900 
$8,771,100 

%of 
Revenues 

90% 
0% 

90% 

0%' 
10% 

100% 

$3,788,400 43% 
$144,000 2% 

: $1.:34,660 . ·2.% 

Difference 

Total % Change 

$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
~ 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0.% 
$0 0.0% 

: : .$6Q,~Q6 -:·foil% 
.• 

$()" · · b~o% .. 

. n·evyio~iliii;it ~~~t Fees/Q~ei' Cq.~ .... 
Envifoiil;n¢n~portation Revie~: . . 
Construct#~1i";F.fuallciilg1Predev. catif :· : : : · · :·. 
Other Soft Costs 

. ' ·' .. · ·: .· 
$3.~4,300/: .... 4% : . 

. >: :$9.~~Q.p;:.:· ·. . o~ 
·: ~3~4,300. :· 4% .'. 

. . 
.. .. 

:: : :·${) O.Oo/o 

Total Hard and Soft Costs 
Developer Margin 

Total Costs 

Residual Land Value 
Without Predevelopment Savings 

Developer Margin/ Total Dev. Costs 

$947,100 11 % 
$5,317,500. 61 % 
$1,403,400 16% 

$6, 720,900 77 % 

$2,050,200 23% 
$2,050,200 23% 

19% 

$947,100 
$5,387,400 
$1,403,400 

$6,790,800 

$1,980,300 
$1,980,300 

19% 

11% 
61% 
16% 

77% 

23% 
23% 

~ 
$69,900 

$0 

$69,900 

($69,900) 
($69,900) 

0.0% 
1.3% 
0.0% 

1.0% 

(3.4%) 
(3.4%) 

Note: Numbers rounded to nearest $100 •. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs incl~e all applicable impact fees (including TIDF or TSF), 

plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax. 
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1 s c. fF" . llndi t ummarvo manc1a ca ors - G earv S all R "d tial Mix d m es1 en e -use 
; Prototvoel Base Case TIDF 

Soft Cost 
PerBldgGSF Per Bldg 1: Geary Small Res. Mixed-use Total as%of Per Unit 

HCC 
_(w/o Parking) NSF 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $7,900,200 $610 $772 $987,525· 
Residential Rental $0 $0 $0 $0 

Subtotal Residential $7,900,200 $610 $772 $987,525 
Office $0 $0 $0 $0 
Retail ~870,900 - $67 m ~108,863 

Total Revenues $8,771,100 $677 $857 $1,096,388 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $3,788,400 100% $293 $370 $473,550 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up C9sts $144,000 $11 $14 $18,000 
:Development Impiu)t Fees/Oth~t:Cost$ . .$64,700. 2% $5 . . $6 : .: :": $8,088 
Envi:I'onri:lental!I'ransportatfon::l{evie~ $9,000 . ... 

0% $1 
.. .· :$f . $1)25 . . 

· Ccin8tniction F:lrumcmg/Predex.:caT:ry · .. . $364,3QO ... 10% $28 $3~ . . .$45,53J 
Other Soft Costs $947,100 25% m $92 $118,388 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $5,317,500 $411 $519 $664,688 
Developer Margin $1,403,400 $108 $137 $175,425 

Total Costs $6,720 900 $519 $656 $840,113 
Residual Land Value $2.050 200 $158 $200 $256,300 

Without Predevelopment Savings $2,050,200 $158 $200 $256,300 
~~~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~!~~~J:f~.,it~~~~~~ 

Prototype 1 Base Case TSF 
Soft Cost 

PerBldgGSF Per Bldg 1: Geary Small Res. Mixed-use Total aso/oof Per Unit 
HCC 

(w/o Parking) NSF 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $7,900,200 $610 $772 $987,525 
Residential Rental ~ $0 $0 $0 

Subtotal Residential $7,900,200 $610 $772 $987,525 
Office $0 $0 $0 $0 
Retail $870,900 $67 $85 $108,863 

Total Revenues $8,771,100 $677 $857 $1,096,388 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $3,788,400 100% $293 $370 $473,550 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $144,000 4% $11 $14 $18,000 

· Deyelopii:i.ent Impact Fees/Other Co.~ts · 
.. 

· .. : $134,600 .4% 
.. $10 $13 ·. $16;825 

~n~onlliental/Tran8portation Rev1evr : $9,ooo · 
.. 

:oiy. $1 $1 :. ; $t12.5 .. 
· .. Cogsi:r;uction Financllig/Predev: Carry:. .. .. . : . ~64,300 . ... 

10% .. $28 . $36 . ·.$4?,53:8 
Other Soft Costs ~947,100 25% $73 $92 $118,388 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $5,387,400 $416 $526 $673,425 
Developer Margin $1,403,400 $108 $13~ $175,425 

Total Costs $6,790,800 $524 $663 $848,850 
Residual Land Value $1,980.300 $153 $193 $247.500 

Without Predeve[opment Savinf!S $1,980,300 $153 $193 $247,500 
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Appendix Table A-2 
Prototype 2 Summary Results 

Comparison for Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

2a. Summ ofDevelo ment Pro am - Van Ness Medium Residential Mixed-use 
Site Area and Constraints 

Lot Size 
Existin Prior Use 

Development Program 
Description 
Maximum Height 
Residential Units 

Average Unit Size 
Residential Density 

Building Size (NSF) 
Building Size GSF (without parking) 
FAR 
Residential Parking Ratio 
Total Parking Spaces 

Parkin Construction e # oflevels 

24,300 SF 
11,000 GSF 

Mid-Rise 
80 Feet 
60 Units. 

997 NSF 
108 Units/Acre 

67,887NSF 
86,124 GSF 

3.6 
0. 7 5 Spaces per Unit 

64 
Und ound(l 

2b Summary of Financial Analysis - Van Ness Medium Residential Mixed-use 
Prototype 2 Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 

2: Van !'j'ess Medium Res. Mixed-use 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Development Costs 

Hard Construction Costs 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs 

: · oi:veiop~~iii :tm:Pai:t :F~s1btl1er cci5is · · 
Envhomne~taVrransportation Re~eV.r 

· eo~n:Ucti~n :Fm~cing/Predev. carr)r · 
Other Soft Costs 

Total Hard and Soft Costs 
Developer Margin 

Total Costs 
Residual Land Value 

Without Predevelopment Savings 
Developer Margin/ Total Dev. Costs 

.. 

Total 
%of 

Revenues 

$56,819,600 91% 
$0 0% 

$56,819,600 91% 
$0 0% 

"$5,740,900 9% 
$62,560,500 100% 

$31,216,553 50% 
$808,747 1% 

·: • : . : $4.~-.~oo:· ·_::_; .. · .J% 
: $188;000--. :· 0% 

TSFTotal 

.... 

$56,819,600 
$0 

$56,819,600 
•$0 

$5,740,900 
$62,560,500 

$31,216,553 
$808,747 
$862;so6 
$188,000. 

$3;23~.~oo . ... Y!o. : $~,235,600 
$7,804,200 12% $7,804JOO 

$43,656,700 70% $44,115,600 
$11,886,500 19% $11,886,500 

$55,543,200 89% $56,002,100 
$7,017,300 11% $6,558,400 

$7,017,300 11% $6,558,400 
23% 23% 

%of 
Revenues 

91% 
0% 

91% 
0% 
9% 

100% 

50% 
1% 

.}% 
0% 
5% 

12% 
71% 
19% 

90% 
10% 
10% 

Difference 

Total 

$0 
$0 

£Q 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$0 
$0 

·:: ·::: · :.,$4ss;9.Q"o 
.. ::. · .. $0 

.. 
. :: ~o: . . . - . . 

$0 
$458,900 

.$0 

$458,900 
($458,900) 
($458,900) 

% Change 

··--· 

0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 

0.0% 
. 0.0% 
"114% 
0:0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

1.1% 
0.0% 

0.8% 
(6.5%) 
(6.5%) 

Note: Numbers rounded to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other CoSts include all applicable impact fees (including TIDF or TSF), 
plus any upfront developer payment for TDRpurchase and Mello Roos special tax. 
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2 s c. nmmarvo fF" "al lndi t manc1 ca ors- V: N M di R "d "alMix d an ess e nm es1 enti e -use 
PrototvJJe 2 Base Case TIDF 

Soft Cost Per Bldg 2: Van Ness Medium Res. Mixed-use Total as% of PerBldgGSF Per Unit 
HCC 

NSF 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $56,819,600 $660 $837 $946,993 
Residential Rental $0 $0 $0 $0 

Subtotal Residential $56,819,600 $660 $837 $946,993 
Office $0 $0 $0 $0 
Retail $5,740,900 $67 $85 $95,682 

Total Revenues $62,560,500 $726 $922 $1,042,675 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $31,216,553 100% $362 $460 $520,276 
Tenant JmPI(JVel!1ents/Lease Up Co~ts $808,747 3% $9 $12 $13,479 
Deve16pinent Impact Fees/Other Costs .. .· $403,600 

: i% ·$5 "$6 $6,'72'7 
EnviionmentaJ/r.i:ai};porti_ti~ii. Revfew . : ::· $1~8,0~0 . ·:1% ... $2 $3 .. ... :. : $3",13_3 
Constructicin !'ili.ancfug/Pre,J.ev. Carry · ·:: .. :-: : $3,235,6!)0 : 10% .. $38 $48 .··. : .$53~9i1· 
Other Soft Costs $7,804,200 25% $91 $115 $130,070. 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $43,656,700 $507 $643 $727,612 
Developer Margin $11,886,500 $138 $175 $198,108 

Total Costs $55.543.200 $645" $818 $925,720 
Residual Land Value $7017300 $81 $103 $117,000 

Without Predevelo11ment SavinJ!S $7,017,300 $81 $103 $117,000 
~1[1f~~i~~~~~~~¥t~~~~~g;t.::~~~A~~!?t:~Nif~~~~~J~~P-;~· 

Prototvrie 2 Base·Case TSF 
Soft Cost 

Per Bldg 2: Van Ness Medium Res. Mixed-use Total as% of PerBidgGSF Per Unit 
HCC 

NSF 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $56,819,600 $660 $837 $946,993 
Residential Rental $0 $0 $0 $0 

Subtotal Residential $56,819,600 $660 $837 $946,993 
Office $0 $0 $0 $0 
Retail $5;740,900 $67 $85 $95,682 

Total Revenues $62,560,500 $726 $922 $1,042,675 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $31,216,553 100% $362 $460 $520,276 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $808,747 3% $9 $12 $13,479 

. ·Development ImpacfFees/Other· Costs.: .. "$862;500 .··3% .. · .. $10 : .$13 ·: $i4;375: 
· EnVb:oll1Ilental/Transpqrtatlon ReView. ; .. 

·.·. 
.· $i88,ooo 

.. 
. $i .. 

: $3·. '..$~;i~·3: .. 
' .·• . . '.·:)% .:: . . ·. ,. .. . . 

Con~tructj.on Finan«ingtl're<lev. Carry . . · _· $3,735,600 ·· 1.0% : $38 $48 ·. : .. · ~5_3,927. ., 
Other Soft Costs $7,804,200 25% $91 $115 $130,070 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $44,115,600 $512 $650 $735,260 
Developer Margin $11,886,500 $138 $175 $198,108 

Total Costs $56.002,100 $650 $825 $933.368 
Residual Land Value $6.558.400 $76 $97 $109.300 

Without Predevelo11ment Savinf!s $6,558,400 $76 $97 $109,300 
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Appendix Table A-3 
Prototype 3 Summary Results 

Comparisop. for.Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

3a. s .al Mix ummarv of Develonment Proirram - Outer Mission Small Residenti ed-use 
Site Area and 'Constraints 

Lot Size 14,420 SF 
Existing Prior Use 17,438 SF 

Development Program 
Description Mid-Rise 
Maximum Height 65 Feet 
Residential Units 24 Units 

Average Unit Size 1,250 NSF 
Residential Density 72 Units/Acre 

Building Size (NSF) ' 32,876 NSF 
Building Size GSF (~thout parking) 41,784 GSF 
FAR 3.6 
Residential Parking Ratio 1 Spaces per Unit 
Total Parking Spaces 24 

Parkine: Construction 'Tuue (# oflevels) Podium(!) 

3b. Summarv of Financial Analvsis - Outer Mission Small Residential Mixed-use 
Prototvne 3 Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 

3. Outer Mission Small Res. Mixed-use Total 
%of 

TSFTotal 
%of 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office. 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs 
ti~V:~i0iiDii:iii rmp;wt1~·e~s/6tiiei -c::·osts · · · 
. EI).:virpiiine~tairi'rimspcirtation :Re0"e~:: · 

· _. CoJ1Sf:ru,i:~oii. :f inaiicmgtl>tedev. c;any _ · 
Other Soft Costs 

Total Hard and Soft Costs 
Developer Margin 

Total Costs 
Residual Land Value 

Without Predevelopment Savings 
Developer Margin/ Total Dev. Costs 

Revenues 

$21,895,900 93% 
$0 0% 

$21,895,900 93% 
$0 0% 

$1,739,400 7% 
$23,635,300 100% 

$13,594,400 58% 

. . J~87,~o.o . . ... } % .. _ 
.. $201,100_ . 1% -

$21,.ooo . _ :9%. ... 
· - $i~i88,_QO.O - : : - - ·:s% 

$3,398,600 14% 
$18,696,700 79% 
$4,018,000 17% 

$22,714,700 96% 
$920,600 4% 
$920,600 4% 

20% 

Revenues 

$21,895,900 
$0 

$21,895,900 
$0 

$1,739,400 
$23,635,300 

$13,594,400 
$287,600 
$243,_500 .... 
:.$27,000 

$1,i88,00.0-_ 
$3,398,600 

$18,739,100 
$4,018,000 

$22,757,100 
$878,200 

$878,200 
20% 

93% 
0% 

93% 
0% 
7% 

100% 

58% 
1% 
1% . 

-0%· 
'5%. 
14% 
79% 
17% 

96% 
4% 
4% 

Difference 

Total 

$0 
$0 
~ 
$0 

~ 
$0 

$0 
$0 

/. ::· $~2,4p6" 
$0 

JO 
~ 

$42,400 
$0 

$42,400 
($42,400) 
($42,400) 

% Change 

0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 

.. 21% 
o.b% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.2% 
0.0% 

0.2% 
(4.6%) 
(4.6%) 

Note: Numbers rounded to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all u;pplicable impact fees (including TIDF or TSF), 

plus any upfront aeveloper payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax. 
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3c. Summary of Financial Indicators - Outer Mission Small Residential Mixed-use 
Prototvne'3 Base Case TIDF 

3. Outer Mission Small Res. Mixed-use 

Revenues -
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs 

Total 

$21,895,900 
$0 

$21,895,900 
$0 

$1,739,400 
$23,635,300 

Soft Cost 
as % of Per Bldg GSF Per Bldg 
HCC NSF 

$524 
$0 

$524 
$0 

$42 
$566 

$666 
$0 

$666 
$0 

$53 
$719 

$13,594,400 100% $325 $414 
$9 

. •. $'6 
$287,600 2% $7 Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs ... 

DevekipinenfIIDpad Fee~/Oi:her Costs··<: 
EnvircinmeriJ:al!TrBnsportation Review 
CmistrUctioti Fii:IBD.cingJPredev. Carry 

: . $201;1.o·o · . . . · 1 % · · $5 
·.)i7,00:0 '': 0% .. ; ... $1 :: ~1. " 

· Other Soft Costs . · · · . 

Total Hard and Soft Costs 
Developer Margin 

TotalC~sts 
Residual Land Value 

Without PredeveloDment SavinJ!S 

Protowe3 

.. ·$1,188,000: 9% :· .l $28 
$3,398,600 25% . . ru. 

$18,696,700 $447 
$4,018,000 i2Q. 

$22,714,700 $544 
$920,600 $22 
$920,600 $22 

Base Case TSE 

.. $36 
$103 
$569 
$122 

$691 
$28 
$28 

3. Outer Mission Small Res. Mixed-use Total 
Soft Cost 
as % of Per Bldg GSF Per Bldg 
HCC NSF 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

. 

$21,895,900 
1Q 

$21,895,900 
$0 

$1,739,400 
$23,635,300 

Hard Construction Costs $13,594,400 · 100% 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $287,600 2% 

... Df?v~fopriient tnpii~tFees/Oiliifr. ¢as1:S. · · · ·$243,soo · · :: _2% . 
·" E.~V#oDID.entali'rr~p.cirtaiion,R..:eVi.ew:>: ·.. ·:.:·~27,ocio . ::: .. :: ci% 

Gc?~.~c!ii?~ Finaiicm@.'r~d1?v::¢.arry:/< : : : Jq~8,ciqo :·:.::: .\.9% .. 
Other Soft Costs $3,398,600 25% 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $18, 739,100 
Developer Margin $4,018,000 

Total Costs $22,757,100 
Residual Land Value $878,200 

Without Predevelovment SavinJ!S $878,200 

$524 $666 
$0 $0 

$524 $666 
$0 $0 
~ .lli 

$566 $719 

$325 $414 
$7 $9 
$6 $7 . . 

.. $1 $1 
.. $2.~ ... '$36 

ru. .. $i'ci3 . 

$448 $570 
$96 $122 

$545 $692 
$21 $27 
$21 $27 

;· . 

... 

Per Unit 

$912,329 
$0 

$912,329 
$0 

$72,475 
$984,804 

$566,433 
$11,983 
' $8,379 

.. $1,i25 
. $49~500 
$

0

141.608 
$779,029 
$167.417 

$946,446 
$38 400 
$38,400 

Per Unit 

$912,329 
$0 

$912,329 
$0 

$72,475 
$984,804 

$566,433 
$11,983 

. $10;146 
.· '.•''$i,f25 

.$49Soo 
. $141,608 
$780,~96 
~167,417 

$948,213 
$36,600 
$36,600 
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Appendix Table A-4 
Prototype 4 Sumn:iary Results 

Comparison for Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

4a. Summ ofDevelo ment Pro am - Mission Small Residential Mixed Use 
Site Area and Constraints 

Lot Size 
Existin Prior Use 

Development Program 
Description 
Maximum Height 
Residential Units 

Average Unit Size 
Residential Densi1y 

Building Size (NSF) 
Building Size GSF (without parking) 
FAR 
Residential Parking Ratio 
Total Parking Spaces · 

Parkin Construction e # oflevels 

'alAnal • 4b. Summarv ofFinancr ivs1s - Mission Sm 

. 6,000 SF 
13,500 GSF 

Low-Rise 
55 Feet 
15 Units 

955 NSF 
109 Units/Acre 

16,575 NSF 
22,264 GSF 

Podium 1 

4.0 
0.5 Spaces per Unit 
. 8 

allR 'al Mix du esidenti e se 
Prototvne4 Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF Difference 

4: Mission Small Res. Mixed-use Total 
%of 

TSFTotal 
%of 

Total 
Revenues Revenues 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $13,445,800 90% $13,445,800 ·90% $0 
Residential Rental $0 0% $0 0% $0 

Subtotal Residential $13,445,800 90% $13,445,800 90% $0 
Office · $0 0% $0 0% $0 
Retail ~1,530,900 10% $1,530,900 10% $0 

Total Revenues $14,976,700 100% $14,976,700 100% $0 
Development Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $6,614,500 44% $6,614,500 44% $0 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $225,000 2% $225,000. 2% $0 
bey.elopmei:i.t Im.Paet :Fees/Otlier cost:S • : · ;$270,000 2% .. .. _$293,600 2% :.$2M_od 

· :Enviiainneii.tailtriii:isp()rtatio.ii Review · . $11,000. 0% . . $11,000 ()% ... 
' .· $0 

: Cpristzjip~c).nFinanci.ri~rro,ev. Cany $665,6()0 4% . · $6~5;6od. 4% ,· ···· . 
•··. : .• $Q 

.. .. 
$i,653~600 . $0 Other Soft Costs 11% $1,653,600 11% 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $9,439,700 63% $9,463,300 63% $23,600 
Developer Margin $2,396,300 16% $2,396,300 16% $0 

Total Costs $11,836,000 .79% $11,859,600 79% $23,600 
Residual Land Value $3,140,700 21% $3,117,100 21% ($23,600) 

"Without Predevelopment Savings $3;140,700 21% $3,117,100 21% . ($23,600) 
Developer Margin/ Total Dev. Costs 19% 19% 
Note: Numbers rounded to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable bnpactfees (including TIDF or TSF), 

plus any upfront developer' payment for TDR p~rchase and Mello Roos special tax. 

%Change 

CJ..0% 

-
0.0% 

-
0.0% 
0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 

·: .8.7% 

0.0% ... 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.3% 
0.0% 

0.2% 
(0.8%) 
(0.8%) 
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4c. Summary Proforma- Mission Small Residential Mixed Use 
PrototvJJe4 

4: Mission Small Res. Mixed-use 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 

' Retail 
Total Revenues 

Hard and Soft Costs 
Hard Construction Costs 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs 

. Deve19pment rm:Pact f.ees/Qi:lier Costs·. 
>:- Enyi!olli.nental/TranspcirtJiti6ii. ReVie~ 

· .!:onstiuctiori. Jliniincfu~fodev. Cari:y · 
Other Soft Costs 

Total Hard and Soft Costs 
Developer Margin 

Total Costs 
Residual Land Value 

Without Predevelovment Savinf!S 

Protofype4 

4: Mission Small Res. Mixed-use 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs 

· peyefopment liiipaet Fees/Other Ccisl:S · 
EnviJ:omD.¢IJ.tal/Twpq$tionReyi~w.: ·: · .. 
C~~~tnl~tioii. F4iiinciD.gtPredev. Cacy : :·: 
Other·Soft Costs 

Total Hard and Soft Costs 
Developer Margin 

Total Costs 
Residual Land Value 

Without Predevelovment Savin}fs 

.. 
.. 

. . 

Base Case TIDF 

Total 

$13,445,800 
$0 

$13,445,800 
$0 

$1,530,900 
$14,976,700 

$6,614,500 
$225,000 
$~70,0\l:O 

$11,000 
:-:· $665,600 

$1,653,600 
$9,439,700 
$2,396,300 

$11836,000 
$3140,700 

$3,140,700 

Soft Cost 
as%of 
HCC 

, 
100% 

3% 
. ",. 4y. 

.. " . 0% 

10.% 
25% 

PerBidgGSF 

$604 
$0 

. $604 
$0 

$69 
$673 

$297 
$10 
$12· 

.. $0 
: $30 

$74 
$424 
$108 

. $532 
$141 
$141 

Base Case TSF 
Soft Cost 

Total as % of Per Bldg GSF 

$13,445,800 
$0 

$13,445,800 
$0 

$1,530,900 
$14,976,700 

HCC 

$6,614,500 100% 
$225,000 3% 
$293,600 ... 4% . 
. $Jl,OOO ,, .. 0%, 
$6~5,600 . fo% ' 

$1.653,600 25% 
$9,463,300 
$2,396,300 

$11,859 600 
$3.117100 

$3,117,100 
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$604 
$0 

$604 
$0 

$69 
$673 

$297 
$10 
$13. 
. · $0 
$30: 
$74 

$425 
$108 

$533 
$140 
$140 

Per Bldg 
NSF 

Per Unit 

$811 
$0 

$811 
$0 

$92 
$904· 

$399 
$14 

: .. $iii 
. $1 

$40 
$100 
$570 
$145 

$714 
$189 
$189 

$896,387 
$0 

$896,387 
$0 

$102,060 
$998,447 

$440,967 
$15,000 

.$18:Cioo 
·.· : $733 

.. $44,373 
$110,240 
$629,313 
$159,753 

$789,067 
$209400. 
$209.400 

Per Bldg 
NSF 

Per Unit 

$811 $896,387 
$0 $0 

$811 $896,387 
$0 '$0 

$92 $102,060 
$904 $998,447 

$399 $440,967 
$14 $15,000 

· ... '..:·.:·.:::$.·.:$1:8
1
-: · :_: ... ::;: $19;573, . <":~.>:'$733 . 

.. ·$40 .. :: $#;3.73 
$100 $110.240 
$571 $630,887 
$145 $159,753 

$716 $790,640 
$188 $207,800 
$188 $207,800 
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Appendix Table A-5 
Prototype 5 Snmmary Results 

Comparison for Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

Sa. Summa of Develo ment Pro am - Central Waterfront Lar e Residential MU 
Site Area and Constraints 

Lot Size 
Existin Prior Use 

Development Program 
Description 
Maximum Height 
Residential Units 

Average Unit Size 
Residential Density 

Building Size (NSF) 
Building Size GSF (without parking) 
FAR 

35,000 SF 
40,000 GSF 

Mid-Rise 
65 Feet 

156 Units 
762 NSF 
194 Units/Acre 

123,300 NSF 
154,720 GSF 

4.5 
0.71 Spaces per Unit 
111 

Under ound 1) 

Sb s fFin • IAnal • C tr IW: t rfr tL ummaryo anCia lYSIS - en a ae on are;e R .d tialMU es1 en 
PrototvJ>e 5 Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 

5: Central Waterfront Large Res. MU Total 
%of Base Case %of 

Revenues TSFTotal Revenues 
Revenues 

Residential For-Sale $0 0% $0 0% 
Residential Rental $106,807,000 97% $106,807,000 97% 

Subtotal Residential $106,807,000 97% $106,807,000 97% 
Office $0 o~ $0 0% 
Retail $3,126,600 2.8% $3,126,600 2.8% 

Total Revenues $109;933,600 100% $109,933,600 100% 
Hard and Soft Costs 

, 

Hard Construction Costs ' $50,999,200 46% $50,999,200 46% 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $450,000 0% $450,000. 0% 

· :Df;Velopment I:inpact F~e·s/Other _Costs · ... :: .$2,421;400 . 2% : ~2;611,300 .. .. .2% 
· Enviro:ruD.enta.l!Triinspcirtatiiin: ReView . .>$683,000 : .·.1% :.-__ $12z;qoo .'0% 

cqn8~ction F~chig!Preci.~~ carJ:Y ·: $4,642 3.00 : .. .·. 4% · :_$4;361;4qo:; .. ·:4% . . • .. ·' . 
. Other Soft Costs $2,179,900 8% $9,179,900 8% 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $68,375,800 62% $67,789,800 62% 
Developer Margin $18,688,700 17% $18,688, 700 17% 

Total Costs $87,064,500 79% $86,478,500 79% 
Residual Land Value $22,869,100 21% $23,455,100 21% 

Without Predevelopment Sqvings $22,869,100 21% $22,619,200 21% 
Return (Yield) on Cost 5.7% 5.7% 

Difference 

Total %Change 

$0 -
.$Q 0% 
$0 0% 
$0 -
.$Q 0% 
$0 0% 

$0 0% 
$0 0% 

.$2:49;900: 10% 
. ($561?000) (Bi%) 

.. .. < ($274;900) . .·. -.cs.9%) 
.$Q 0.0% 

($586,000) (0.9%) 
.$Q 0.0% 

($586,000) (0.7%) 
$586,000 2.6% 

{$249,900) (1.1%) 

Note: Numbers rounded to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (including TJDF or TSF), 

plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax. 
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Sc. Summarv_ of Financial Indicators - Central Waterfront Lar!!e Residential MU 
Prototvoe S Base Case TIDF 

5: Central Waterfront Large Res. MU 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Total 

$0 
$106,807,000 

. $106,807,000 
$0 

$3,126,600 
$109,933,600 

Soft Cost 
as%of PerBldgGSF 
HCC 

$0 
$690 
$690 

$0 
llQ 

$711 

Per Bldg 
Per Unit 

NSF 

$0 $0 
$866 $684,660 
$866 $684,660 

$0 $0 
.lli $20.042 

$892 $704,703 

Hard Construction Costs $50,999,200 100% $330 $414 $326,918 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $450,000 1 % $3 $4 $2,885 
;Develop!IlentimpactFees/QtherCosts . _: .·$iNM9.9 5% ·· ·. $16 ·$20 1 ·:_$i5,5~2 

:· Envrron,mental/TransportationReview ·: $683,000 · · :; 1% :·_.::: · . ·.··: $4 $6 . $4;378 
· c_on8tructioii Fina.D.cirig!Predev. Carry · f$4;642,30Ci · · .· : ·: 9ro · · $30 · · $38 : .. $29;758 

Other Soft Costs $9.179,900 18% ~ ill · $5.8,846 
Total Hard and Soft Costs $68,37S,800 $442 $SSS $438,306 

Developer Margin $18,688,700 $121 $152 $119.799 
Total Costs $87.064,SOO $S63 $706 . $SS8,106 

Residual Land Value $22 869100 $148 $18S $146 600 
WithoutPredevelovmentSavinf!S $22,869,100 ·$148 $185 $146,600 
~~~~~~~~tai~~~~It~~~~~~~it~~~~~~~~~~ 

Prototypes Base Case TSF 
Soft Cost 

Per Bldg 
5: Central Waterfront Large Res. MU Total as%of PerBldgGSF Per Unit 

HCC 
NSF 

Revenues $711 $0 $0 
Residential For-Sale $0 $0 $0 $0 
Residential Rental $106,807,000 ' $690 $866 $684,660 

Subtotal Residential $106,807,000 $690 $866 $684,660 
Office $0 $0 $0 $0 
Retail. $3,126,600 llQ .lli $20.042 

Total Revenues $109,933,600 $711 $892 $704,700 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $50,999,200 100% $330 $414 $326,918 
. Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $450,000 "1% $3 $4 $2,885 

.. :Deveiopni.ent Ilnpac:t":Fees/Other Costs· $2;611;300 : ·•. 5%" : $11 
.. 

$2Z . . .$l7;Ii4 
. : Eiryiro.mnei).tal/TriID.SiJ6itiitiori R.evfow . . .$1i2,ooo . 

.. 
"0%. . . 

.$1 ., : $1- . . 
·::_$782 

·: Co~tiu.ctioil:~irialiciilgil're<lev. Carry : $4,367;400 .. 9% ·.$28 $35 $27;996 
Other Soft Costs $9,179,900 . 18% ~ ru $58,846 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $67,789,800 $438 $5SO $434,SSO 
Developer Margin $18,688,700 $121 $152 $119,799 

Total Costs $86478 soo $S59 $701 $SS4.349 
Residual Land Value $23.4SS.100 $152 $190 $1S0.400 

Without Predevelovment SavinJ!S $22 619,200 $146 $183 $145000 
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Appendix Table A-6 
Prototype 6 Summary Results 

Comparison for Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

6a.Summa am - East SoMa Medium Residential Mixed-use 
Site Area and Constraints 

Lot Size 
Existin Prior Use 

Development Program 
Description 
Maximum Height . 
Residential Units 

Average Unit Size 
Residential Density 

Building Size (NSF) 
Bllilding Size GSF (without parking) 
FAR 
Parking Ratio 
Total Parking Space.s . 

Parkin Construction e # oflevels 

10,000 SF 
62,500 GSF 

Mid-Rise 
85 Feet 
60 Units 

719'NSF 
261 Units/Acre 

47,625 NSF 
60,550 GSF 

6.3 
0.50 Spaces per Unit 

36 

6b s ummarvo fFi 0 alAnal • E tS M M di R .d tialMix d nanc1 lVSIS - as 0 a e um es1 en e -use 
Prototype6 Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF Difference 

6: East SoMa-Medium Res. Mixed-use Total 
%of Base Case %of 

Total %Change 
Revenues TSFTotal Revenues 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $0 0% $0 0% $0 -
Residential Rental $40,092,100 92% $40,092,100 92% $0 0.0% 

Subtotal Residential $40,092,100 92% $40,092,100 92% $0 0.0% 
Office $0 0% $0 0% $0 -
Retail $3,382,800 8% $3,382,800 8% $0 0.0% 

Total Revenues $43,474,900 100% $43,474,900 100% ' $0 0.0% 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $21,266,900 49% $21,266,900 49% $0 0.0% 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $450,000 1% $450,000 1% $0 0.0% 

. · Devetopiileiif rmpact '.Fees,!Otli.er ccists · . ·. /.: $J,¥,t,100: .d% .$1,571,000 . .. 4% :<>::J127;6bQ' 8'.8% 
·. •Eii,yfro:Qin~iaiitriiriiiport;ttion Review : :· . ,: $119',000, 0% ' $119,000 . ·.0% $0 ·c).0% 
·: Co~mJ.~tio:ri:FIDa.n~lliwPredev. cfilrY. · . : .$'{7683cici : .:./4% $1,168,300 . ' '4%. 

.• 

'$0.' 0.0% . ' 
.. . ... ... '·", .. 

$3,828,000 
. . ····· 

Other Soft Costs $3,828,000 9% 9% .$Q 0.0% 
Total Hard and Soft Costs $28,875,600 66% $29,003,200 67% $127,600 0.4% 

Developer Margin $8,260,200 19% $.8,260,200 19% $0 0.0% 

Total Costs $37,135,800 85% $37,263,400 86% $127,600 0.3% 
Residual Land Value $6,339,100 15% $6,211,500 14% ($127,600) (2.0%) 

Wllhout Predevelopment Savings $6,339,100 15% $6,211,500 14% ($127,600) (2.0%) 
Return (Yield) on Cost 5.9% 5.9% 

Note: Numbers rounded to nearest $100. 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 special tax. 
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6 s c. fF" iall di ummarvo mane n cators - E S M M di R "d "alMi d ast 0 a e nm es1 en ti xe -use 
Prototvne 6 Base Case TIDF 

Soft Cost 
Per Bldg 

6: East SoMa Medium Res. Mixed-use Total as%of PerBldgGSF Per Unit 
HCC 

NSF 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $0 $0 $0 $0 
Residential Rental $40,092,100 $662 $842 $668,202 

Subtotal Residential. $40,092,100 $662 $842 $668,202 
Office· $0 $0 $0 $0 
Retail $3,382,800 ~ $71 $56,380 

Total Revenues $43,474,900 $718 $913 $724,582 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $21,266,900 100% $351 $447 $354,448 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $450,000 2% $7 $9 $7,500· 

· Developllient fuipact Fees/Othef Costs· $°1,443;4oci .... .. 7%. $24, .. , . ';. $30·· '$24,057 
· · Eti;Vii:orimental/Transp.brtatioil. Review · $119,000. 1% ... $2 $2 . $1,983 
. Constnjction Financing/Predev: Carry . $1,768,300 8% .. $29. $37 . $29,472 

Other Soft Costs $3,828,000 18% $63 $80 $63,800 
Total' Hard and Soft Costs $28,875,600 $477 $606 $481,260 

Developer Margin $8,260,200 $136 $173 $137,670 

Total Costs $37135,800 $613 $780 $618.930 
Residual Land Value $6.339.100 $105 $133 $105,700 

Without Predevelopment Savinl!S $6,339,100 $105 $133 $105,700 
~~~~~~~;~~~;.~mrfi-~*~~~~:t:~~J~-~~·mr~~~&:tfr$1t~~~~%~-:g~~~~~1'.~~rtf.~~t~r~~Dl~!f.Yt:ES~· 

Prototvne6 Base Case TSF 
Soft Cost 

Per Bldg 6: East SoMa Medium Res. Mixed-use Total as%of PerBldgGSF Per Unit 
HCC 

NSF 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $0 $0 $0 $0 
Residential Rental $40,092,100 $662 $842 ' $668,202 

Subtotal Residential. $40,092,100 $662 $842 $668,202 
Office $0 $0 $0 $0 
Retail $3,382,800 ~ $71 $56,380 

Total Revenues $43,474,900 $718 $913 $724,582 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $21,266,900 100% $351 $447 $354,448 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $450,000 2% $7 $9 $7,500 
°I)evelopmeiit I:rripactFe.es/Other·casts · · $1,571,000 . i% $26 $33, . · · $26J83 . 
. -Enviroi:llne:iJ.tal!t ranspcirtation Review· . · . $119,000 .. 1% $2 , . $2 :' :.:.:$1;!~83: 

.. :: Co~~tio~ Fin~cin'g!Pr~dev. ciuzy · ·. $1;768,300 &o/o .. $29 $37 .•. :.$29,472 
Other Soft Costs $3,828,000 18% $63 £fill $63,800 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $29,003,200 $479 $609 $483,387 
Developer Margin $8J60,200 $136 $173 $137,670 

Total Costs $37,263 400 $615 $782 $621.057 
Residual Land Value $6,211,SQO $103 $130 $103,500 

Without Predevelo11ment Savinf!s $6,211,500 $103 $130 $103.500 
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Appendix Table A-7 
Prototype 7 Summary Results 

Comparison for Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

7 s a. ummarvo fD eve ooment p roirram- E SM L ast 0 a ar!!e Offi ce 
Site Area and Constraints 

LotSize . 35,000 SF 
Existing Prior Use 6,000 GSF 

Development Program 
Description High-Rise 
Maximum Height 160 Feet 
Residential Units NIA Units 

Average Unit Size NIA 
Residential Densi1y 0 Units/Acre 

Building Size (Leaseable SF) 224,420 LSF 
Building Size GSF (without parking) 249,300 GSF 
FAR 6.7 
Parking Ratio NIA Spaces per Unit 
Total Parking Spaces 86 

Parking Construction Tvoe (# oflevels) Underground (1) 

7b. Summarv of manc1 Lysis -F" "alAnal ast 0 a E SM L arge Offi ce 
Prototvoe 7 Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 

7: East SoMa Large Office Total 
%of Base Case %of 

Revenues TSFTotal Revenues 
Revenues 

Residential For-Sale $0 0% $0 0% 
Residential Rental $0 0% $0 0% 

Subtotal Residential $0. 0% $0 0% 
Office $174,558,100 . 91% $174,558,100 91% 
Retail '$17,231,000 9.0% $17,231,000 9.0% 

Total Revenues $191,789,100 100% $191,789,100 100% 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $73,265,500 38% $73,265,500 38% 
Tenant Improvements $19,410,500 10% $19,410,500 10% 

: ri~:Veltipmht rm];ia:a· Fees/otiiei:. ccists 
.. $i4,7Ct5',16g ..... . '8% . h4'82lf 4ciil ._. :-: .. .. 8% . ·' ~.. '· : 

Eri~ci~en~l/Tr~P.ofiaticin:ReVic::~ . $~,19,000 . )~· -- .. :$884,000 ·p_% 
· .. ·. ¢ci~tni~tib~ :FiriancfugtPr~dev.: ca'uy $10,831,600 .. .. ·." 6%:. .:-::$.Ii\352,100 . :- . .5% 

Other Soft Costs $13,187,800 7% $13,187,800 7% 
·Total Hard and Soft Costs $132,380,100 69% $131,928,300 69% 

Developer Margin $30,686,300 16% $30,686,300 16% 
Total Costs $163,066;400 85% $162,614,600 85% 

Residual Land Value $28, 722, 700 15% $29,174,500 15% 
Without Predevelopment Savings $28,722,700 15% $28,600,000 15% 

Return (Yield) on Cost 6.3% 6.3% 

Difference 

Total % Change 

$0 -
.$Q --
$0 -
$0 0% 
.$Q 0% 

$0 0% 

$0 0% 
$0 0% 

.. : .. $iz2)00 .. : 0.8% . 
:·: · : ($95~000) . "J9.7%) 
: .·: ($479;500) 

. . 
(4.4%) 

$0 0.0% 
($451,800) (0.3%) 

$0 0.0% 
($451,800) (0.3%) 

$451,800 1.6% 
($122,700) (0.4%) 

Note: Numbers rounded to nearest $100. Development Impact ~ees! Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (including IIDF ~r TSF), 

plus any upfront developer' payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax. 
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•·I 

7 c. Summary of Financial Indicators - East SoMa Lar!!;e Office 

Prototype7 

7: East SoMa Large Office 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs 
Tenant Improvements 

. · .· I?eveiopment.impact Fees/Other Costs 

. . ;EI!vrrciillnental/l;'ransp·q~tion ReView 
to~j.nictioii; F.iriaricing/Pretiey. cai:ry 
Other Soft Costs 

Total Hard and Soft Costs 
Developer Margin 

Total Costs 
Residual Land Value 

Without Predevelopment Savinf!S 

Prototype 7 

7: East SoMa Large Office 

Revenues 

Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs 
Tenant Improvements 
Dev~iop_ment. Impiii::t):iees/Other Co.sts· 

.. En:vii;c_>miie~talii'tarisportati~h Review 
. con:strup#ci.n:J?#iancll;ig!Pted~v. Carry. 
Other Soft Costs 

Total Hard and Soft Costs 
Developer Margin 

Total Costs 
Residual Land Value 

Without Predevelopment Savings 

Base Case TIDF 

Total 
Soft Cost 
as % of Per Bldg GSF Per Bldg 
HCC LSF 

Per Unit 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$174,558,100 
$17 ,231,000 

$191,789,100 

$73,265,500 
$19,410,500 
$14)05,700 

· ::. .$,91~;otio . 
. ·. · .. $10;83},600 •· 

$13.i87,800 
$132,380,100 
$30,686,300 

$163,066,400 
$28, 722, 700 

$28,722,700 

100% 
26% 

.. ·20% 
1% . 

.· 15% · 
18% 

$0 
.$0 
$0 

$700 
$69• 

$769 

$294 
$78 
$59 .. 
$4 . 

$43 
$53 

$531 
$123 

$654 
$115 
$115 

Base Case TSF 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$778 
$77 

$855 

$326 
$86 

.. ~§6: 
·$4 

. $4$ . 
lli 

$590 
$137 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

·NIA 
NIA 

NIA 
NIA 

·:·::/:.:):~IA 
.... :. ·.::NIA. 

. :·.N{A 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

$727 NIA 
$128 NIA 
$128 NIA 

Total 
Soft Cost 
as % of Per Bldg GSF Per Bldg 
HCC LSF 

Per Unit 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$174,558,100 
$17,231,000 

$191, 789,100 

$73,265,500 100% 
$19,410,500 26% 
$14,828,400 ... 20.%. .• 
.: : $884,000 . : . . . l.o/o 
. $1Q~352,100 .·. .J4%. 
$13.187,800 18% 

$131,928,300 
$30,686,300 

$162,614,600 
$29.174,500 

$28,600,000 

3743 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$700 

~ 
$769 

$294 
$78 
$59 
.$4 
$42 
$53 

$529 
$123 

$652 
$117 
$115 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$778 

m 
$855 

$326 
$86 
$66 
$4 

$46 
$59 

$588 
$137 

$725 
$130 
$127 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

r NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 
NIA 

:.-: . .. ;.Nii 
·'. .. :.·•:.-NIA 

.... WA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
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Appendix Table A-8 
Protofype 8 Summary Results 

Comparison for Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

am - East SoMa Lar e Residential Mixed-use 
Site Area and Constraints 

Lot Size 
Existin Prior Use 

Development Program 
Description 
Maximum Height 
Residentiai Units 

Average Unit Size (NSF) 
Residential Density 

Building Size (NSF) 

Building Size GSF (without parking) 
FAR 
Parking Ratio 
Total Parking Spaces 

. Parkin Construction e # oflevels 

15,000 SF 
0 GSF 

High-Rise 
160 Feet 
128 Units 
942 NSF 
372 Units per acre 

126,575 NSF 

160,950 GSF 
10.7 
0.7 Spaces per unit 
38 

Sb S ummarvo man alVSIS - as 0 a fF. ciaIAn I . E tS M L arge es1 en e -use R .d tiaIMix d 
Prototype 8 Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF Difference 

8: East SoMa Large Res. Mii:ed-use Total 
%of 

TSFTotal 
%of 

Total %Change 
Revenues Revenues 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $127,277,500 96% $127,277,500 96% $0 0% 
Residential Rental · .$Q 0% .$Q 0% .$Q -

Subtotal Residential $127,277,500 96% $127,277,500 96% $0 0% 
Office $0 0% $0 0% $0 -
Retail $5,162,500 3.9% $5,162,500 3.9% .$Q 0% 

Total Revenues $132,440,000 100% $132,440,000 100% $0 0% 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $60,567,200 46% $60,567,200 46% $0 0% 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $675,000 1% $675,000 1% $0 0% 

" . De"eio!>:inent I:inpact::fees/other costs' . " ,:-$3;9i 7;200.: ... : ... ~% $4,556,4;0~·· 3%. ·$9~9,200 . . : .16% 
" .. 

:En.Yir~i:mientaVrr~po$tion R.evi~W. ·":: : $114,900 0% . $1i9;ooo . 0% ($25~000) . ~- (17%) 
· cci~~ction Finim:chig/Predev, Carry .. :·~9~179,700:. .7% . $8,848~600 7% . ($331)00) . .. .::(3:6%) 

Other Soft Costs $15,141,800 11% $15,141,800 11% .$Q 0.0% 
Total Hard and Soft Costs $89,624,900 68% $89,908,000 68% $283,100 0.3% 

Developer Margin $29,136,800 22% $29,136,800 22% $0 0% 
Total Costs $118,761,700 90% $119,044,800 90% $283,100 0.2% 

Residual Land Value $13,678,300 10% $13,395,200 10% ($283,100) (2.1%) 
Without Predevelopment Savings $13,678,300 10% $13,039,100 10% ($639,200) (4.7%) 

Developer Margin/ Total Dev: Costs 28% 28% 

Note: Numbers rounded to n_earest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (induding TIDF or TSF), 

plus any upfront developer' payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax. 
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8 s c. ummarvo fF" "allndi t manc1 ca ors - E tS ML as 0 a are:e R "d tiaIMix d es1 en e -use 
Prototype 8 Base Case TIDF 

Soft Cost 
Per Bldg 8: East SoMa Large Residential Mixed-use Total as%of PerBldgGSF Per Unit 

HCC 
NSF 

Total Net Revenues 
Residential For-Sale . $127,277,500 $804 $1,006 $994,355 
Residential Rental _$Q $0 $0 $0 

Subtotal Residential $127 ,277 ,500 $804 $1,006 $994,355 
Office $0 $0 $0 $0 
Retail $5,162,500 m lli $40.332 

Total Revenues $132,440,000 $837 $1,046 $1,034,688 
Development Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $60,567,200 100% $383 $479 $473,181 
'.J;'en~~ J:mpr!?veme~ts/Leas,e {Jp C!'sts . _$67?,900 1% $4 $5 $5,273 

: Development Impact Fees/Otlier Costs· . .. . . $3.;_917 ;~9.0 
.. · .. 

6%. $25 ;$31 .. : $3'i:i,603 ·: ... ··~ .. : 

Enviromnental/Tra.i:lspoitaticin Review .. :-.:: ·:$i44,90o 0% : $1 $1 . $l,li5_ 
Co:il.structi~D: Filliui~ingtPi:edev,: Caey :::$~;.l19;799 . .. .15% .. $?8 . $73 .$'7t°,71~, 
Other Soft Costs $15,141,800 25% .$.2Q. $120 $118,295 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $89,624,900 $566 $708 $700,195 
Developer Margin $29,136,800 $184 $230 $227,631 

Total Costs $118 761700 $750 $938 $927.826 
Residual Land Value $13,678,300 $86 $108 $106,900 

WithoutPredeveloomentSavinJ!s ~ $86 $108 $106,900 
Hl~~g~ca~~~~i~=- . $~~~~~s.~~~~.: 

• Prototvne 8 Base Case TSF 
Soft Cost 

Per Bldg 8: East SoMa Large Residential Mixed-use Total as% of PerBldgGSF Per Unit 
HCC 

NSF 

Total Net Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $127,277,500 $804 $1,006 $994,355 
Residential Rental _$Q . $0 $0 $0 

Subtotal Residential $127,277,500 $804 $1,006 $994,355 
Office $0 $0 $0 $0 
Retail $5,162,500 m lli $40.332 

Total Revenues ' $132,440,000 $1,046 $1,046 $1,034,688 
Development Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $60,567,200 100% $383 $479 $473,181 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $675,000 1% $4 $5 $5,273 

.. :peveiopment IrD.pact Fees/Other Costs,.· · $'1:,556Aoo ..... -8%'. . $29 . $36· . :$·3s;5~f .. 
· EnW.cim:Ilental/T~portatl.on Re'\'i~w.: ::$1°19,000 ·Q%·· 

.. 
$1 ' .· :- $1 .. :- : :: $~3cr .. .. 

· boxis~cticiii Fii:iaD.cing/Predev. carrj :$8,848,600 .. .. .)5%· $5$ _: $70 . : . . $.69,J30 
Other Soft Costs $15,141,800 25% .$.2Q. $120 $118,295 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $89,908,000 $568 $710 $702,406 
Developer Margin $29,136,800 $184 $230 $227,631 

Total Costs $119,044,800 $752 $941 $930.038 
Residual Land Value $13,395,200 $85 $106 $104,700 

Without Predevelooment Savin!!S $13,039,100 $82 $103 $101,900 

3745 
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Appendix Table A-9 
Prototype 9 Summary Results 

Comparison for Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

. 9 s a. ummarv D tP F ro eve opmen orma- ans1 en er Tr ·tc t L arge R "d tial es1 en 
Site Area and Constraints 

Lot Size 15,000 SF 
Existing Prior Use 0 GSF 

Development Program 
Description High-Rise 
Maximum Height 400 Feet 
Residential Uni1s (Size) 229 Uni1s 

Average Unit Size (NSF) l,053 NSF 
Residential Density 665 Units per acre 

Building Size (NSF) 241,250 NSF 
Building Size GSF (without parking) 332,750 GSF 
FAR 22.5 
Parking Ratio 0. 7 Spaces per unit 
Total Parking Spaces 163 

Parking Construction Tune(# oflevels) Underground (2) 

9 b .Summarvo fFin "alAnal . Tr • C t L ancr lVSlS - ans1t en er arae R "d "al es1 enti 
Prototype9 Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF Difference 

9: 'fransit Center Large Residential Total 
%of 

T.SFTotal 
%of 

Total % Change 
Revenues Revenues 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $307,630,600 100% $}:07,630,600 100% $0 0.0% 
Residential Rental $0 0% $0 0% $0 -

Subtotal Residential $307,630,600 100% $307,630,600 100% $0 0.0% 
Office . $0 0% $0 0% $0 -
Retail $0 0% $0 0% $0 --

Total Revenues $307,630,600 100% $307,630,600 100% $0 0.0% 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $132,220,000 43% $132,220,000 43% $0 0.0% 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $0 0% $0 0% $0 -
Development )in.Pact Fees.fOther tostii :: .. : .$22;~.89,200·: : •. 7% ·: . $24,448,900 8% . $2,0.59,700 .. /9.2% 
Envfn;>hmental/Tnuisportation Review .. $149,000 0% $124,000 0% ·'. : ($25,000) .. :. (17%) 
Consfnicti.on Fin!filcjng,!Predev: Carry. .. ·$~~.246,300. . 9%-: $25,477 )00 . ~% ($769,100) (2.9%) 
Other Soft Costs $33;o55,ooo 11% $33,055,000 11% ~ 0.0% 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $214,059,500 70% $215,325,100 7-0% $1,265,600 0.6% 
Developer Margin $67,678,700 22% $67,678,700 22% $0 0.0% 

Total Costs $281, 738,200 92% $283,003,800 92% $1,265,600 0.4% 
Residual Land Value $25,892,400 8% $24,626,800 8% ($1,265,600) (4.9%) 

Without Predevelopment Savings $25,892,400 8% $23,832,700 8% ($2,059,700) (8.0%) 
Developer Margin/ Total Dev. Costs 28% 28% 
Note:.Numhers rounded to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs indude all applicable impact fees (including TIDF or TSF}, 

plus any upfront developer' payment/or TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax. 
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9 s ummarv of Fmancial Indicators - Transit c. c enter Lar!!'e Residential 
Prototype 9 Base Case TIDF 

Soft Cost 
Per Bldg 9: Transit Center Large Residential Total as% of Per.Bldg GSF Per Unit 

HCC NSF 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $307,630,600 $925 $1,275 $1,343,365 
Residential Rental $0 $0 $0 $0 

Subtotal Residential · $307,630,600 $925 $1,275 $1,343,365 
Office $0 $0 $0 $0 
Retail $0 $0 $0 $0 

Total Revenues $307,630,600 $925 $1,275 $1,343,365 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Constrµction Costs $132,220,000 . 100% $397 $548 $577,380 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $0 0% $0 $0 $0 
I).~v~lopµient)mpii;t Fees/Othei; Costs : $22,389,~0b 17%: $67 

... 
$93 . . . $91,169 

•. Ei;r~iroinnenta1fXransportatio~ ~view · · _. $149,Qo'o . 9%' $0 $1. .$65'i 
: Co'nstru.ction Fjiiaiicjp.g/Predev, Carry · · :$26;246,:foo . ' .. ·:·io% $79 . '$109 . $h4,6i3 
Other Soft Costs $33,055,000 25% $99 $137 $144,345 

Total Hard and Soft Costs • $214,059,500 . $643 $887 $934,758 
Developer Margin $67,678,700 $203 $281 $295,540 

Total Costs \ $281,738,200 $847 $1,168 $1,230,298 
Residual Land Value $25,892,400 $78 $107 $113,100 

Without Predevelovment Savines $25,892,400 $78 $107 $113,100 
°';{•. _:~::~~~~~~~~~~~~~:-1~~:1:-~ -

Protot:yp e 9 Base Case TSF 
Soft Cost Per Bldg 9: Transit Center Large Residential Total as% of PerBldgGSF PerU:nit 

HCC NSF 

Revenues. 
Residential For-Sale $307,630,600 $925 $1,275 $1,343,365 
Residential Rental $0 $0 $0 $0 

Subtotal Residential $307,630,600 $925 $1,275 $1,343,365 
Office $0 $0 $0 $0 
Retail $0 $0 $0 $0 

Total Revenues $307,630,600 $925 $1,275 $1,343,365 
Hard and Soft Costs' -. 

Hard Construction Costs $132,220,000 100% $397 $548 $577,380 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $0 0% .. $0 $0 $0 

· Dev~lopinent Icipact Ffi~s/Other Costs'. . · : $24,448,900 ·-. . i8% .. . $73 $101 $,106,764 
·,• EnVfr.ori.ii\eri.tii:l(frailsiic:irtaiiqµ ReVi.ew · • .. $124,0QO :•· ...... /6% . ·$0 . $1 

" ". _•: -$~41 ... .. 

Cq:r;istp1ction Firiifilcmg/Pi:edev, · Cairy : · · $25,477,200 .· : 
" 

. :19% .. $77 $i06 .. $111,254 
Other Soft Costs $33,055,000 25% $99 $137 $144,345 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $215,325,100 ) $647 $893 $940,284 
Developer Mi!.rgin $67,678,700 $203 $281 $295,540 

Total Costs $283,003.800 $850 $1.173 $1235,824 
Residual Land Value $24,626,800 $74 $102 $107,500 

Without Predevelovment Savines $23,832, 700 $72 $99 $104100 
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Appendix Table A-10 
Prototype 10 Summary Results 

Comparison for Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

lOa.Summ am - Transit Center Lar e Office 
Site Area and Constraints 

Lot Size 
Existin Prior Use 

Development Program 
Description 
Maxiinum Height 

Residential Units 
Average Unit Size 

Residential Density 
Building Size (Leaseable SF) 
Building Size GSF (without parking) 
FAR 
Parking Ratio 
Total Parking Spaces 

Parkin Construction e # oflevels 

20,000 SF 
OGSF 

High-Rise 
400 Feet 

NIA Units 
NIA NSF 

0 Units/Acre 
320,300 LSF 
384,700 GSF 

19.39 
NIA Spaces per Unit 

93 
Unde ound(2 

1 b s 0 • ummarvo fFi nanc lVSIS - ans1t ialAnal . Tr . c enter L arl!:e Offi ce 
Prototype 10 Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF Difference 

10: Transit Center Large Office Total 
%of. Base Case %of 

Total %Change 
Revenues TSFTotal Revenues 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $0 0% $0 0% $0 -
Residential Rental $0 0% $0 0% $0 -

Subtotal Residential .$Q 0% $0 0% $0 -
Office $319,920,700 97% $319,920,700 97% $0 0.0% 
Retail $9,881,600 3% $9,881,600 3% $0 0.0% 

Total Revenues $329,802,300 100% ' $329,802,300 100% $0 0.0% 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $127,821,800 39% $127,821,800 39% $0 0.0% 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $32,030,-000 10% $32,030,000 10% $0 0.0% 

: · I)evdCipmexifI:tnpactFees/otJ;i.er.Costs · . ·$30,290,600' 9% . ' $30,495,800 " .9% ,', .$205,20.0' ,.;.;.0.7% .. 

EO.Vironmei:J.talirrimspoftati.oil ReYiew.·. · ', . $249,200>. 0% .. • · $r99,2oci o~. · . ·c$so;ooo) <:··.: :"(26%) 

C~miiii~tim1 Fin~chigr.Pre~ev. can:Y: ·:. $2i,M5,100: 7% .·' ~iQ;621,foci 6% ($824,5.qci) : .•:. '(3.8%) 
Other Soft Costs ~23,007,900 7% ~23,007,900 7% .$Q 0.0% 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $234,845,200 71% $234,175,900 71% ($669,300) (0.3%) 
Developer Margin $52,768,400 16% $52,768,400 16% $0 0.0% 

Total Costs $287,613,600 87% $286,944,300 87% ($669,300) (0.2%) 
Residual Land Value $42,188,700 13% $42,858,000 13% $669,300 1.6% 

Without Predevelopment Savings $42,188,700 13% $41,983,500 13% ($205,200) (0.5%) 
Return (Yield) on Cost 6.2% 6.2% 
Note: Numbers rounded to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (mcluding TIDF'or TSF), 

plus any upfront developer' payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax. 

Appendix Tables A I Page 19 

3748 

' 



lOc. Summary of Financial Indicators -Transit Center Lar!!:e Office 
Prototvoe 10 Base Case TIDF 

Soft Cost 
10: 'Iransit Center.Large Office Total as % of Per Bldg GSF Per Bldg Per Unit 

HCC NSF 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs 

· · D~V:elqpment Impact Fees/Other Costs. . . 
Eii.Virorii:riental/Tran'sporuition Review · 
c·~nstru.di()n FmancinefPredev. Cairy · 
Other Soft Costs 

Total Hard and Soft Costs 
Developer Margin 

Total Costs 
Residual Land Value 

Without Predevelooment Savinf!s 

Prototvoe 10 

10: 'Iransit Center Large Office 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs 
Development impact :f e~slOtiier CosW 
Erivrr6llJl!eµ.ial!Ti:_aiispoitation ReVievF · 
_cci~~9ti9A l!~i¢.~iiiw.P.re4ev,. ¢.ai:i-Y. ·• ~-: :· 
Other Soft Costs 

Total Hard and Soft Costs 
Developer Margin 

Total Costs 
Residual Land Value 

With,out Predevelooment Savinf!S 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$319,920,700 
$9,881,600 

$3i9,802,300 

$127,821,800 100% 
$32,030,000 25% 
$30,290,600 ... ._: '2.4% .... : . _: 

. $249,200 . : 0% .. 
$21,445;'l00 . . i7% 
$23,001,900 · · is% 

$234,845,200 
$52,768,400 

$287 613,600 
$42188 700 
$42,188,700 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$832 
$26 

$857 

$332 
$83 
$79 ... 
. $1 
$56 .. $66 .. 

$610 
$137 

$748 
$110 
$110 

$0 NIA 
$0 NIA 
$0 NIA 

$999 NIA 
$31 NIA 

$1,030 NIA 

$399 NIA 
$100 NIA 
.$95'.· ·· . NIA 
$f .·,::Ni.A. 

.'$67 .... : NIA 
.$72 . . .. .. N'iA 

$733 NIA 
$165 NIA 

$898 NIA 
$132 NIA 
$132 !VIA. 

Base Case TSF 
Soft Cost 

Per Bldg 
Total as%of PerBldgGSF Per Unit 

HCC 
NSF 

$0 $0 $0 NIA 
$0 $0 $0 NIA 
$0 $0 $0 NIA 

$319 ,920, 700 $832 $999 NIA 
$9,881,600 ll§ $31 NIA 

$329,802,300 $857 $1,030 NIA 

$127,821,800 100% $332 $399 NIA 
$32,030,000 25% $83 $100 NIA 

. · . $3ci;49S,800 . 24% $79 : .-. $9,5. .. ·:.:·,;.,~~· : . $1_99,200 . ·6% $1 .. $1 

. :: _J2_0,_6~1.~()_0 . - • . ..l<i'V!i .. ....... _J$4: . ... J~4 . ·~:._:.w4 
~23,007,900 18% $60 $72 NIA 

$234,175,900 $609 $731 NIA 
$52,768,400 $137 $165 NIA 

$286,944 300 $746 $896 NIA 
$42,858,000 $111 $134 NIA 
$41,983,500 $109 $131 !VIA. 
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ld. s ummary Development Pro Forma - G 

1: Geary Small Res. Mll:ed-use 

Revenues 
Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Development Costs 

Hard Construction Costs 
Residential 
Office 
Retail 
Parking 
Hard Cost Contingency 

Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs 
Office 
Retail 

Subtotal: Direct Costs 
Soft Costs 
Environmental and Transportation Review 

Transportation Component 
Environmental Review 

Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs 
Transit Impact Development Fee 

TIDF Prior Use Credit 
Transportation Sustainability Fee 

TSF Prior Use Credit 
. Area Plan Impact Fees 

Area Plan TSF Credit 
TDR Purchase for FAR Increase 
Affordable Housing Fee 
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee 
Childcare Requirement 
Downtown Parks 
Public Art Fee 
School Impact Fee 
Wastewater/Water Capacity Charges 

Construction Financing/ Predev. Carry 
Predevelopment Carry (Savings) 
Construction Loan Interest 
Construction Loan Fees (Points) 

Other Soft Costs 
Developer Mar!!in 

Total Cost 
Residual Land Value (RLV) 

With Predevelopment SaVings 
Residual Land Value 
Per Gross Building Square Foot 
Per Net Buildine: Sanare Foot 

Without Predevelopment SaVings 
Residual Land Value 
Per Gross I!uilding Square Foot 
Per Net Building Square Foot 

Appendix Table B-1 
Prototype 1 Proforma Comparison for 

Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

earv Small Residential ed-use 
Prototvnel 

Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 

$7,900,200 $7,900,200 
$0 $0 

$870,900 $870,900 
$8,771,100 $8,771.100 

$3,788,400 $3,788,400 
$2,724,000 $2,724,000 

$0 $0 

$360,000 $360,000 

$360,000 $360,000 
$344,400 $344,400 
$144,000 $144,000 

$0 $0 
$144,000 $144,000 

$3,932,400 $3,932,400 

$9,000 $9,000 
$0 . $0 

$9,000 $9,000 

$64,700 $134,600 
$23,344 $0 
($4,476) $0 

$0 $93,345 

$0 ($4,566) 
$0 $0 

$0 $0 

$0 $0 

$0 $0 

$0 $0 

$0 $0 

$0 $0 

$0 $0 

$33,417 $33,417 

$12,367 $12,367 
$364,300 $364,300 

$0 $0 

$306,293 $306,293 
$58,010 $58,010 

$947,100 $947,100 
$1,403 400 -$1,403,400 

$6,720,900 $6,790,800 

$2,050,200 $1,980,300 
$158 /GSF $153 /GSF 
$200 /NSF $193 /NSF 

$2,050,200 $1,980,300 
$158 /GSF $153 /GSF 
$200 /NSF $193 /NSF 

Difference Percent 

I 

$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

so 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0%' 

$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0% 
$69,900 108% 

($23,344) 
$4,4'76 

$93,345 -
($4,566) -

$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$69,900 1.0% 

($69,900) (3.4%) 
($5) (3.4%) 
($1 (3.4% 

($69,900) (3.4%) 
($5) (3.4%) 
($1 (3.4%) 

Note: Key numbers rounded to nearest $100. 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 special tax. 
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Appendix Table B-2 . 
Prototype 2 Proforma Comparison for 

Base Case and Base Case TSF 

2d. s ummarv D evelovment p F ro orma- V: N M di R "d "alMix d an ess e um es1 enti e -use 

2: Van Ness Medium Res. Mixed-use 
Prototv-Pe2 

Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 
Revenues 

Residential $56,819,600 $56,819,600 
Office $0 $0 

~tail $5.740,900 $5,740,900 
Total Revenues $62,560,500 $62,560 500 

Development Cost 
Hard Construction Costs $31,216,600. $31,216,600 

Residential $22,759,200 $22, 759,200 
Office $0 $0 
Retail $1,819,681. $1,819,681 
Parking $3,799,880 $3,799,880 
Hard Cost Contingency $2,837,876 $2,837,876 

Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $808,747 $808,747 
Office $0 $0 
Retail $808,747 $808,747 

Subtotal: Direct Costs $32,025,300 $32,025,300 
Soft Costs 
Environmental and Transportation Review $188,000 $188;000 

Transportation Component $28,000 $28,000 
Environmental Review $160,000 $160,000 

Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs $403,600 $862,500 
Transit Impact Development Fee $149,693 $0 

TIDF Prior Use Credit ($149,693) $0 
Transportation Sustainability Fee $0 $617,650 

TSF Prior Use Credit $0 ($158,730) 
Area Plan Impact Fees $0 $0 

Area Plan TSF Credit $0 $0 
WR Purchase for FAR Increase $0 $0 
Affordable Housing Fee $0 $0 
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee $0 $0 
Childcare Requirement $0 $0 
Downtown Parks $0 $0 
Public Art Fee $0 $0 
School Impact Fee $223,257 $223,257 
Wastewater/Water Capacity Charges $180,298 $180,298 

Constructlon Financing/ Predev. Carry $3,235,600 $3,235,600 
Predevelopment Carry (Savings) $0 $0 
Construction Loan Interest $2,821,839 $2,821,839 
Construction Loan Fees (Points) $413,759 $413,759 

Other Soft Costs $7,804,200 $7,804,200 
Developer Marvin $11,886,500 $11,886,500 

Total Cost $55,543,200 $56,002,100 
Residual Land Value (RLV) 

With Predevelopment Savings 
Residual Land Value $7,017,300 $6,558,400 
Per Gross Building Square Foot $81 /GSF $76 /GSF 
Per Net Buildine: Smrnre Foot $103 /NSF $97 /NSF 

Without Predevelopment Savings 
Residual Land Value $7,017,300 $6,558,400 
Per Gross :{:luilding Square Foot $81 /GSF $76 /GSF 
Per Net Building Square Foot $103 /NSF $97 /NSF 

Difference Percent · 

$0 0.0% 
$0 -
£Q Q.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
£Q 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$458,900 .114% 
($149,693) 
$149,693 
$617,650 -

($158,730) -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$458,900 0.8% 

($458,900) (6.5%) 
($5) (6.5%) 
($7) (6.5%) 

($458,900) (6.5%) 
($5) (6.5%) 
($7 (6.5%) 

Note: Key numbers rounded to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable bnpactfees (including TIDF or TSF), 
plus any upfront developer payment for TDRpurchase and Mello Roos special tax. · 
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3d s ummarv D eveonment p F ro orma- 0 

3. Outer Mission Small Res. Mixed-use 

Revenues 
Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Development Cost 

Hard Construction Costs 
Residential 
Office 
Retail 
Parking 
Hard Cost Contingency 

Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs 
Office 
Retail 

Subtotal: Direct Costs 
Soft Costs 
Environmental and Transportation Review 

Transportation Component 
Errvironmental Review 

Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs 
Transit Impact Development Fee 

TIDF Prior Use Credit 
Transportation Sustainability Fee 

TSF Prior Use Credit 
Area Plan Impact Fees 

Area Plan TSF Credit 
TDR Purchase for FAR Increase 
Affordable Housing Fee 
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee 
Childcare Requirement 
Downtown Parks 
Public Art Fee 
School Impact Fee 
Wastewaterfffater Capacity Charges 

Construction Financing/ Predev. Carry 
Predevelopment Carry (Savings) 
Construction Loan J.nterest 
Construction Loan Fees (Points) 

Other Soft Costs 
Develouer Mare:in 

Total Cost 
Residual Land Value (RLV) 

With Predevelopment Savings 
Residual Land Value 
Per Gross Building Square Foot 
Per Net Building Sauare Foot 

Without Predevelopment Savings 

Residual Land Value 
Per Gross Building Square Foot 
Per Net Building Sauare Foot 

Appendix Table B-3 
Prototype 3 Proforma Comparison for 

Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

uter Mi . s allRes"d "alMix d SSIOn m 1 enti e -use 
Prototvne3 

Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 

$21,895,900 $21,895,900 
$0 $0 .. 

$1,739,400 $1,739AOO ' 
$23,635,300 $23,635,300 

13,594,400 13,594,400 
$10,458,180 $10,458,180 

$0 $0 
$647,100 $647,100 

$1,253,280 $1,253,280 
$1,235,856 $1,235,856 

$287,600 $287,600 
$0 $0 

$287,600 $287,600 
$13,882,000 $13,882,000 

$27,000 $27,000 
$0 $0 

$27,000 $27,000 
$201,100 $243,500 
$44,500 ' $0 
($44,500) $0 

$0 $283,775 
$0 ($241,330) 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 ,$0 

. $0 $0 
$113,457 $i13,457 
$87,598 $87,598 

$1,188,000 $1,188,000 
$0 $0 

$1,031,699 $1,031,699 
$156,318 $156,318 

$3,398,600 $3,398,600 
$4,018.000 $4,018,000 

$22,714.700 $22 757,100 

$920,600 $878,200 
$22 $21 /GSF 
$28 $27 /NSF 

$920,600 $878,200 
$22' $21 /GSF 
$28 . $27 /NSF 

Difference Percent 

$0 0.0% 
$0 -
.$Q 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
.$Q 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 

$42,400 21% 
($44,500) 
$44,500 

. $283,775 -
($241,330) -

$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$42.400 0.2% 

($42,400) (4.6%) 
($1) (4.6%) 
($1) (4.6%) 

($42,400) (4.6%) 
($1) (4.6%) 
($1' (4.6%) 

Note: Key num!Jt:rs rounded to nearest $100. 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 special tax. · 
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Appendix Table B-4 
Prototype 4 Proforma Comparison for 

Base Case and Base Case TSF 

4 d. Summary Development Pro Forma - Mission Small Residential Mixed u se 

4: Mission Small Res. Mixed-use 
Prototvne4 

Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 
Revenues 

Residential $13,445,800 $13,445,800 . 
Office $0 $0 
Retail $1,530,900 $1,530,900 

Total Revenues $14,976, 700 $14,976,700 
Development Cost 

Hard Construction Costs $6,614,500 "$6,614,500 
Jl.esidential $5,138,640 $5,138,640 
Office $0 $0 
Retail $562,500 $562,500 
Parking $312,000 $312,000 
Hard Cost Contingency $601,314 $601,314 

Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $225,000 $225,000 
Office $0 $0 
Retail $225.000 $225,000 

Subtotal: Direct Costs $6,839,500 $6,839,500 
Soft Costs 
Environmental and Transportation Review $11,000 $11,000 

Transportation Component $0 $0 
Environmental Review $11,000 $11,000 

Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs $270,000 $293,600 
Transit Impact Development Fee $36,475 $0 

TTDF Prior Use Credit ($18,650). $0 
Transportation Sustainability Fee $0 $158,414 

TSF Prior Use Credit $0 ($102,735) 
Area Plan Impact Fees $160,968 $160,968 

Area Plan TSF Credit $0 ($14,277) 
TDR Purchase for FAR Increase $0 $0 
Affordable Housing Fee $0 $0 
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee $0 $0 
Childcare Requirement $0 $0 
Downtown Parks $0 $0 
Public Art (% of Hard cost) $0 $0 
School Impact Fee $58,121 $58,121 
Wastewater/Water Capacity Charge $33,099 $33,099 

Construction Financing/ Predev. Carry $665,600 $665,600 
Predevelopment Carry (Savings) $0 $0 
Construction Loan Interest $566,578 $566,578 
Construction Loan Fees (Points) $99,052 $99,052 
Other Soft Costs $1,653,600 $1,653,600 

Developer Marvin $2,396,300 $2,396,300 

Total Cost $11,836,000 $11859,600 
Residual Land Value (RLV) 

With Predevelopment Savings 
Residual Land Value $3,140,700 $3,117,100 
Per Gross Building Square Foot $141 $140 /GSF 
Per Net Buildine: Sauare Foot $189 $188 /NSF 

Without Predevelopment Savings 
Residual Land Value $3,140,700 $3,117,100 
Per Gross Building Square Foot $141 $140 /GSF 
Per Net Buildine: Sauare Foot $189 $188 /NSF 

Difference Percent 

$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

, 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 

$23,600 9% 
($36,475) . 
$18,650 

$158,414 -
($102,735) -

$0 0.0% 
($14,277) -

$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$23,600 0.2% 

($23,600) (0.8%) 
($1) (0.8%) 
($1) (0.8%) 

($23,600) (0.8%) 
($1) (0.8%) 
($1) (0.8%) 

Note: Key nwnbers rounded to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (including TJDF or TSF), 
plus any upfront developer paymerzt for TDRpurchase and Mello Roos special tax. 
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d s 5. ummarv D eve ooment p F ro orma- c 
5: Central Waterfront Large Res. MU 

Revenues 
Residential 
Office 
Re1ail 

Total Revenues 
Development Cost 

Hard Construction Costs 
Residential 
Office 
Retail 
Pqrldng 
Hard Cost Contingency 

Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs 
Office 
Retail 

Subtotal: Direct Costs 
Soft Costs 
Environmental and Transportation Review 

Transportation Analysis 
Environmental Review 

Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs 
Transit Impact Development Fee 

TJDF Prior Use Credit 
Transportation Sustainability Fee 

TSF Prior Use Credit 
Area Plan Impact Fees 

Area Plan TSF Credit 
TDR Purchase for FAR Increase 
Affordable Housing Fee 
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee 
Childcare Requirement 
Downtown Parks 
Public Art F.ee 
School Impact Fee 
Wastewater/Water Capacity Charges 

Construction Financing/ Predev. Carry 
Predevelopment Carry (Savings) 
Construction.Loan Interest 
Construction Loan Fees (Points) 

Other Soft Costs 
Develoner Marl!in 

Total Cost 
Residnal Land Value (RLV) 

With Predevelopment Savings 
Residual Land Value 
Pei; Gross Building Square Foot 
Per Net Building Souare Foot 

Without Predevelopment Savings 
Residual Land Value 
Per Gross Building Square Foot 
Per Net Building Souare Foot 

Appendix Table B-5 
Prototype 5 Proforma Comparison for 

Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

alW: rfr L entr ate ont arl!e R "d "aIMU es1 enti 
Prototvne5 

Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 

$106,807,000 $106,807,000 
.. $0 $0 

$3,126,600 $3,126.600 
$109,933 600 $109 933 600 

$50,999,200 $50,999,200-

' $40,424,400 $40,424,400 
$0 $0 

$1,012,500 $1,012,500 
$4,926,000 $4,926,000 
$4,636,290 $4,636,290 

$450,000 $450,000 
$0 $0 

$450.000 $450.000 
$51,449,200 $51,449,200 

$683,000 $122,000 
$128,000 $103,000 
$555,000 $19,000 

$2,421,400 $2,671,300 
$72,950 $0 

($69,350) $0 
$0 $998,917 
$0 ($577,200) 

$1,682,573 $1;682,573 
$0 ($168,257) 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 

$436,900 $436,900 
$298,371 .$298,371 

$4,642,3110 $4,367,400 
$0 ($274,834} 

$4,072,668 $4,072,668 
$569,604 $569,604 

$9,179,900 $9,179,900 
$18 688,700 $18.688,700 

$87.064,500 $86 478,500 

$22,869,100 $23,455,100 
$148 $152 /GSF 
$185 $190 /NSF 

$22,869,100 $22,619,200 
$148 $146 /GSF 
$185 $183 /NSF 

Difference Percent 

$0 0.0% 
$0 -
~ 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$0· 0.0% 
$0 0,0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

($561,000) (82%) 
($25,000) (20%) 

($536,000) (97%) 
$249,900 10% 
($72,950) 
$69,350 

$998,917 -
($577,200) -

$0 0.0% 
($168,257) -

$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
"$0 0.0% 
$0 0:0% 

($274,900) (5.9%) 
($274,834) -

$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

($586000) (0.7%' 

$586,000 2.6% 
$4· 2.6% 
$5 2.6% 

($249,900) (1.1%) 
($2) (1.1%) 
($2' (1.1%) 

Note: Key numbers rounded to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (tncluding TIDF or TSF), 
plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchfJSe and Mello Roos special tax. 
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Appendix Table B-6 
Prototype 6 Proforma Comparison for 

Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

6 M d. Summarv Develonment Pro Forma - East So a Medium Res1denti al Mixed-use 

6; East SoMa Medium Res. Mixed-use 
PrototvJ>e 6 

Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 
Revenues 

Residential $40,092,100 .$40,092,100 
Office $0 $0 
Retail $3,382.800 $3,382,800 

Total Revenues $43.474,900 $43,474,900 
Development Cost 

Hard Cpnstruction Costs $21,266,900 $21,266,900 
Residential $16,665,000 $16,665,000 
Office $0 $0 
Retail $1,012,500 $1,012,500 
Parking $1,656,000 $1,656,000 
Hard Cost Contingency $1,933,350 $1,933,350 

Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $450,000 $450,000 
Office $0 $0 
Retail $450,000 $450.000 

Subtotal: Direct Costs $21,716,900 $21,716,900 
Soft Costs 
Environmental and Transportation Review $119,000 $119,000 

Transportation Component $103,000 $103,000 
Environmental Review $16,000 $16,000 

Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs $1,443,400 $1,571,000 
Transit Impact Development Fee $72,950 $0 

TIDF Prior Use Credit ($37,300) $0 
Transportation Sustainability Fee $0 $416,005 

TSF Prior Use Credit $0 ($152,200) 
Area Plan Impact Fees $1,090,931 $1,090,936 

Area Plan TSF Credit $0 ($100,589)' 
TDR Purchase Joi: FAR Increase $0 $0 
Affordable Housing Fee $0 $0 
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee $0 $0 
Childcare Requirement $0 $0 
Downtown Parks $0 $0 
Public Art Fee $0 $0 
School Impact Fee $162,866 $162,866 
Wastewater/Water Capacity Charge $153,983 $153,983 

Construction Financing/ Predev. Carry $1,768,300 $1,768,300 
Predevelopment Carry (Savings) $0 $0 
Construction Loan Interest $1,486,706 $1,486,706 
Construction Loan Fees (Points) $281,573 $281,573 

Other Soft Costs $3,828,000 $3,828,000 
Develoner Marilin $8,260,200 $8,260,200 

Total Cost $37135,800 $37263.400 
Residual Land Value (RLV) 

With Predevelopment Savings 
Residual Land Value $6,339,100 $6,211,500 
Per Gross Building Square Foot $104.69 $103 /GSF 
Per Net Building Square Foot $133 $130 /NSF 

Without Predevelopment Savings 
Residual Land Value $6,339,100 $6,211,500 
Per Gross Building Square Foot $105 $103 /GSF 
PerNetBuilding S=e Foot $133 $130 /NSF 

Difference Percent 

$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$127,600 8.8% 
($72,950) 
$37,300 

$416,005 -
($152,200) -

$5 0.0% 
($100,589) -

$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$127.600 0.3% 

($127,600) (2.0%) 
($2) (2.0%) 
($3). (2.0%) 

($127,600) (2.0%) 
($2) (2.0%) 
($3) (2.0%) 

Note: Key numbers rouml~d to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (including TIDF or TSF), 
plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase amI Mello Roos special tax. 
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Appendix Table B-7 
Prototype 7 Proforma Compmson for 

Base Case TIDF.and Base Case TSF 

7d. Summarv Development Pro Forma - East SoMa Laree Office 

7: East SoM1;1 Large Office 
Prototvne7 

Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 

Revenues 
Residential $0 $0 

Office $174,558,100 $174,558,100. 
Retail $17,231,000 $17.231,000 

Total Revenues $191,789,100 $191, 789,100 
Development Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $73,265,500 $73,265,500 
Residential $0 $0 
Office $56,125,000 $56,125,000 
Retail (andPDR Space) $5,580,000 $5,580,000 
Parking $4,900,000 $4,900,000 
Hard Cost Contingency $6,660,500 $6,660,500 

Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $19,410,500 $19,410,500 
Office $17,178,500 $17,178,500 
Retail $2,232,000 $2,232,000 

Subtotal: Direct Costs $92,676,000 $92,676,000 
Soft Costs 
Environmental and Transportation Review $979,000 $884,000 

Transportation Component $228,000 $178,000 
Environmental Review $751,000 $706,000 

Developm~nt Impact Fees/ Other Costs $14,705,700 $14,828,400 
Transit Impact Development Fee $3,475,647 $0 

TJDF Prior Use Credit ($87,540) $0 
Transportation Sustainability Fee $0 $3,597,399 

TSF Prior Use Credit $0 ($86,580) 
Area Plan Impact Fees $4,133,667 $4,133,667 

Area Plan TSF Credit $0 $0 
TDR Purchase for FAR Increase $0 $0 
Affordable-Housing Fee $0 $0 
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee $5,816,231 $5,816,231 
Childcare Requirement $271,645 $271,645 
Downtown Parks $0 $0 
Public Art Fee $732,655 $732,655 
School Impact Fee $93,357 $93,357 
Wastewater/Water Capacity Charges $270,026 $270,026 

Construction Financing/ Predev. Carry $10,831,600 $10,352,100 
Predevelopment Carry (Savings) $0 ($479,473) 
Construction Loan Interest $9,837,887 $9,837,887 
Construction Loan Fees (Points) . $993,726 $993,726 

Other Soft Costs $13,187,800 $13,187,800 
Developer MarPin $30,686,300 $30,686,300 

Total Cost $163,066 400 $162,614,600 
Residual Land Value (RLV) 

With Predevelopment Savings 
Residual Land Value $28, 722, 700 $29,174,500 
Per Gross Building Square Foot $1i5 $117 
Per Net Buildine: Sauare Foot $128 $130 

Without Predevelopment Savings 
Residual Land Value $28, 722, 700 $28,600,000 
Per Gross Building Square Foot $ll5 $115 
Per Net Buildine: Sauare Foot $128 $127 

Difference Percent 

$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

($95,000) (10%) 
($50,000) (22%) 
($45,000) (6.0%) 
$122,700 0.8% 

($3,475,647) 
$87,540 

$3,597,399 -
($86,580) -

$0 0.0% 
$0 -

. $0 - . 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0. 0.0% 

($479,500) (4.4%) 
($479,473) -

$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

($451800 (0.3%' 

$451,800 1.6% 
$2 1.6% 
$2 1.6% 

($122,700) (0.4%) 
($0) (0.4%) 
($11 (0.4%' 

Note: Key numbers rounded to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (including TIDF or TSF), 
plus any up.front developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax. 
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Appendix Table B-8 
Prototype 8 Proforma Comparison for 

Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

8d. s ummary D I eve opmen tP F ro orma- E stS M L a 0 a arge R "d tial es1 en 

B: East SoMa Large Res. Mixed-use 
Prototype 8 

Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 
Revenues 

Residential $127,277,500 $127,277,500 
Office $0 $0 
Retail $5,162,500 $5,162,500 

Total Revenues $132.440,000 $132 440.000 
Development Cost 

Hard Construction Costs $60,567,200 $60,567,200 
Residential $48,243,200 $48,243,200 

·Office $0 $0 
Retail $1,687,500 $1,687,500 
Parking $5,130,400 $5,130,400 
Hard Cost Contingency $5,506,110 $5,506,110 

Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $675,000 $675,lJOO 
Office $0 $0 
Retail $675,000 $675.000 

Subtotal: Direct Costs $61,242,200 $61,242,200 
Soft Costs 
Environmental and Transportation Review $144,000 $119,000 

Transportation Component $128,000 $103,000 
El'fVironmental Review $16,000 $16,000 

Development Impact Fees/ Ofuer Costs $3,917,200 $4,556,400 
Transit Impact Development Fee $109,425 $0 

TIDF Prior Use Credit $0 $0 
Transportation Sustainability Fee $0 $1,041,429 

TSF Prior Use Credit $0 $0 
AreaPlanlmpact Fees $3,055,184 $3,055,189 

Area Plan TSP Credit $0 ($292,776) 
TDRPurchasefor FAR Increase $0 $0 
Affordable Housing Fee $0 $0 
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee $0 $0 
Childcare Requirement $0 $0 
Downtown Parks $0 $0 
Public Art Fee $0 $0 
School Impact Fee $440,534 $440,534 
Wastewater/Water Capacity Charges $312,023 $312,023 

Construction Financing/ Predev. Carry $9,179,700 $8,848,600 
Predevelopment CarT')I (Savings) $0 ($331,100) 
Construction Loan Interest $8,478,963 $8,478,963 
Construction Loan Fees (Points) $700,741 $700, 741 

Other Soft Costs $15,141,800 $15,141,800 
Developer Marcin $29,136,800 $29,136,800 

Total Cost 118,761,700 119,044,800 
Residual Land Vl!lue (RLV) 

With Predevelopment Savings 
Residual Land Value $13,678,300 $13,395,200 
Per Gross Building Square Foot $86 $85 /GSF 
Per Net Building Somrre Foot $108 $106 /NSF 

Without Predevelopment Savings 
Residual Land Value $13,678,300 $13,039,100 
Per Gross Building Square Foot $86 $82 /GSF 
Per Net Building Square Foot $108 $103 /NSF 

Difference Percent 

$0 ·0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 '0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

($25,000) (17%) 
($25,000) (20%) 

_$0 0.0% 
$639,200 16% 

($109,425) (100%) 
$0 -

$1,041,429 -
$0 -
$5 0.0% 

($292,776) -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 . 0.0% 

($331,100) (3.6%) 
($331,100) -

$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$283.100 0.2% 

($283,100) (2.1%) 
($2) (2.1%) 
($2) (2.1%) 

($639,200) (4.7%) 
($4) (4.7%) 
($5) (4.7%) 

Note: Key numbers rounded to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (inchuling TIDF or TSF), 
plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax. 
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9d s ummarvo fF" "allndi manci cators- Tr ans1t 

9: Transit Center Large Residential 

Revenues 
Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Development Costs 

Hard Construction Costs 
Residential 
Office 
Retail 
Parking 
Hard Cost Contingency 

Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs 
Office 
Retail 

Subtotal: Direct Costs 
Soft Costs 
Environmental and 'fransportation Review 

Tran8portation Component 
Errvironmental Review 

Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs 
Transit Impact Development Fee 

TIDF Prior Use Credit 
Transportation Sustainability Fee 

TSF Prior Use Credit 
Area Plan Impact Fees 

Area Plan TSF Credit 
TDR Purchase for FAR Increase 
Affordable Housing Fee 
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee 
Childcare Requirement 
Downtown Parks 
Public Art Fee 
School Impact Fee 
Wastewater/Water Capacity Charges 
Mello Roos Special Tax Contribution 

Con.Struction Financing/ Predev. Carry 
Predevelopment Carry 
Construction Loan Interest 
Construction Loan Fees (Points) 

Other Soft Costs 
Developer Mar!!in 

Total Cost 
Residual Land Value (RLV) 

With Predevelopment Savings 
Residual Land Value 
'Per Gross Building Square Foot 
Per Net Building Sauare Foot 

Without Predevelopment Savings 
Residual Land Value 
Per Gross Building Square Foot 
Per Net Building Square Foot 

. Appendix Table B-9 
Prototype 9 Proforma Comparison for 

Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

C te L en r are:e R "d tial es1 en 
Prototvue9 

Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 

$307,630,600 $,307,630,600 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 

$307,630,600 $307,630,600 

$132,220,000 $132,220,000 
$113,135,000 $113,135,000 

$0 $0 
$0 $0 

$7,065,000 $7,065,000 
$12,020,000 $12,020,000 

$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 

$132,220,000 $132,220,000 

$149,000 $124,000 
$128,000 $103,000 

$21,000 $21,000 
$22,389,200 $24,448,900 

$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $2,059,723 
$0 $0 

$3,879,437 $3,879,444 
$0 $0 

$1,350,000 $1,350,000 
$12,117,716 $12,117,716 

$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 

$1,256,090 $1,256,090 
$968,303 $968,303 
$477,622 $477,622 

$2,340,019 $2,340,019 
$26,246,300 $25,477,200 

$0 ($769,077) 
$24,618,584 $24,618,584 
$1,627,675 $1,627,675 

$33,055,000 $33,055,000 
$67,678,700 $67,678,700 

$281, 738,200 . $283,003,800 

$25,892,400 $24,626,800 
$78 $74 /GSF 

$107 $102 /NSF 

$25,892,400 $23,832,700 
$78 $}2 /GSF 

$107 $99 /NSF 

Difference Percent 

$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 -
$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 -
iQ -
$0 0.0% 

($25,000) (20%) 
($25,000) (24%) 

$0 0.0% 
$2,059,700 8.4% 

$0 -
$0 -

$2,059,723 100% 
$0 -
$7 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

- $0 -
$0 -
$0' -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

($769,100) (3.0%) 
($769,077) 100% 

$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$1,265 600 0.4% 

($1,265,600) (5.1%) 
($4) (5.1%) 
($5) (5.1%) 

($2,059, 700) (8.6%) 
($6) (8.6%) 
($9' (8.6%) 

Note: Key numbers rounded to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (including TIDF or TSF), 
plus any up.front developer payment for TJJRpurchase and Mello Roos special tax. . 
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10d s ummarv D tP F eve onmen ro orma-

10: Transit Center Large Office 

Revenues 
Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Development Costs 

Hard Construction Costs 
Residential 
Office 
Retail 
Parking 
Hard Cost Contingency 

Tenant improvements/Lease Up Costs . 
Office 
Retail 

Subtotal: Direct Costs 
Soft Costs 
Environmental and Transportation Review 

TransportatiOn Component 
Environmental Review 

Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs 
Transit Impact Development Fee 

TIDF Prior Use Credit 
Transportation Sustainability Fee 

TSF Prior Use Credit 
Area Plan Impact Fees 

AreaPlan TSF Credit 
TDR Purchase for FAR Increase 
Affordable Housing Fee 
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee 
Childcare Requirement 
Downtown Parks ' 
Public Art Fee 
School Impact Fee 
Wastewater/Water Ca]lacity Charges 
Mello Roos Special Tax Contribution 

Construction Financing{ Predev. Carry 
J:redevelopment Carry (Savings) 
Construction Loan Interest 
Construction Loan Fees (Points) 

Other Soft Costs 
Developer Marvin 

Total Cost 
Residual Land Value (RLV) 

With Predevelopment Savings 
Residual Land Value 
Per Gross Buildiog Square Foot 
Per Net Builclinl!' SOlliire Foot 

Without Predevelopment Savings 
Residual Lan4 Value 

Per Gross Buildiog Square Foot 
PerNetBuildiog Souare Foot 

Appendix Table B-10 
Prototype 10 Proforma Comparison for 

Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

Tr "tC t L ans1 ·en er ar2e Offi ce 
Prototvne 10 

Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 

$0 $0 
$319,920,700 $319,920,700 

$9,881,600 $9.881,600 
$329,802,300 $329,802 300 

$127,821,800 $127,821,800 
$0 $0 

$111,150,000 $111,150,000 
$2,880,000 $2,880,000 
$2,171,680 $2,171,680 

$11,620,168 $11,620,168 
$32,030,000 $32,030,000 
$30,750,000 $30,750,000 
$1,280,000 $1,280,000 

$159,851,800 $159,851,800 

$249,200 $199,200 
$228,000 $178,000 
$21,239 $21,239 

$30,290,600 $30,495,800 
$5,346,013 $0 

$0 $0 
$0 $5,551,221 
$0 $0. 

$9,182,904 $9,182,908 
$0 $0 

$1,800,000 $1,800,000 
$0 $0 

$9,221,479 $9,221,479 
$448,305 $448,305 
$900,315 $900,315 

$1,278)18 $1,278,218 
$147,575 $147,575 . 
$292,972 $292,972 

$1,672,808 $1,672,808 
$21,445,700 $20,621,200 . 

$0 ($824,506) 
$19,736,871 $19,736,871 
$1,708,820 $1,708,820 

$23,007,900 $23,007,900 
$52,768,400 $52,768,400 

$287,613,600 $286,944,300 

$42,188,700 $42,858,000 
$110 $111 /GSF 
$132 $134 /NSF 

$42,188,700 $41,983,500 

$110 $109 /GSF 
$132 $131 /NSF 

Difference Percent 

$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

($50,000) (25%) 
($50,000) (28%) 

$0 0.0% 
$205,200 0.7% 

($5,346,013) -
$0 -

$5,551,221 100% 
$0 -
$4 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

($824,500) (4.0%) 
($824,506) 100% 

$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

($669,300) (0.2%\ 

$669,300 1.6% 
$2 1.6% 

\ $2 1.6% 

($205,200) (0.5%) 

($1) (0.5%) 
($1 (0.5%) 

Note: Key numbers rounded to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees! Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (mcluding TJD For TSF), 
plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax. 
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General Development.Assumptions (Height) 
Primacy LaDd Use 'fype 
Construction 'fypi; 
Geography 
LaDdUso 
Housin~ Typo/ Uni1E or Nonresidential SF 

Revenue Assumpfions 
'fypical Residential Unit Size 
Sale Price Per Unit 
Sales Price/NSF 
Salos Expense Rate 
Residential Rentil 

Annna! Lease Rate/SF 
Net Operating Inccmo 
Capitalization Rate 
fypicol Market 'Value/SF 

Office 
Annna! Lease Rate/SF (NNN) 
Net Operating Inccmo 
Capitalization Rate 
fypical Market Value/SF 

Retail 
Annna! Lease Rate/SF 
NetOpcratinginccnio 
Capi1alization Rate 
fypical Market 'Value/SF 

Parldng Revecue/Spal:efyoar 
Residential 
RetUl 
Office 

Prototype 1 45' 
Resideotial 
Low-Riso 

Gemy 
Mixed-use 

Owner 8 • 

1,100 NSF 
$1,045,000 Per Unit 

$950 !NSF 
5.5% 

$48.00 /NSF 
$38.40 /NSF 

6.0% 
$640/NSF 

$1,200 

Appendix Table C-1a 
Revenue Assumptions 

Prototype2 80'" 
Residcatial 
Mid-Riso 
Van Noss 

• Mixed-use 
Owner 60 

997 NSF 
$1,096, 700 Per Unit 

Sl,100 /NSF 
5.5% 

$54.00 /NSF 
$43.20 ./NSF 

6.0% 
$720/NSF 

$1,200 

Prototype3 65' 
Residential 
Mid-Riso 

Ou!l:r Mission 
Mixed-use 

Owner 24 

1,250 NSF 
$1,062,500 Per Unit 

$850 /NSF 
5.5% 

$48.00 /NSF 
$38.40 /NSF 

6.0% 
$610/NSF 

Sl,200 

Prototype4 55' Prototypes 65' 
Residential Residential 
Low-Riso Mid-Riso 
Mission Central Waterftont 

Mixed-use Mixed-use 
Owner 15 Rentil 156 

955 NSF 762 NSF 
$1,050,500 Per Unit . Per Unit 

$1,100 /NSF . /NSF 
5.5% 3.5"/o 

$66.00 /NSF 
$42.90 /NSF 

4.5% 
$953 INSF 

$54.00 /NSF S54.00 /NSF 
$43.20 /NSF $43.20 /NSF 

6.0% 6.0% 
$720/NSF $720/NSF 

$4,200 
$1,200 $1,800 

Source: San Ftanciscc Planoing Deparbru:n~ San Franciscc Municipal Transportation Agency, San Fraru:iscc Office of the Controller, 
San Francisco Office of Economic and Workforce Developmen~ San Francisco Mayot's Office of Housing and Communl1y Developme~ 
San Fil!llcisco Unified School Dislrict, San Fill!lcisco Pnblic Utilities Commission, Keyser MmtonAssociates, The Concord Group, 

Polaris Pacific, The Marie Company. CBRE, Colliexs International and DTZ Retail TCfillllomics, CliifordAd:vismy and Soifel Consulting Inc. 
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General Development Assumptions (Height) 
Primm:y Land Use 'fype 
Construction 'fype 
Geography 
Land Use 
Housino Tvne I Units or Nonresidential SF 

Revenue Assumptions 
'fypica! Residential UDit Size 
Sale Price Per Unit 
Sales Price I NSF 
Sales Expense !We 
Residential Rental 

Anoual Lease Rote/SF 
Net Operating Income 

'Capitalization Rate 
fypical Markel Value/SF 

Office 
AnnnaI Lease Rote/SF (NNN) 
Net Operating Income 
Cnpita!izatlon Rate 
'JYpical Market Value/SF 

Retail 
AnnnaI Lease Rate/SF 
Net Operating Income 
Cnpitalization Rate 
7j!pical Market Value/SF 

Parldng Revenue/Space/year 
Residential 
Retail 
Office 

Prototype6 85' 
Residential 
Mid-Rise 

EastSoMa 
Mixed-nse 

Rental 60 

719 NSF 

- Per Unit 
- /NSF 

3.5% 

S69.00 /NSF 
$44.85 /NSF 

4.5% 
$997 !NSF 

$54.00 /NSF 
$43.20 /NSF 

6.0% 
$720/NSF 

$4,200 
$1,800 

Appendix Table C-1b 
Revenue Assumptions 

Prototype7 160' Prototypes 160' 
Office Residential 

High-Rise High-Rise 
' East SoMa Office EastSoMa 

Office Mixed-use 
NIA 224420 OWncr 128 

- 942 NSF 

- $1,153,950 Per Unit 

- · Sl,225 /NSF 
3.5% S.5% 

-

$54.00 /NSF 
$43.20 /NSF 

5.0% 
$864/NSF 

$60.00 /NSF $60.00 /NSF 
$48.00 /NSF $48.00 /NSF 

6.0% 6.0% 
$800/NSF $800/NSF 

Sl,800 Sl,800 
SS 400 

· Prototype 9 400' Prototype 10 400' 
Residcotiel Office 
High-Rise High-ruse 

Transit Center Transit Center 
Residcotial Office 

OWner 229 N/A 320.300 

1,053 NSF -
$1,421,550 Per Unit -

$1,350 /NSF - /NSF 
S.5% 3.5% 

$66.00 /NSF 
$52.80 /NSF 

S.0% 
$1,056/NSF 

$60.00 /NSF $60.00 /NSF 
$48.00 /NSF $48.00 /NSF 

6.0% 6.0% 
$800/NSF $800/NSF 

Sl,800 $1,800 
$5,400 

Source: San Francisco Planoing Department, San Francisco Mllnicipal TransportatlonAgcocy, San Francisco Office of the Controller, 
San Francisco Office of Economic and Wotkforce Developmeot, San Francisco Mayors Office of Housing and Counollllity Devclopmcot, 
San Francisco Unified School District, San Fraru:isco Public Utilities Commission, Keyser MarstmiAssociates, The Coocord Group, 

Polaris Pacific, The Marl: Company, CBRB, Colliers International and DTZ Retail Terranomics, Clifford Advisory and Seif cl Consulting Inc. 
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General DevelopmentAssumptioo• (Height) 
Prlmmy Land Use 'fypo 
Cons1ruction 'fype 
Geography 
Land Use 
Housin2 '!'voe /Units or Nonresidential SF 

Development Cosfl 
Hard Construction Com 

Residential 
Office 
Retail 
Parldng 

Stacker cost 
Parldng Consmmtion 'fypo 

Hard Con&truction Costs/ GSF 
Office Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs 
Robd! Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs 
Direct Con&truction Costs/ NSF 
Direct Con&truction Costs/ Unit 
Sort Costs 

Tnmsp-tion and Enviromneotal Review 
Transportation Review 

SF Planning 
SFMV. 

Transp. Consultant 
TSP Cost Savings 

Environmenlal Review 
SF Planning . 

TSP Cost Savings 
CEQA Consultaot 

TSP Cost Savings 
Development Impact Fees/ Other Cora 

Transit Impact Development Fee 
Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Transportation Snstainabllicy Fee 

Residential 
Non-Residential (Office) 
Non-Residential (Retail) 

Area Plan Impact Fees 
TDR Purchase for FAR 
Affordable Housing Fee 
.Tob;..Houslng Linkage Fee 

Office 
Retail 

Childcare Fee (Office) 
Downtown Parks Fee (Office) 
Public Art Fee (Non-Residential) 
School Impact Fee 

Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Wastewater/Water Capacity Charges 
Total Charges 

Mello Rnos Special Tax During Sale/Lease-Up 
Construction F"manclng 

Cons1nu:fion Tuning 
Construction Interest Rate 
Loan Fee (Points) as a% ofLoanAmount 

, Other Sort Com (as a % of Hard Costs) 
Target Rotum on Total Development Cost 
Develooer M•""" las a% of Value/Net Proceeds\ 

Prototype 1 45' 
Residential 
Low-Riso 

Geazy 
Mixed-use 

Owner 

$240 

Appendix Table C.2a 
Development Cost Assumptions 

Prototype Z 80' 
Residontial 
Mld-Riso 
Van Ness 

. Mixed-use 
Owoer 60 

S300 

Prototype 3 65' 
Residential 
Mld-Riso 

Outer Mission 
Mixed-use 

Owner 24 

S270 

Prototype 4 55' 
Residential 
Low-Riso 
M:ission 

Mixed-use 
Owner 15 

S260 

Prototype 5 65' 
Resideotial 
Mld-Riso 

Central Waterfront 
Mixed-use 

Rental 156 

$270 

$225 /GSF $225 /GSF $225 /GSF $225 /GSF $225 /GSF 
$120 /GSF $140 /GSF $120 /GSF $120 /GSF $140 "/GSF 

$15,000 /space .$15,000 /space Sl5,000 /space $15,000 /space $15,000 /space 
Podium (I) Underground (1) Podium (1) Podium (1) Underground (1) 

$293 /GSF $362 /GSF $325 /GSF $297 /GSF $330 /GSF 
$85 /LSF $85 /LSF S85 /LSF $85 ILSF $85 /LSF 

$100 /LSF $100 ILSF $100 /LSF SIOO ILSF $100 /LSF 
$384 /NSF $472 /NSF S4ZZ /NSF $413 /NSF 5417 /NSF 

5491,550 !Unit $533,755 /Unit· $578,417 /Unit 5440,967 /Unit $329,803 /Unit 

1~-~E¥~T~1b~1T:a~~:~ IEt~J?2:~~~~lllriUt~~ I~.at~~~1- }futl;Ml:1:;-:ri:£:r~j£~~l~K a1~~~ilifil~~l~i:.· 

SO Value 
$0 Value 
$0 Value 
$0 Value 

$23,365 Value 
$4,494 Value 

$0 Value 
$0 Value 

$0 Value 
$0 Value 
$0 Value 
$0 Value 

SO Value 
SO Value 
SO Value· 
$0 Value 

$23,365 Value 
$4,494 Value 

$10(),000 Value 
$25,000 Value 

S9,295 Value $84,855 Value S27,347 Value Sll,466 Value . $405,346 Value 
$0 Value $0 Value $0 Value $0 Value $386,280 Value 
SO Value $75,000 Value $0 Valoe $0 Value $150,000 Value 
w~ w~ w~ w~ ~~~ 

ffi~~Hi;.S;."£.:i:~f·~~:: ~~"1-:~~t\~-~?(£'.t:; :. r-~flTc~i:f;~!-!f;: ~~-'5~~£1i~[:~:l?~~: 12'.T~:~r:~-2~}I~k-~r.:g~~1i;~-~:' 

SO.O /GSF 
$13.87 /GSF 
$1459 /GSF 

$6.19 /GSF 
Sl4.43 /GSF 
Sl4.43 /GSF 

$0 Value 

$0.0 Value 

$2.91 /GSF 
S0.389 /GSF 
S0.243 /GSF 

$12,367 Value 

$0.0 /GSF 
$13.87 /GSF 
$1459 /GSF 

$6.19 /GSF 
$14.43 /GSF 
$14.43 /GSF 

SO Value 

$0 Value 

S2.91 /GSF 
$0.389 /GSF 
S0.243 /GSF 

$180,298 Vaine 

SO.O /GSF 
$13.87 /GSF 
$14.59 /GSF 

$6.19 /GSF 
$14.43 /GSF 
Sl4.43 /GSF 

$0 Valoo 

$0.0 Valno 

$2.91 /GSF 
S0.389 /GSF 
$0.243 /GSF 

$87,598 Value 

$0.0 /GSF 
$13.87 /GSF 
$14.59 /GSF 

$6.19 /GSF 
$14.43 /GSF 
$14.43 /GSF 

$160,968 Value 

$0.0 Value 

$2.91 /GSF 
$0.389 /GSF 
$0.243 /GSF 

S33,099 Value 

$0.0 /GSF 
$13.87 /GSF 
Sl4.59 /GSF 

$6.19 /GSF 
Sl4.43 /GSF 
Sl4.43 /GSF 

$1,682,573 Value 

$0 Value 

$2.91 /GSF 
S0.389 /GSF 
$0.243 /GSF 

S298,371 Valoe 

~l~\~i!~?.ib;~2E~~: j~~g;~;!j§:'15J~df.:df ;._~g__,=t--;;-a;Z~~~~ s;1g20~~flJ~ENffif~ 2~1K~~~~~.~? 
24 Months 31 Months 30 Months 26 Months 26 Months 

5.5% 5.5% 55% 55% 5.5% 
1.25% 1.25% 1.25% 1.25% I.00% 

25% 25% 25% 25% 18% 
19% 23% 21% 19% 21% 
16% 19%•. 17% 16% 17% 

Appendix Tables c I Page 3 
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General Development.Assumptions (Height) 
Primacy Land Uso Typo 
Constrnc1ion Typo 
Geography 
Land Use 
HonsinJtTYJJe/Units orNonresideotial SF 
Retail 
Parlcing 

S!Bckorcost 
Parldng Construction 'fype 

Hard Construction Costs/ GSF 
Office Teoaatimprovemoots/Lcase Up Costs 
Retail Tooant lmprovcmenls/Lease Up Costs 
Direct Construction Costs/ NSF 
Direct Coostruction Costs/ Unit 
Soft Costs 

Transportation and Environmental Review 
Transportation Review 

SFP!anning 
SFMfA 

Tnmsp. Consultant 
TSP Cost Savings 

Enviromnootal Review 
SF Planning 

TSP Cost Savings 
CEQA Consultant 

TSP Cost Savings 
Develop moot Impact Fees/ Other Costs 

Transit Impact Development Fee 
Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Transportation Sustoluability Fee 
Residential . 

Non-Residential (Office) 
Non-Residential (Retail) 

Area Plan Impact Fees 
TDRPurchase for FAR 
Affordable Housing Fee 
Jobo-Housing Linkage Fee 

Office 
Retail 

Childcare Fee (Office) 
Downtown Parks Fee (Office) 
Public Art Fee (Non-Residential) 
School Impact Fee 

Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Wastewater/Water Capaclty Charges 
Tota!Cbargos 

Mello Roos Spccial Tax During Sale/Lease-Up 
Construction Financing 

Construction Tuning 
Construction Interest Rate 
Loan Fee (Points) as a% ofLoaoAmount 

Other Soft Costs (as a % of Hard Costs) 
Target Rctnm on Total Development Cost 
DevelonorM•mn las a% ofValue/NetProceeds) 

Appendix Table C·2b 
Devel9pment CostAssumptions 

.; 

Prototype 6 8$' Prototype 7 160' Prototype 8 160' Prototype 9 400' Prototype 10 400' 
Resideotial Office Residential Residential Office 
Mid-Rise High-Rise High-Rise High-Rise High-.Riso 

East SoMa East SoMa Office East SoMa Transit Center Transit Cooter 
Mixed-use Of!ico Mixed-use Resideotial Office 

Rootnl 60 N/A 224,420 Ownor . 128 Ownor 229 N/A 320,300 
$225 /GSF $225 /GSF $225 /GSF $225 /GSF $225 /GSF 
$140 /GSF $140 /GSF $160 /GSF $160 /GSF $160 /GSF 

$15,000 /space $15,000 /space $15,000 /space · $15,000 /space $15,000 /space 
UndCiground (1) Underground (1) Underground (2) Underground (2) Underground (2) 

$351 /GSF $294 /GSF 5383 /GSF $391 IGSF $332 /GSF 

-~ -~ -~ -~ -~ $100 !LSF • $100 /LSF $100 /LSF $100 !LSF $100 /LSF 
$456 /NSF 5413 /NSF 5484 /NSF $548 /NSF $499 /NSF 

$361,948 /Unit NA /Unit 5478,455 /Unit 5577,380 /Unit NA /Unit 

~S:~gill'Jir.r?~l1r1[~ ~~~q~~iJfr;}~f.g4· ~--~~!~~~t~~.~~- £~zr:s~~E:~~N~f-T::ff~1" IDfil1{:fli'Wa~~1~~C. 

$23,365 Value 
$4,494 Value 

$75,000 Value 
$0 Value 

$23,365 Value 
$4,494 Vaine 

$200,000 Value 
$50,000 Value 

$23~.65 Value 
$4,494 Value 

$100,000 Value 
$25,000 Value 

$23,365 Value 
$4,494 Value 

$100,000 Value 
$25, 000 Valuo 

$23,365 Value 
$4,494 Value 

$200,000 Value 
$50, 000 Value 

Sl6,386 Value $450,852 Value $16,368 Value $21,239 Value $21,239 Value 

w- -~ -~ w- -~ SO Value $300,000 Value SO Value SO Value SO Value 
$0 Value $45,000 Value $0 Value $0 Value $0 Value 

i~~~~~~~ ffit~-\1.~~~~iJW,d11~~~~~&~~EE~r@~I?:~~~~~~;:~1J~;: 

$0.0 /GSF 
$13.87 /GSF 
Sl4.59 /GSF 

$6.19 IGSF 
. $14.43 IGSF 

$14.43 /GSF 
Sl,090,931 Value 

$3,460,928 Value 

$2.91 /GSF 
$0.389 /GSF 
S0.243 /GSF 

SO.O /GSF 
$13.87 /GSF 
$14.59 /GSF 

$6.19 /GSF 

$14.43 /GSF 
$14.43 /GSF 

54,133,667 Vaine 

so.o Value 

$24.03 /GSF 

$1.21 /Office GSF 
$0.00 /Office GSF 

1% ofHanlcosis 

S2.91 /GSF 
$0.389 /GSF 
$0.243 /GSF 

$0.00 /GSF 
$13.87 /GSF 
$14.59 /GSF 

$6.19 /GSF 

$14.43 /GSF 
$14.43 /GSF 

$3,05S,1S4 values 

$7,036,437 Value 

$1.16 /Office GSF 
$2.3 l /Office GSF 

$2.91 /GSF 
$039 /GSF 
$0.24 /GSF 

S0.0 /GSF $0.0 /GSF 
$13.87 /GSF $13.87 /GSF 
$14.59 /GSF $14.59 /GSF 

$6.19 IGSF $6.19 /GSF 

$14.43 /GSF $14.43 /GSF 
$14.43 /GSF $14.43 /GSF 

$3,879,437 Value $9,182,904 Value 

Sl,350,000 Value Sl,800,000 Value 
$12,117,716 Value $0.0 Value 

$24.03 /GSF 
$22.42 /GSF 

Sl.16 /Office GSF Sl.21 /Office GSF 
$2.31 /Office GSF $2.43 /Office GSF 

· 1 % of Hard costs 1% ofHardcosts 

$2.91 /GSF $0.0 /GSF 
$0.389 /GSF S0.39 /GSF 
$0.243 /GSF $0.24 /GSF 

$153,983 Value $270,026 Value $312,023 Value 5477,622 Value $292,972 Value 
$6.88 /Resid. NSF $4.36 /Office NSF 

~~710]~~~~Ef~[:E~. ~~'.i:~~i@Jg2K~31:-~l ~l.\f.§tl?~$!2I~~Ii3~l~ ~t~~~l'~~t$ ~~i.~'fil~lli?RlNn~ 
24 Months 36 Months 44 Months 55 Months 42 Months 

5.5% 5..5% 55% 5.5% 55% 
1.25"/o 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 

18% 18% 25% 25% 18% 
23% 19% 29% 29% 19% 
19% 16% 22% 22% 16% 
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TSF Outreach: SQrin~/Summer 2015 
Updated: August 6, 2015 · 

Internal Stakeholders 

Who 

Ed Reiskin, John Rahaim, Tilly Chang, Gillian Gillett, Ken Rich, Gil 
Kelley, Tom Maguire 
Steve Kawa, Nicole Wheaton 

Sup. Wiener, Andres 

Sup. Yee, Matthias 
Sup. Avalos, Aide(s) 

Sup. Kim, Sunny 

Sup. Mar, Peter 

Sup. Campos, Aide(s) 
Sup. Farrell, Aide(s) 

Sup.Breed, Connor 

Sup. Tang, Aide(s) 
Sup. Cohen, Andrea 
Sup. Christensen, Aide(s) 
Kate Howard, Ben Rosenfield -
Tom Nolan, Gwyneth Borden 

Naomi Kelly, Brian Strong 
MOH (Olsen, Sophie) 

External Stakeholders 

Muni equity group (CCHO, CCDC,HSN, TRU) 

HAC 
SPUR: Ratna and Kristy 

RBA 
Chamber of Commerce 
Reg.ina Dick-Endrizzi 

SFBC, Walk SF, League of Conservation Voters 
Hospital Council 

BART 

-

Format When 

Briefing complete 
Briefing complete 

Briefing complete 

Briefing complete 
Briefing complete 

Briefing complete 

Briefing complete 

Briefing complete 
Briefing complete 

Briefing complete 

Briefing complete 
Briefing complete 
Briefing complete 
Briefing complete 

Briefing complete· 

Briefing complete' 

Briefing complete 

'Meeting with discussion complete 

Presentation complete 

Meeting with discussion complete 

Meeting with discussion complete 
Meeting with discussion complete; follow-up meeting sechedufed for 8/20 

Meeting with discussion complete 

Meeting with discussion complete 
Meeting with discussion complete 

Meeting with disc::ussion complete 



c..:> 
.....i 
en 
(J1 

Land use attorneys (Reuben & Junius lunchtime forum) 

Large developers (presentation at SFCTA} 

SFMTA Board Policy and Governance Committee 

Cindy Wu, Rodney Fong (Planning Commissioners) 

T. Radulovich 

N. Josefowitz, J. Kass 

CACs and Committees 
EN CAC 
MOCAC 
TACAC · 
MTACAC 
Small Business Commission 

Capital Planning Committee 

SFCTA Board 

M/O and EN CAC 
-

Legislative Hearings 

Legislation introduced 

Planning Commission - informational 
MTAB 
Planning Commission - fee adoption 
Land Use 
Full BOS -1st read 
Full BOS - 2nd read 

Meeting with discussion complete 

Meeting with discussion complete 

Presentation complete 

Briefing complete 

Briefing complete 

Briefing complete 

Informational 'Presentation complete 
· Informational Presentation complete 

Present!ltion complete 
Presentation complete 
Presentation August 10, 2015 

Presentation September 14, 2015 

Presentation July 29, 2015 

Presentation August 17th, 2015 

July 21, 2015 

Hearing August 6, 2015 

. Hearing September 1, 2015 
Hearing September 10, 2015 
Hearing September 21, 2015 
Hearing September 29, 2015 
Hearing October 6, 2015 



August 26, 2015 

Pla.ncing Commission 
Commission Chambers 
Room 400, City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 

RE: Support for the Transportation Sustainability Project 

Dear Commissioners, 

The Market Octavia Community Advisory Committee support~ the adoption of the Transportation 
Sustainability Project, and its Transportation Sustainability Fee component. 

The Market and Octavia Plan necessitates investments in transportation infrastructure to achieve its 
goals of encouraging travel by public transit and other sustainable transportation modes, and reducipg 
traffic congestion. 

Over the next 20 years, the Market and Octavia Plan anticipates roughly 6,000 new housing units, and 
transit service will need to enhanced to meet this demand. Current transit service within the plan area 
is at or exceeding capacity. · 

Successful implementation of the Market and Octavia plan requir~s adequate investment in 
transportation improvements in coordination with _new development. The proposed Transportation 
Sustainability Fee will provide revenue to help meet the need for transportation and complete streets 
improvements gener~ted by new development in San Francisco. Additionally, the expenditure of 
funds generated by the prqposed Transportation Sustairiability Fee prioritizes specific projects 
identified in Area Plans. · 

The Market and Qctavia Community Advisory Committee asks the Commission to support the 
Transporta~on Sustainability Project, its Transportation Sustainability Fee component and the policy 
of prioritizing projects in the areas of the city where new growth is occurring, such as the Market and 
Octavia Plan Area. 

Sincerely, 

Jason Henderson, Chair 
Krute Singa, Vice Chair 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

September 9, 2015 

Members, Planning Commission 

Adam Varat, Senior Planner; and Lisa Chen, Planner; 
Citywide Division, San Fr~cisco Planning J?epartment 

Changes to Proposed Transportation Sustainability Fee 
Ordinance in September 8, 2015 Substitute Legislation 
[Board of Supervisors (BOS) file no. 150790} 

On July 21, 2015, Mayor Lee and co-sponsoring Supervisors Wiener, Breed, and Christensen 
introduced legislation at the Board of Supervisors that would establish a Citywide impact fee, the 
Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF), which would replace the Transit Impact Developme;nt 
Fee (UDF) and expand applicability to market-rate residential projects and some in.Stitutional 
uses. The TSF is one component of the Transportation Sustainability Program (TSP), an 
interagency effort by the Mayor's Office, the Planning Department, the San Francisco County 
Transportation Authority, and the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency aimed at 
improving and expanding the transportation system to accommodate new growth through three 
policy initiatives: 1) the TSF; 2) the Level of .Service (LOS) reform effort in coordination with 
statewide cluµ1ges to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); and, 3) a Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM) program to encourage use of more environmentally-friendly 
modes of travel such as transit, walking, and biking. The Planning Commission heard an 
informational presentation on the TSP at the August 6th, 2015 hearing. 

The proposed TSF will be heard by the Planning Commission on September 10, 2015 for 
Commission action. On September 8, 2015, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, and Christensen 

· introduced substitute legislation to BOS Ordinance no. 150790, adding clarifying language 
intended to improve administration and application of the proposed TSF. These modifications 
are minor and non-s~bstantive in nature, and include language on the timing of payment, the 
exemptions for small businesses and HOPE SF projects, grandfathering projects that have 
submitted a development application, and the middle-income housing eligibility threshold. This 
memo explains these modification.$ to proposed TSF Ordinance. 

Timing of payment 

The substitute Ordinance added language to state explicitly that the fee must be paid by project 
sponsors at the time the City issues the first construction docµment (Planning Code Section 
411A.3(c)). This does not represent a change to the proposal, and it only serves to make the TSF 
fee timing explicit and consistent with all other fees in Planning Code Article 4. 

www.sfplanning.org 
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Memorandum 
Hearing Date: September 10, 2015 

CASE NO. 2015·009096PCA 
Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) 

Application of the middle-income housing fee exemption 

The Ordinance as ir!-troduced included language in Section 406 (Waiver, Reduction or 
Adjustment of Development Project Requirements) that would exempt middle-income 
residential projects (targeting households earning up to 150% of Area Median Income) from the 
TSF and a number of Area Pl~ fees under Article 4. The substitute ordinance modified this 
language to clarify that this exemption would only be available for the TSF, and not for any Area 
Plan fees. 

Application of the exemption for HOPE SF projects . 

The substitute Ordinance added language in Se~tion 406 that would explicitly exempt all uses 
within- a HOPE SF Project Area from paying the TSF. In other words, all residential uses, 
whether. affordable or market-rate, as well as non-residential and PDR uses would be exempt. 
The previous Ordinance as introduced exempted only market-rate and affordable housing units. 
The substitute Ordinance also clarifies that HOPE SF projects would still be required to pay all . 
other applicable fees under Article 4, including Area Plan fees. 

Application of the small businesi; exemption: 

The substitute Ordinance added language to Section 411A.3(b )6 to clarify that the small business· 
exemption (defined as less than 5,000 gross square feet) would also apply to multiple qualifying 
spaces within ·a single building or project (for example, it would apply to multiple small 
businesses that co-locate in. a single facility). In the Ordinance as introduced, the exemption 
would only apply to multiple small businesses if their spaces are cumulatively less than 5,000 
gross square feet. · 

Grandfathering provision: 

The substitute Ordinance provided clarification on grandfathering Production, Distribution, 
Repair (PDR) uses that have submitted a development application. Th_e Ordinance as introduced 
only specified grandfathering processes for.Residential and Non-Residential uses, and did not 
have language grandfathering ~DR uses. Section 411A.3(e) of the substitute legislation states that 
PDR uses are grandfathered at the same rate as· Non-Residential uses (i.e., they pay the current 
TIDFrate). 

The substitute Ordinance also clarified that grandfathered projects that are subject to the TIDF 
will.also be subject to all applicable TIQF rules and procedures. 
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1. Introduction 

In 2013, AECOM was retained by the San Francisco Planning Department and the San Francisco Capital 
Improvements Program, with direction from the City Attorney's Office, to update the City's nexus analysis. This 
nexus analysis update was done in conjunction with AECOM's 2014 San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service 
Analysis report1, a study that established citywide provision standards for various infrastructure elements. The 
level of service (LOS) targets for infrastructure presented in this report build directly on the standards developed as 
part of the San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis report, as well as existing nexus studies for 
certain infrastructure types for the City of San Francisco and the City's capital plan. 

REPORT PURPOSE 

The purpose of this report is to present the nexus analysis findings of new growth's connection (nexus) to facilities 
for recreation and open space, childcare, streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, and bicycle infrastructure. This 
analysis measures the need for community infrastructure generated by new population and employment growth, 
using a methodology that meets the requirements for development impact fees under applicable law. The fee 
program estimates development's fair share of the City's new facility needs to maintain levels of service for 
community infrastructure that contribute to the livability and overall quality of life in San Francisco. 

The citywide nexus analysis, building upon .existing adopted nexus studies, aims to develop a consistent, 
standards-based methodology for most existing impact fees, thus facilitating the City's future administration of 
impact fees, including meeting the five year reporting and updating requirements. 

The Planning Code currently covers more than 20 development impact fees - including several single-purpose 
fees and several community impact fees that were established as components of larger planning processes for the 
City's geographic Area Pl.ans.2 As a result of many separately developed impact fees, the City has revised the 
Planning Code to ensure that each program is administered consistently. The impact fees and the administrative 
procedures governing them are found in Article IV of the Planning Code. This study aims to further standardize 
the analysis supporting development impact fees (specifically for r~creation and open space, childcare, 
streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, and bicycle infrastructure) to ensure consistent administration of existing 
and future development impact fees and their supporting studies. 

In addition to developing a more standardized development impact fee assessment methodology, this study also 
satisfies th~ requirements of Section 410 of the City Planning Code which requires that all nexus studies be 

1 Although the report was finalized in 2014, the bulk of the analysis and report was produced in 2013. 
2Area Plans, or Specific Area Plans, are detailed plans for city neighborhoods. Area Plans are identified in the City's General Plan, and 
include area-specific land use policies and regulatio~s that guide development. 
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updated on a five year basis: the nexus analysis presented in this report aims to verify most impact fees in Article 4 
of the Planning Code except those pertaining to affordable housing, community stabilization, libraries, and the 
Citywide Transportation Development Impact Fee. The nexus analysis complied with the requirements of the 
Mitigation Fee Act, and state and national constitutional law. 

REPORT STRUCTURE 

The remainder of the introduction will provide background on nexus fees, catalogue San Francisco's existing 
impact fees, outline the nexus fee determination methodology, and summarize the maximum supportable nexus 
fees. The following chapters of the report address each of the four infrastructure elements - recreation and open 
space, childcare, streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, and bicycle infrastructure. 3 

BACKGROUND ON DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE PROGRAMS 

Cities are authorized by law to levy development impact fees - which are monetary exactions, charged by a local 
government to a development applicant as a condition of approval for the development project. In most cases, the 
law requires the fee amount be reasonably related to the cost of the infrastructure provided by the government 
collecting the fee. The collected fee r:nonies are allocated to pay for, or defray the costs of, the infrastructure 
improvements necessitated by the new development. Development impact fees may not be levied to pay for 
existing infrastructure deficiencies unrelated to the impacts of new development. Also a jurisdiction must normally 
legislatively adopt findings of a reasonable relationship between fee and impact to enact a fee program. 

Although local governments began levying impact fees in the 1920s as a way to finance infrastructure, in 19-87, the 
California legislature passed the Mitigation Fee Act (Assembly Bill 1600 or the Act) to establish principles 
governing impact fee exactions and, to some extent, codify existing constitutional requirements. The related 
Government Code Sections 66000-66025 establish legal requirements to implement a development fee program 
for fees that meet the terms of the Act. While not all of the fees analyzed in this report are necessarily subject to 
the Mitigation Fee Act, the City has concluded that, in most instances, establishing a nexus for any fee imposed by 
the City as a condition of development is prudent practice. According to the Act,. to establish a development fee 
program, a jurisdiction must legislatively acce.pt a nexus study that identifies: 

• the purpose of any fees; 

• how fees will be used; 

• a reasonable relationship between the fee-funded infrastructure and the type of development paying the 

fee; 

• a reasonable relationship between the need for particular infrastructure and the type of development 

paying the fee; and 

• a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee and the proportionality of the cost specifically 

attributed to development. 

Development impact fees are common among California cities (including San Francisco) and are a well-accepted 
way to fund a variety of infrastructure such as recreation and open space, childcare, streetscape and pedestrian 
infrastructure, and bicycle infrastructure. 

3 Note that a transit infrastructure fee study is currently being undertaken in an ongoing update of the 2012 San Francisco 
Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study, and, is therefore omitted from this analysis. · 

2 

3778 

San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis 

March 2014 



AECOM 

EXISTING DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 

San Francisco currently has more than 20 development impact fees, many of which the City established as a 
component of a larger planning process (either at the city or neighborhood level), and supported by a specific 
nexus study. Some existing impact fees are single-issue fees imposed citywide or in a limited area; others are 
components of community infrastructure fees. Table 1 catalogues the existing impact fees in San Francisco for the 
four infrastructure components ~tudied in this report (recreation and open space; childcare, streetscape and 
pedestrian infrastructure, and bicycle infrastructure). In Table 1, single-issue fees for any of the four infrastructure 
items are reported, and community infrastructure fees are apportioned by infrastructure item.4 Table 1 also 
highlights the maximum fee charged in each infrastructure category. 

Table 1. Existing Related Impact Fees in San Franci~co for Four Infrastructure Categories (2013 Fee Rates} 

'Y · < ·}~i' ;;·;; c j '' : : ' ~;;,;i, ' c• · •' ·: < ' Tot•! Co,;,,.,,oity 
'.=f-eeAre~ ~: ·._·. :·. ::-/andr6pJn~":- 'cihildcilre~-i and --~:-'· _··:· B_icyc1e· --: .. _·;-othe~~-- lmpactFee;wrere 
" ·_._ ., . :· . ._ .... :i Space' ·• •. ~ ,,., - .. .-.=~! Pedi;_str1an .- ., Infrastructure_·: -. -,-<_. relevant,2013 

~y:·<c,.:: _ -. ".~:: .: .-' ·~_-:: ~L:~.~~'.i'>':· :~ ; ~ ·,~-~~-·_:.r'~ga_s~.r~~!~.7. _ !_-._ ... --~" _ -~<'{ :~-=~:-- =-~~SfJ _ 

Re~iC!~MafFe~~-{$/GsF) .•· ·.· '.:: ... ,. 

Rincon Hill $2.85 $0.00 $6.66 - - $9.51 

Market and Octavia $2.12 $0.83 $4.12 $0.05 $2.83 $9.95 

Eastern Neighborhoods $8.85 $1.24 $0.35 - $7.26 $17.70 

Balboa Park $2.66 $1.68 $3.36 - $1.15 $8.85 
Maximum Residential 
Fee by Category ($/GSF) $8.85 $1.68 $6.66 $0.05 $7.26 -

.. cO:n;i~ef_cial f.~es ($/GSF) :·. · 
: '·. 

'·'"• 
Downtown Park Fee $2.21 - - - - -
Child Care: Citywide -

$1.11 - -Commercial - - -
Transit Impact -Develooment Fee ITIDF\ $13.30 

Market and Octavia $0.52 - $2.14 $0.02 $1.11 $3.76 

Eastern Neighborhoods $1.08 $0.46 $0.51 - $13.42 $15.48 , 
Balboa Park $0.50 $0.32 $0.63 - $0.22 $1.66 

Visitacion Valley $1.67 $1.12 $1.42 $0.86 $5.07 
Maximum Commercial 
Fee bv Catei:rorv $2.21 $1.12 $2.14 $0.02 $13.42 -

-
Source: San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee Register, January 1, 2013, and the San Francisco Planning Depcirtment. 

1. Table 1 focuse~ on the four Infrastructure categories analyzed in this nexus report It does not include all fees included In Article 4 of the 

Planning Code (for example, it omits transit fees and affordable housing fees), or expenditures that are analyzed elsewhere (for example, it omits 

library fees, program administration, and transit fees). , 

2. The City annually adjusts all developer impact fees using an Annual Infrastructure Construction Cost Inflation estimate (AICCIE), as per Article 

4 of the Planning Code. 

·The residential fees range across the neighborhoods from no fee (i.e., neighborhoods without community 
infrastructure fees) to almost $18 per GSF; the commercial fees range across the neighborhoods from no fee (i.e., 

4 Apportionment of community infrastructure fees is based on the Planning Code (Section 4), as provided by Kearstin Dischinger, Senior 
Community Development Specialist of the Planning Department, in a spreadsheet entitled max_fee_by Category_planned.xls. This 
spreadsheet is appended for informational purposes. 
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neighborhoods without community infrastructure fees) to more than $15 per GSF. Two additional downtown fees 

exist for childcare and parks, of $1.11 and $2.21 per GSF. A transit impact fee of as much as $13.30 per GSF is 
also charged citywide.5 

ST AN DAROS-BASED NEXUS METHODOLOGY 

Impact fees can be calculated several ways, but the foundation of all methodologies· is determining an appropriate 
level of infrastructure for future development, the cost to provide this infrastructure, and a reasonable relationship 

between growth and cost, by which to apportion the cost burden. 

With one exception, this study focuses on a standards-based approach, which relies on an explicit infrastructure 

LOS to derive a maximum supportable fee level. A per-unit provision standard is established by the City- for 

example, a certain number of acres of open.space per person (or service population unit6)- and subsequent 

development must adhere to the standard. The nexus fee for development is based on development's share of the 

cost to provide this level of provision.7 Applying standards-based metrics to impact fees allows the City to 

streamline the fee analysis process, creating a consistent methodology across all infrastructure types that can be 

easily understood, repeated and updated a~ necessary. This streamlined approach reduces costs, and 
strengthens the link between new development and demand for new infrastructure. Recreation and open space, 

childcare, and streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure nexus fees are established using this standards-based 

approach. 

The San Francisco lnfmstructure Level of SeNice Analysis report sets the foundation for the nexus, by exploring 

various metrics and LOS standards for select infrastructure items, and by providing a comprehensive study of San 
Francisco's infrastructure elements, current LOS provision, long-term aspirations, and short-term infrastructure 

LOS targets. The short-term targets are the standards used for the nexus analysis. These standards were 

developed through a review of existing City policies, interviews with City departments, and research on ·existing 

precedents. Note.that setting citywide standards for infrastructure LOS is a complex undertaking that few cities 

have undertaken rigorously, making San Francisco an exemplar in its nexus approach. 8 

A more traditional project-based approach, in contrast, takes a list of planned infrastructure projects, and bases the 

nexus fee on the apportionment of their cost. This project-based approach is used for bicycle infrastructure. For 

bicycle infrastructure, the SFMT A has developed a comprehensive policy document that outlines specific capital 
projects for bicycle infrastructure. At the direction of the agency and with the support of stakeholders, the nexus for 

bicycle infrastructure relies on this policy document (SFMTA's 2013 Bicycle Strategy).9 (Note that, although the 
bicycle nexus relies on a discrete list of projects rather than a per-population or per-service-population LOS, the 

cost is apportioned between residential and commercial development via service population. That is, the bicycle 

infrastructure requirements are determined by a project list (13 miles of upgraded bikeway, 13 upgraded 

s The Transit Impact Developn:ient Fee (TIDF) ranges from $6.80 per GSF to $13.30 per GSF, depending on the land use (Economic 
Activity Category or Subcategory), as per San Francisco Planning Code Section 4.11.3 (e). 
6 Service population is discussed in more detail in the section, Additional Assumptions: Service Population. 
7 As long as the standard is not above the existing LOS conditions (i.e. as long as the existing LOS is not deficient per the standard), 
new development may bear the full burden of providing the LOS associated with its development. When a standard is above the existing 
LOS conditions, the City may require the development to bear the portion of the cost related to its fair share of the cost. In this case, 
best practice dictates tliat the City should demonstrate how it will fund the remaining cost to elevate the existing infrastructure to the 
LOS standard. The City cannot charge new development to increase an LOS for existing residents. 
8 San Diego applies a standards approach for park infrastructure and many California cities that are not built-out use level of service 
standards to inform master planned areas on the periphery of their respective.cities, 
9 While this document is still a draft, SFMTA staff directed the consultant to use it because SFMTA is developing the Capital 
Improvement Program (GIP) project list to be put forward for board approval In April 2014 based on this document. Although no plans 
exist to take the 2013 Bicycle strategy to the board for adoption, the project list derived from it will be taken to the board for CIP 
approval in April 2014. 
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intersections, etc.) as opposed to a per-service-population LOS; but, the cost of the bicycle infrastructure projects 
in the project list is allocated to development based on the increa.se in service population attributable to new 
development.) 

INFRASTRUCTURE CATEGORIES 

A nexus between development and maximum supportable impact fees has been determined for the following 
infrastructure types: 

Recreation and open space Streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure 

II Childcare • Bicycle infrastructure 

All of these four infrastructure elements (recreation and open space, childcare, streetscape and pedestrian 
infrastructure, and bicycle infrastructure) represent areas where existing impact fees are charged - that is, areas 
identified by the City where development will req~ire new capital investment. 

CITYWIDE APPROACH TO IMPACT FEES 

Although many existing impact fees result from the City's planning processes in various Area Plans, and thus are 
neighborhood-specific, the City seeks a nexus analysis that applies consistent nexus methodologies across. 
varying fee programs and geographies. This nexus study is therefore conducted at a citywide level. While the City 
acknowledges that the actual implementation of fee programs may still vary based on specific consideratioris of 
individual Area Plans, a citywide nexus model provides a consistent nexus architecture that affords the City an 
over-arching structure and a program that can easily be. administered and updated (with revised cost and 
demowaphic inputs) on a five-year basis. 

INFRASTRUCTURE LOS 

The LOS standards for each infrastructure element are shown in Table 2. Recreation and open space and 
streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure improvements are based on demographic projections through 2030, as a 
reasonable development timeframe, while childcare and bicycle improvements are based on shorter-term 
projections, due to the changing distribution of children in the city, and the proposed bicycle improvement strategy 
upon which the bike measures are built. In terms of childcare, because the number of children in.San Francisco is 
projecte.d to decrease after 2020, the childcare LOS provision is based on 2020 demographics to avoid under­
providing childcare at the child population's projected peak.1° For bicycle infrastructure, SFMTA's Bicycle Strategy 

10 Unlike the general population, the child population in San Francisco is projected to begin a slow decline within the next five to seven 
years. As a result, if longer-term projections were used, childcare facilities in the short-term would be under-provided. In addition, the 
City has many policies to encourage families to stay and live in San Francisco, such that the population of children may not necessarily 
decline as projected. A shorter timeframe to 2020 affords the opportunity to revisit the projections in several years without under­
providing in the short-term. Avoiding short-term under-provision is especially prudent if the projected trend of a declining child population 
does not materialize. 
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that outlines their proposed projects is based on a five-year tim~scale, and has been extrapolated to the nearest 
decade end. 

Table 2 includes the infrastructure LOS for the infrastructure categories using a standards-based approach 
(recreation and open space, childcare, and streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure), and the capital 
improvements list for the infrastructure category using a projects-based approach (bicycle infrastructure). 

Table 2. LOS Metrics for Infrastructure Categories· 
~~~~~~~~~~--~~~~~--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~~~~ 

· : LOS Standard · · · __ ~:_-:. · _. _:~: - ::c.· ~=~:- · = TargetYear . 

. Infrastructure Element .. I Capital __ ; Measure __ ._. -~ · - . :-.. ·_- -.,._ ·-=~~---- · = tor: Nexus_· 
___ · _ _ · .. _ ,_ .::=- ~l~P_~':'elll,e_nt _._ · ~- _._ -. -_.- -- __ 

0
-_ ~~--~ - ~ • _·- ~-~ -:~-::~ ·:;o~~~- ~- _-. _ __ ~ -~ _ Ev:al~ati~n~. 

II 
a 
a 

Recreation and 
Open Space 

Childcare 

Streets cape 
and Pedestrian 
Infrastructure 

Bicycle 
Infrastructure 

LOS 

LOS 

LOS 

Capital 
Improvements 

List 

• 4.0 acres of open space/ 1,000 service population units 
• 3.5 acres of open space/ 1,000 service population units 
• 0.5 acres of improved open space/ 1,000 service 

population units 
•Childcare provided for 37% of demand for infant/toddler (age 
0-2) care 
•Childcare provided for 99.6% of demand for preschooler (age 
3-5) care 

• 88 square feet of improved sidewalk I service population unit 

Complete build-out as per"Bicycle Plan Plus Scenario" of 
SFMTA's Bicycle Strategy (extrapolated through 2020) 

•Upgrade 13 miles of bikeway to premium facilities 
• Install bicycle signals at 13 intersections 
• Add 5,333 bike parking spaces 
• Pilot bike share program of 67 stations and 667 bicycles 

2030 

2020 

2030 

2020 

Source: AECOM San Francisco Infrastructure Level of SeNice Analysis report (March 2014) 

GROWTH PROJECTIONS 

The nexus analysis is predicated on a demographic forecast that helps determine the need for future 
infrastructure. The following population and employment projections from 2013 through 2030 (Table 3) were 
developed by the City and AECOM, based on U.S. Census, American Community Survey (ACS) data and 
information from the California Department of Finance (DOF). The projections below are consistently applied 
throughout all of the nexus analyses. Based on the low residential and· commercial vacancy rates in San 
Francisco, it is reasonable to assume that population and employment growth will result in new physical 
development. 11 

11 San Francisco's apartment vacancy rate is 3.1 percent according to a Reis Report by Justin Peterson entitled "San Francisco 
Apartment Sector Amongst the Strongesr (October 2012). San Francisco's office vacancy rate (approximately 11 percent) is the lowest 
in the US office market, according to rankings done by Jones Lang Lasalle in their report "Office Outiook: United States. Q2 2013". San 
Francisco's retail vacancy rate is reported as 2.7 percent (second quarter of 2013) by Costar in their article "Market Trend: San 
Francisco's Retail Vacancy Decreases to 2.7%" (July 2013). Note that all markets, including the housing market and the office space 
market, have a natural rate of vacancy that allows movement within the system. Full (100 percent) absorption would result in an 
inflationary market. The vacancy rates in San Francisco's apartment, office, and retail markets are below common metrics of natural 
vacancy, making it a reasonable premise that there is a one-to-one relationship between population and employment growth and new 
physical development (Kreiner, John. Natural Vacancy Rates in Commercial Real Estate Markets. Federal Reserve Bank of San 
Francisco. October 5, 2001; Belsky, Eric. Rental Vacancy Rates: A Policy Primer. National Association of Home Builders. Housing 
Policy Debate, Volume 3, Issue 3. 793-813. 1992.). 
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Table 3. Population and Employment Projections for San Francisco (2010 • 2030) 
. . 
' Year - 2013 2020 2030 

- . ' . 
: . - -

L - - - • • - - , 

Total Population 820,585 872,451 947,625 

Jobs 600,740 677,531 706,848 

Source: Overall populatlon and employment taken directly from the San Francisco Planning Department 2013 projectlons received by AECOM on 

May 14, 2013 from Aksel Olson, Planner/Geographer in Citywide Information and Analysis Group, San Francisco Planning Department. 

Projections were given at five year intervals beginning in 2010, so AECOM used linear interpolation to arrive at 2013 estimates. 

Note: All values rounded to the nearest integer. 

ADDIT.IONAL ASSUMPTIONS 

In addition to the population and employment projections presented above, there are a number of. other 
assumptions that are applied in the nexus analyses for each infrastructure area. For example, this nexus analysis 
ascribed demand for infrastructure on a gross square footage basis that is consistent with current density 
assumptions (residents or employees per GSF). These assumptions are summarized in Table 4. 
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Table 4. General Nexus Assumptions 

A 

B 

.c 

D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

Residents per service population unit 

Residents per housing unit 

GSF per average residential housing unit 

GSF per residential service population 

· Commercia.1 As!frirriptioris ·. : : ...•.. 

Employees per service population unit 
(streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure; 
bic cle infrastructure 
Employees per service population unit 
(recreation and open s ace 

GSF commercial space per employee 

GSF per commercial service population 
(streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure; 
bic cle infrastructure 
GSF per commercial service population 
recreation and o en s ace 

Source: AECOM, 2013; other sources as noted. 

2.32 

1,156 

498 

0.5 

0.19 

327 

654 

1,721 

Service Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013) 

American Community Survey 3-Year, 2000-2011, DP02: 
Selected Social Characteristics for San Francisco Coun 
Weighted average from Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee and 
Affordable Housing Anal sis 2008 1 

. 

C/B 

Service Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013) 

Service Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013) 

San Francisco Planning Department assumptions received via 
email from Aksel Olsen, Planner/Geo ra her, on Jul 15, 2013 

G/E 

G/F 

1. The GSF per average residential housing unit is calculated by dividing the average unit size of 925 net square feet by a building efficiency rate 

of 80 percent A building's efficiency rate reflects the ratio of leasable or rentable area to gross floor area. The average unit size (925 square feet) 

and building efficiency rate (80 percent) assumptions are taken from the Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee and Affordable Housing Analysis, 

which Kearslin Dischinger, Senior Community Development Specialist with the San Francisco Planning Department has concluded still reflect 

current conditions. Kears!in Dischinger, in a meeting on July 16, 2013; directed the consultant to use this square footage and efficiency rate. 

2. Unlike the s!reetscape and pedestrian infrastructure and bicycle infrastructure categories which use a standard discount factor for employees 

of 0.5 to calculate service population, the frequency of use between residents and employees is adjusted dmynwards for recreation and open 

space to reflect the findings of a study performed by the Hausrath Economics Group. The study indicates that employees use park facilities at a 

rate of 0.19 times that of residents.12 As a result, the service population for recreation and open space is calculated as one times the number of 

residents plus 0.19 times the number of employees. For a more detailed discussion of the service population concept, refer to the Service 

Population section of the report 

Service Population 

Two of the included nexus methodologies (recreation and open space, and streetscape and pedestrian 

infrastructure) rely on the "service population" concept for their LOS. Service population is a relatively standardized 

concept, which determines the level of capital infrastructure demand placed on given infrastructure by additional 
development, including both residents and employees.13 Service population can be estimated either at a building 

level, by estimating the typical population and/or worker density of the building use, or at a citywide level. For 

purposes of this study, the city's total service population is calculated as one times the resident population plus 

0.19 times the employment population (1 :0.19 ratio) for recreation and open space, and, as one times the resident 
population plus half of the employment population (1 :0.5 ratio) for streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure. 

12 Hausrath Economics Group, "Phoenix Park and Library EDU Factors Study": A Report to City of Phoenix Planning Department. 
September 1998. The park usage factor of 0.19 from the Hausrath study was applied to the San Francisco context by both the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Impact Fee and Affordable Housing Analysis and the 2008 City and County of San Francisco Citywide Development 
Impact Fee study. 
13 

Service Population Concept Memorandum, September 24, 2013, listed in Appendix A and included in the accompanying background 
materials compact disc. 
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This approach evaluates infrastructure demand based on both place of residence and place of work. Under this 
model, resident-employees (i.e. persons that both live and work in San Francisco) are counted twice, once for their 
home location, and once for where they work. This methodology accounts for the infrastructure need generated 
both at their place of work and at their place of residence (e.g. required parks and sidewalks near their homes and 
near their offices). While employees require similar capital improvements (e.g. parks and sidewalks) as residents, 
the employee factor has been discounted (to 0.19 or to 0.5) to reflect a conservative approach to employee capital 
infrastructure demand. These 1 :019 and 1 :0.5 ratios serve as the basis for the service population calculations. 

For streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, the service population calculation discounts employees to 0.5, 
relative to residents (weighted as 1 ). This discounting represents an industry standard discol!nt factor for 
employees in service population calculations. 14 For recreation and open space, the service population calculation 
discounts employees further to 0.19, relative to residents (weighted as 1 ). This discounting represents the finding, 
as analyzed by the Hausrath Economics Group (see Footnote 12), that people require and use recreation and 
open space near their homes much more than near their workplace. As a result, the recreation and open space 
chapter applies a modified service population calculation which weights employees less than the standard (0.5) · 
discount factor. 

Note that although bicycle infrastructure relies on a project-based approach to determine bicycle infrastructure 
requirements, the nexus methodology for bicycle infrastructure uses the "service population" concept to apportion 
cost. The total' cost for all bicycle infrastructure projects is allocated to new development based on new 
development's share of the growth in service population. In this case, the conventional service population 
calculation (of ascribing one unit to residents and 0.5 units to employees) is applied. 

Admin.istrative Costs 

For each fee calculation, five percent of the calculated cost is added to cover administrative services, as directed 
by the San Francisco Planning Department, which oversees the fee calculation. 15 Five percent reflects the average 
administrative. cost across all citywide and neighborhood fees. 16 

· · 

Gross Square Feet 

Consistent with current City practices, all fees are presented in terms of cost ($) per gross square foot (GSF). For 
neighborhoods which have a considerably lower or higher residential efficiency rate 17 than the 80 percent applied 
in the assumptions in Table 4, the Planning Department reserves the right to recalculate fees based on adjusted 
assumptions. 

SUMMARY OF CITYWIDE IMPACT FEES 

The impact fees determined in this nexus analysis are tabulated 'below (Table 5). The fees range from a few cents 
per square foot (bicycle infrastructure fee) to almost fifteen doflars per square foot (residential recreation and open 
space fee). 

14 SeNice Population Concept Memorandum, September 24, 2013, listed in Appendix A and included in the accompanying background 
materials compact disc. · 
15 Administrative Cost Memorandum, November 4, 2013, listed in Appendix A and included in the accompanying background materials 
~~~ . . 
16 Five percent was used in the 2008 Citywide Development Impact Fee study, as well as in the 2008 Eastern Neighborhoods Impact 
Fee and Affordable Housing Analysis. 
17 A building's efficiency rate reflects the ratio of leasable or rentab!e area to gross floor area. 
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Table 5. Maximum Supportable Citywide Impact Fees per GSF, 2013 

Citvwiile Nexus _Fees . · . . ~ _ . - . _ _ _ _ . 

Recreation and Open Space 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.04 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All values rounded to the nearest cenl 

COMPARISON OF CITYWIDE IMPACT FEES WITH EXISTING IMPACT FEES 

The calculated citywide impact fees support the existing impact fees in all categories. Additionally, all calculated 

citywide fees exceed the maximum existing neighborhood fee by at least 10%, as shown in Table 6. Note that both 

existing and maximum supportable citywide fees are expressed in $/GSF. 

Table 6. Comparing Maximum Supportable Citywide Fees to Existing Fees 

~ ·_ .. - = - : . - I ·Ma.Ximum supportable II H' h t E : rn F . . 1 ·Percent of Maximum Supportable 
~~---- · .:: ·-·. . - · Citywide Fee (determined . _ ig(

20
e
1
s
3 

fxts 1 tg_) ee Nexus Recoverecj by Existing Fee - .. · I - eera es - . -_--:c=---- -~~-~-- . · _____ .bythisNex~s) _ . __ (Existing/Proposed) 

Recreation and Open Space 

... 
Residential ($/GSF) 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) 

Residential ($/GSF) 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.02 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All fee values rounded to the nearest cent; all percentages.rounded to the nearest integer. 
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This chapter summarizes the nexus analysis for recreation and open space. After providing a brief background,· 
this chapter will outline the relevant growth assumptions, the LOS standard developed in the associated San 
Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis, the methodology used to determine the nexus fee, and the final 
determination of the maximum supportable nexus fee. 

INTRODUCTION 

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE BACKGROUND 

Recreation and open space is a common, City-provided, public amenity. San Francisco, like most cities, aims to 
provide adequate quality open space for the broader public health and quality of life of its citizens and workforce. 
As new development occurs, it attracts new residents and employees, who, in. turn, require new (or expanded and 
enhanced) open space. This relationship between new development, an influx·of residents and workers, and a 
demand for opeh space provides the nexus for an impact fee. 

The impact of new residential development on the need for open space is widely understood in California and 
development impact fees for open space are commonly imposed in many California jurisdictions. In addit.ion to 
serving the residential population; the City has a longstanding commercial development impact fee, the Downtown 
Park Fee, initiated in 1985, which supports recreation space in the downtown area for the neighborhood's daytime 
employee population.18 In adopting the Downtown Park Fee, the Board of Supervisors recognized that continued 
office development in the Downtown increased the daytime population and created.a need for additional public 
park and recreation facilities in the downtown. The Board recognized at that time that, while the open space 
requirements imposed on individual office and retail developments through the Planning Code addressed the need 
for plazas and other local outdoor sitting areas to serve employees and visitors in the district, such open space 
could not provide the same recreational opportunities as a public park. The City thus created the Downtown Park 
fund in order to provide the City and County of San Francisco with the financial resources to acquire and develop 
public park and recreation facilities necessary to serve the burgeoning daytime population in the Downtown. The 
City continued its commitment to insuring that recreation and open space facilities increased apace with new 
commercial development when it adopted open space fees on commercial development as a part of various Area 
Plans such as Market and Octavia, Eastern Neighborhoods, Balboa Park and Visitacion Valley (Table 1.) 

18 Planning Code Section 412. http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/Califomia/planning/article4developmentimpactfeesandprojectr 
?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco _ca$anc=JD _ 412 
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Providing recreation and open space - such as baseball diamonds, soccer fields, parks, playgrounds, tennis 

courts, flower gardens, community gardens, and greenways - is a capital intensive undertaking, especially in San 

Francisco where land availability is low and land prices are high. Recreation and open space fees, levied on new 

development, are collected to fur:id the acquisition and construction of new or expanded recreation capacity for the 
additional residents and workers directly attributable to new development. 

Note that the terms "park spacen, "recreation space" or "open space" may be used in this chapter as shorthand to 
denot~ any and all recreation and open space. 

PURPOSE AND USE OF REVENUES 

The primary purpose of the recreation and open space development impact fee revenue is to fund expansion of 

San Francisco's recreation capacity to meet the demand from new development. Recreation and open space 

capacity can be increased either through the acquisition and construction of new park land, or through capacity 

enhancements to existing open space. Both types of open space investments increase the capacity of San 

Francisco's open space network to accommodate new development. Examples of how development impact fees 
would be used include: 

• Acquisition and construction of new park and recreation land; 

• Lighting improvements to existing parks, which extend hours of operation on play fields and allow for 

greater capacity; 

• Recreation center construction, or adding capacity to existing facilities; and 

• Converting passive open space 19 to active open space20 through addition of trails, play fields, 

playgrounds, etc. 

The recreation and open space impact fee aims to ensure that new development contributes its fair share of 
funding to recreation and open space. Because the LOS metric upon which the nexus is developed directly ti~s 

infrastructure to the service population, there is a clear relationship between new development, which increases 

housing and employment space, and an increase in demand for recreation capacity. 

As with all. impact fees, the fee may not be used to address existing infrastructure deficiencies, and, as such, no 

portion of the funds will be used for RPD's deferred maintenance tasks. Unlike capacity enhancements that make 
the open space usable by more people, deferred maintenance efforts simply restore open space to its initial 

capacity. For example, as noted above, a park enhancement might be adding lighting to a tennis court, which 

extends the effective hours of operation of the tennis court, allowing more people to use the court. By contrast, re­
flooring a tennis court as part of a maintenance effort simply maintains the tennis court's capacity, and thus would 

not be a permitted use of funds in the development impact fee context. 

This nexus analysis assumes that the City will fund 100 percent of the development-based demand for open space 

through the fee. This study estimates the maximum supportable fee based on the relationship between the cost to 

provide open space and the LOS provision to accommodate new development. However, the City may choose to 

adopt a lower fee as appropriate. 

19 Lawn or forested areas dedicated for "general enjoyment of outdoors", as per RPD's Parks Acquisition Policy (August 2011 ). 
20 Recreatipnal space construct to accommodate "team sports and athletics, children's play areas, courses and courts, bike, pedestrian 
and equestrian paths", as per RPD's Parks Acquisition Policy (August 2011 ): 
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NEXUS DETERMINATION 

The maximum supportable fee calculation for recreation and open space infrastructure combines the proposed 
recreation and open space LOS metric with residential growth projections and the cost to provide recreation and 
open space. 

LOS METRIC 

Although recreation and open space infrastructure comprises a wide range of components, from playgrounds, lawn 
areas and recreation centers, to baseball diamonds and forested areas, the LOS metric put forth in the San 
Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis - acres of open space per service population unit­
encompasses, undifferentiated, all types of park-related improvements. 

As noted in the San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis, the City is currently responsible for 
providing 4.0 acres of open space per 1,000 service population units, and aims to maintain this provision into the 
future.21 This metric assumes that for each new service population unit, the City will provide an equivalent level of 
service, whether it comes in the form of new open space or capacity improvements to existing 'open space (see 
Nexus Methodology & Fee Calculation section below for more detail). 

GROWTH PROJECTIONS 

The d~velopment horizon for recreation and open space is 2030. Between 2013 and 2030, San Francisco is 
projected to house 127,040 more people and employ 106, 108 more workers (Table 7). 

21 City-provided park land includes land owned by the Recreation and Parks Department, the Department of Public Works, the Port, and 
the Redevelopment Agency/Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency. 
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Table 7. Growth Projections for Recreation and Open Space {2013 - 2030) 

i 2013 2030 I Growth (2013-2030) I Percent Increase 

Population ·. .·.·. '' .. '' 

' ., ····.'. '·- ... 
.. '• " .• '· 

Population I 820,585 I 947,625 I 127,040 I 15% 

Employinent · 

Jobs I 600,740 1706,848 1106,108 I 18% 

Service Population '. 
Service population 1 I 934,726 I 1.os1,926 I 147,200 I 16% 

Source: Overall population and employment taken directly from the San Francisco Planning Department 2013 projections from Aksel Olsen, 

Planner/Geographer in Citywide Information and Analysis Group, received May 14, 2013. See appended documents for flies. Projections were 

given at live year intervals beginning in 2010, so AECOM used linear interpolation to arrive at 2013 estimates. 

Note: all values are rounded to the nearest integer. 

1. Service population is a weighted sum of residents and employees. Unlike the streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure and bicycle 

infrastructure categories which use a standard discount factor for employees of 0.5 to calculate service population, the frequency of use between 

residents and employees is adjusted downwards for recreation and open space to reflect the 1indings of a study performed by the Hausrath 

Economics Group. The study indicates that employees use park facilities at a rate of 0.19 times that of residents.22 As a result, the service 

population for recreation and open space is calculated as one times the number of residents plus 0.19 limes the number of employees. For a 

more detailed discussion of the service population concept, refer to the Service Population section of the report, under the Additional 

Assumptions section. 

NEXUS METHODOLOGY & FEE CALCULATION 

The fee calculation methodology (Table 8) calculates the total cost of increasing open space acreage for the new 

service population (2013-2030), and distributes the cost between residential and non-residential land uses based 

on their associated contributions to total incremental service population growth. The residential fee is based on the 

percentage of service population units arising from the new resident population; the non-residential (commercial) 

fee is based on the percentage of service population units arising from the increase in employee population. 

Note that, to maintain the LOS at 4.0 acres of open space per 1,000 service population units, an equivalent of 566 

new acres of open space would need to be constructed (Table 8, Row G). Given the size of Sah Francisco, the 

building density, and expensive land costs, constructing 566 new acres of open space within San Francisco is 

infeasible.23 RPO has determined that it can reasonably acquire 55 new acres of open space within San Francisco. 

The remaining 511 acres demanded by the LOS (566 minus 55) will be accommodated not through the 

construction of new park acres, but tbrough the capacity improvement of existing acres.24 The capacity 

22 Hausrath Economics Group, "Phoenix Park and Library EDU Factors Study". A Report to City of Phoenix Planning.Department. 
September 1998. The park usage factor of 0.19 from the Hausrath study was applied to the San Francisco context by both the San 
Francisco Eastern Neighborhoods Nexus Study and the 2008 City and County of San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee 
Study. · 
23 RPO staff members Dawn Kamalanathan, Planning Director, Stacey Bradley, Planner., and Taylor Emerson, Analyst, noted in 
meetings that RPO could not feasibly acguire and construct 566 acres of new open space within San Francisco. Dawn Kamalanathan 
confirmed this assertion in' an email dated February 13, 2014. 
24 If land were available for 566 acres of new open space in San Francisco, developers would be charged the acquisition and 
improvement cost ($9,365,400 per acre for acquisition (Table 8, Row J) plus $939, 197 per acre for capacity improvement (Table 8, Row 
K)) for the full 566 acres. Given the constraints, the stated approach of charging developers the full cost (acquisition plus improvement) 
for only 55 acres, and a capacity improvement cost only for the remaining acres (511) represents a discounted nexus and more 
accurately reflects how much land RPO will acquire and improve. 
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improvements of existing acres must add capacity to the existing land (refer to Purpose and Use of Revenues 
section above).25 

Table 8. Nexus Methodology for Recreation and Open Space Fee 
* · · - I. Measure··c -- - -~ - · ; -- · _.,\ · - ·v.aiue - ! Source/C-alculation- .. 

. Service Population" : · · · · · "" '' 

A Total service population projected for 2030 1,081,926 Table7 

B Total projected service population growth (2013-2030) 147,200 I Table7 
- ·' 

Unit Conversions . ,: . 

c Residential (GSF/service population) 498 Table4 

D Commercial (GSF/service population) 1,721 Table4 
". . ' Metric 

E Total acres of open space (all City owners, 2013) 3,762 RPD1 

AECOM 

F 
Acres of park improvements per 1,000 Service Population 
Units 

4.0 
San Francisco Infrastructure Level 

·Cost-

G 

H 

J 

K 

L 

M 
N 

Incremental acres of open space required to maintain 
LOS (2013-2030) 

Feasible new acres of open space (2013-2030) 

Acres of open space to be improved (2013-2030) 

City estimate of unit acquisition cost ($/acre of open 
space acquired) 

City estimate of unit improvement cost ($/acre of open 
space improved) 

Total cost for new open space 

Total cost for improved open space 

Cost attributable to incremental growth 

of Service Analysis (March 2014) .. 
'' 

566 A/1000*F-E 

55 RPD2 

511 G-H 

$9,365,400 
RPO Cost Assumptions 
Memorandum (March 2014) 

$939, 197 
RPO Cost Assumptions 
Memorandum (March 2014) 

$566,753,000 H*(J+K) 

$479,930,000 I* K 

$1,046,683,000 L+M 

0 Administrative costs (5% of fee) $52,334,000 
Administrative Cost Memorandum 
(November4, 2013) 

p Total attributable cost with administrative costs $1,099,017,000 N+O 

· Nexus Fee MaxiniuniS' 

Residential ($/GSF) $14.99 P/(B*C) 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $4.34 P/(B*D) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All numbers and percentages are rounded to the nearest integer. All dollar values (except those specified by the City, i.e. Lines M and N, 

and the nexus fee maximums) are rounded to the nearest thousand. Nexus fee maximums are rounded to the nearest cent. 

1. RPD staff members Dawn Kamalanathan, Planning Director, Stacey Bradley, Planner, and Taylor Emerson, Analyst, noted in a meeting cin 

November 14, 2013, that RPD owns 3,437.28 acres of open space within San Francisco, and that other City agencies (the Port, DPW, and the 

Redevelopment Agency/Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency) own another 324.4 acres of open space within San 

Francisco, for a total of 3, 762 acres of open space within San Francisco. 

2. RPD staff members Dawn Kamalanathan, Planning Director, and Stacey Bradley, Planner, advised in meetings that RPD could feasibly 

acquire and construct 55 new acres of open space. Dawn Kamalanathan confirmed this via email dated February 13, 2013. 

25To fully maintain tne LOS, the capacity improvements would need to double the open space capacity. Capacity improvements to 
parks vary in effectiveness, with typical enhancements improving park capacity by 20 to 30 percent, according to RPD staff (Dawn 
Kamalanathan, Planning Director, Stacey Bradley, Planner, via email received January 10, 2014, from Kearstin Dischinger, Senior 
Community Development Specialist of the Planning Department). Therefore, improvement acreage and cost represents a conservative, 
discounted nexus. One of the challenges with the application of this approach is that it will become difficult to measure how the LOS has 
been maintained moving forward. The Planning Department has advised AECOM that it will work with RPO to develop a clear set of 
equivalency units, which identify the relationship between improvements and increased capacity. These equivalencies will help ensure 
that the fees are used to directly address proportional capacity increases. 
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NEXUS FINDINGS 

Based on the approach summarized in Table 8, the maximum estimated cost per residential square foot is $14.99 
per gross square foot, and the estimated non-residential fee is $4.34 gross square foot. 

As Table 9 demonstrates, both determined maximum supportable fees are above the highest existing fee for 
recreation and open space. The highest existing recreation and open space fees recover 50 to 60 percent of the 
maximum supportable nexus. 

Table 9. Comparing Proposed Maximum Supportable Recreation and Open Space Fees to Existing (2013) Fees 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) 

16 

Percent of Maximum 
Proposed Existing Supportable Nexus 0 • • 

(Max) (Max) Recovered by Existing Fee Proposed Max> 10 l'o Above Existing 
(Existing/Proposed) 

$4.34 $2.21 51% 
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3. Childcare 

This chapter summarizes the nexus analysis for childcare infrastructure. After providing a brief backg~ound, this 
chapter will outline the relevant growth assumptions, the LOS standard developed in the associated San Francisco 
Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis, the methodology used to determine the nexus fee, and the final 
determination of the nexus fee. 

INTRODUCTION 

CHILDCARE SPACE BACKGROUND 

For families with children - especially those with children under the age of thirteen - childcare is a key concern. In 
San Francisco particularly, with high housing costs, many families have working parents and, therefore, require 
non-parent childcare. The City recognizes the importance of childcare as a community-serving amenity, and first 
adopted a childcare inclusionary zoning ordinance with an in-lieu fee option in 1986 as part of the Downtown 
Plan.26 In addition to the City's childcare ordinance, there are four City Areas with Community Infrastructure Impact 
Fees that include a childcare component- Market & Octavia, the Eastern Neighborhoods, Visitacion Valley, and 
Balboa Park. These fees are used to help provide facilities for childcare demand resulting from new commercial 
and residential developments. The City will continue to plan for resident and .employee childcare needs and 
articulate this commitment in local policy. 

As new development occurs, it attracts new residents and employees, some of whom have children who require 
non-parent childcare. This relationship between new development, an influx C?f residents and workers, and a 
demand for childcare facilities provides the nexus for an impact fee. While childcare is not a mandated public 
service, the City government is involved in some capacities in the provision of licensed childcare options. Childcare· 
fees, levied on new development, are collected to help fund childcare slots in the city, demand for which is directly 
attributable to new development. 

26 The ordinance applies to office and hotel development in the Downtown Area of the General Plan and the 2013 fee level is $1.11 per 
gross square foot. The City's ordinance establishes a separate fund for the collection of fee revenues, called the Child Care Capital 
Fund. Under this ordinance, "all monies in the fund shall be used solely to increase and/or improve the supply of child care facilities 
affordable to households of low and moderate income" {Section 414 of the City Planning Code). Since adoption, the City has collected 
$7.1 million in childcare in-lieu fees {through Fiscal Year 2010-2011). During the same time period, the Child Care Capital Fund has 
expended $6.5 million. The City currently contracts with the Low Income Investment Fund {LllF) to administer the expenditures of the 
Fund (FY 2010-2011 Development Impact Fee Report, Controller's Office, City and County of San Francisco, December 1, 2011). 
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PURPOSE AND USE OF REVENUES 

The primary purpose of the childcare development impact fee is to fund l?xpansion of San Francisco's childcare 
capacity to meet the demand from new development. That is, impact fee revenues are intended to be used to 

mitigate the childcare demands of the increasing population. Monies from the childcare impact fee may only be 

used to fund capital childcare projects and facilities. 

Through discussions with City staff, it was determined that, while there is a need for additional school-age 

childcare capacity in the City, the needs are for operations assistance, not for additional facilities. After-school care 

is typically provided at school sites, using school facilities. Given that impact fee revenues must be spent on capital 
costs to maintain or increase the supply of facilities, they are not an appropriate source of funding for expanding 

after-school care capacity. The City does not intend to assist in the creation of new facilities providing after-school 

care; instead, the City intends to use other funding sources to assist the operation of after-school programs. Due to 

the fact that childcare impact fees are limited to capital improvements, this analysis is limited to infant, toddlers, 

and preschool-age children only and does not address the childcare needs of school-age children (ages 6 to 17). 

This study estimates the maximum supportable fee based on the relationship between the cost to provide 

childcar~ ~nd the LOS provision to accommodate new development. However, the City may choose to adopt a 
lower fee as appropriate. 

NEXUS DETERMINATION 

The maximum supportable fee calculation for childcare combines the proposed childcare LOS metrics with 

residential growth projections and the cost to provide licensed childcare. 

LOS METRIC 

Two LOS metrics, developed with the City and described in detail in the San Francisco Infrastructure Level of 
Service Analysis, are· applied in this fee determination: (1) childcare demand accommodation for infants and 

toddlers (ages 0 to 2), and (2) childcare demand accommodation for preschoolers (ages 3 to 5). In both cases, the 
LOS target that the City aims to achieve in the relevant timeframe, and which will be applied in the calculation of 

the maximum supportable development impact fee, is to maintain the existing level of servi,ce provision. 

In terms of infant and toddler childcare, the existing number of childcare slots available represents capacity for 37 

percent of the infant and toddler childcare demand in the city. For preschoolers, the current number of childcare 

slots available in the city represents capacity for 99.6 percent of the preschool childcare demand in the city. 27 The 
City aims to maintain this provision into the future as the population and workforce grows, providing capacity for 37 

percent of infant and toddler childcare demand and capacity for 99.6 percent of preschooler childcare demand. 

GROWTH PROJECTIONS 

The development horizon for childcare is 2020. This shortened timeframe, compared to the 2030 timeframe used 

for analysis of recreation and open space and streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, is used for childcare 

because of irregularities in the projected growth trends for children in San Francisco. Unlike the general 
population, which is projected to increase steadily, the child population in San Francisco is projected to rise 

through 2020, and then begin a slow decline over the following decade.28 Nonetheless, while the population of 

27 Childcare Demand Estimates for Licensed Care are calculated in the 2014 San Francisco Infrastructure Level of SeNice Analysis 
report (Appendix: Childcare Demand Calculations) . 

. 
28 California Department of Finance P-3: State and County Total Population Projections by Race/Ethnicity and Detailed Age, 2010-2060. 
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children is projected to decline after 2020, the City has many policies to encourage families to stay and live in San 
Francisco, such that the population of children may not necessarily decline as projected. A shorter timeframe to 
2020 affords the opportunity to revisit the projections in several years without under-providing in the short-term. 
Avoiding short-term under-provision is especially prudent if the projected trend of a declining child population does 
not materialize. 

Population 820,585 872,451 51,866 6% 

Er'nploy_rj1e~f 
. . ... .. ... 

' .. 

Jobs 600,740 677,531 76,791 13% 

/Childcare bemarid Estimates (for Licenseci C:are)1
•· 

·.· .. ·. .•: 
. . 

lnfantsffoddlers Requiring Care in San Francisco 8,0052 10,534 2,529 32% 

Preschoolers Requiring Care in San Francisco 14,7173 17,002 2,285 17% 

Source: Overall population and employment taken directly from the San Francisco Planning Depfirlment 2013 projections from Aksel Olsen, 

Planner/Geographer in Citywide Information and Analysis Group, received May 14, 2013. See appended documents for files. Projections were 

given at five year intervals beginning in 2010, so AECOM used linear interpolation to arrive at 2013 estimates. 

Note: All values rounded to the nearest integer. 

1. Childcare Demand Estimates for Licensed Care are calculated in the 2014 San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis report, 

(Appendix: Childcare Demand Calculations). Note that childcare demand numbers are round~d to the nearest integer. Note also that these totals 

represent demand for childcare in San Francisca. Some San Francisco residents with children are employed outside of San Francisco, and 

demand childcare outside of San Francisco. Some people with children, Who are employed in San Francisco but live elsewhere, demand 

childcare outside of San Francisco. These childcare demands of San Francisco residents and employees for childcare. outside of San Francisco 

are not included In the totals above. 

2. Of the 8,005 infants and toddlers requiring care in San Francisco, 4, 144. are resident infants and toddlers (i.e. the children of San Francisco 

residents; see A in Table 11 ), and 3,861 are non-resident infant and toddlers (i.e. the children of people who work in San Francisco but live 

elsewhere; see Bin Table 11). These demand estimates are calculated in the 2014 San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis report · 

(Appendix: Childcare Demand Calculations). 

3. Of the 14,717 preschoolers requiring care in San Francisco, 10,878 are resident pr~schoolers (i.e. the children of San Francisco residents; see 

C in Table 11), and 3,839 are non-resident preschoolers (i.e. the children of people who work in San Francisco but Jive elsewhere; see Din Table 

11). These demand estimates are calculated in the 2014 San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis report (Appendix: Childcare 

Demand Calculations). 

Unlike other infrastructure categories, which are required by residents and employees at multiple locations (both at 
home and at work), childcare facilities are required in only one location per child in need of care. As a result, an 
LOS based on service population (like recreation and open space, and streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure) 
is not relevant to childcare.29 Instead, the childcare nexus is based on future childcare demand estimates. Between 

29 In the service population calculation, both residents and employees are counted (residents at a weight of one and employees at a 
discounted weight). A resident-employee - i.e. someone who both lives and works in San Francisco - would be counted more than 
once. For recreation and open space and streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, this "double-counting" represents the fact that a 
person requires, for example, parks and sidewalks at home as well as at work; for childcare, because a childcare slot is required only 
either at home or at work, this "double-counting" would overestimate the infrastructure requirements. Therefore, a childcare LOS cannot 
be based on the service population calculation like recreation and open space and streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure. 

San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis 
March 2014 

3795 

19 



AECOM 

Z013 and 2020, San Francisco is projected to generate demand for 2,529 new licensed infant and toddler 

childcare slots and 2,285 new licensed preschooler childcare slots.30 

NEXUS METHODOLOGY & FEE CALCULATION 

The childcare nexus analysis seeks to estimate the cost of maintaining the current LOS for childcare in the city as 

the demand for childcare grows over time (as population and employment grows), and to assign this cost to 
residential and non-residential construction on a per-square foot basis. Specifically, the childcare nexus analysis 

applies the existing ratio of capacity to demand by age group to the new childcare demand expected in the city 

over the next seven years. to estimate the increased need for childcare spaces in the city. It then calculates the 
capital costs required to provide these childcare spaces to accommodate the new population (at the same ratio of 

capacity to demand). Lastly, the costs are assigned to new housing units and new non-residential development on 

a per-square-foot basis. Residential development assumes the cost of providing childcare that is required near the 
home, while commercial development assumes the cost of providing childcare that is required near the place of 

work. Based on survey data collected for the Child Care Planning and Advisory Council (CPAC) San Francisco 

Child Care Needs Assessment report, 80.5 percent of resident parents prefer childcare near their home, while 19.5 

percent of resident parents prefer childcare ne~r their place of work.31 Non-resident parents who require childcare 
in San Francisco are assumed to require childcare at their place of work.32 Based on these childcare location 

preferences, as shown in Table 11, residential development assumes 42 percent of the cost of providing infant and 

toddler care and 60 percent of the cost of providing preschooler care; non-residential development assumes 58 
percent of the cost of providing infant and toddler care and 40 percent of the cost of providing preschooler care. 

30 See the San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis report (Appendix: Childcare Demand Calculations), which contains a 
detailed summary of childcare demand calculations and assumptions for both 2013 and future (2020) demand. 
31 Survey data from the Resource and Referral Agency Parent Follow-up Survey (2007) indicates that 71 percent of parents prefer 
childcare at home, while 10 percent of parents prefer childcare at work (or en route to work). The remaining 19 percent prefer childcare 
either on the way to work or on the way home, near a sibling's school, or some other location. This outstanding 19 percent was 
apportioned equally between 'home' and 'work' designations for the purposes of this analysis, resulting in the assumption that 80.5 
percent of parents prefer childcare near the home, while 19.5 percent of parents prefer childcare near their place of work. See CPAC 
San Francisco Child Care Needs Assessment Report, 2007 (Section V. Parent Choice). 
32 Non-resident parents who require childcare in San Francisco have homes outside San Francisco. Since they are demanding childcare 
in San Francisco, they are assumed to require care near their place of work. More detail about non-resident parents who require 
childcare in San Francisco is included in the San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis report, Appendix Childcare Demand 
Calculations. 
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Table 11. Apportionment of Childcare Demand Between Residential and Non-Residential Development 

:infiini:T_od~ler'~ (0-2) ~equiririg care in San Francisco ·• 

A Resident-Chfldren 4,144 
1-----t--------------------1-------1 Table 10 (see Table Note 2) 

B Non-Resident-Children 3,861 

.Preschoole~s (a-5) Requiring care in San Francisco .. . .. 

C Resident-Children 10,878 
1-----t--------------------1-------1 Table 10 (see Table Note3) 

D Non-Resident-Children 3,839 

. Childc;aril i.i>catiori .. 

E Childcare near home 80.5% CPAC San Francisco Child Care Needs 
1----1--------------------~1-------1 Assessment 2007 {Chapter V. Parent 

F Childcare near work 19.5% Choice) 

lnfa.rit-Toddl~rs (0-2) Childcare Demand Attribution : 

Childcare Attributable to Residential Development 42% (A* E) I (A+ B) 

Childcare Attributable to Non-Residential Development 58% (A* F + B) I (A+ B) 

P~~sch~ol~r (3-S) Childcare Deinan·d Attributi~n 

Childcare Attributable to Residential Development 60% (C * E) I (C + D) 

Childcare Attributable to Non-Residential Development 40% (C * F + D) I (C + D) 

Source; AECOM, 2013 

Note: Values in Lines A to D represent 2013 demand estimates (see Table 1 O); values in lines E and F represent childcare location information 

from the 2007 CPAC San Francisco Child Care Needs Assessment Report (see Footnote 31). The childcare demand attribution percentages 

calculated based on these values are assumed to be relatively constant over time. All values rounded to the nearest Integer, except for lines E 

and F, which are rounded to the nearest tenth. 
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Table 12. Nexus Methodology for Infant and Toddler Childcare Fee 
* - J Measure : Value ! Source/Calculation 

service· Pi>pufatiori' ". " ..,.. ... 
" 

., .. ·,: ... . . ··. . .. 
A Total new infants and toddlers (2013-2020) 2,529 Table 10 

Metric 
. " . :,- ... . " " .... 

... . . . . 

B % of Capacity for Infant and Toddler Care Demand (0-2) 37% LOS Metric 

·cast ··'·. " .. " 
" .. ' 

" " 
,; 

c Incremental #of childcare spaces (2013-2020} 936 A*B 

D City estimate of unit cost ($/childcare space) $26,250 LllF, OECE 1 

E Total cost for new childcare spaces $24,570,000 C*D 

F Cost attributable to incremental growth $24,570,000 100% E4 

Administrative Cost 
G Administrative costs (5% of fee} $1,229,000 Memorandum (November4, 

2013) 

H Total attributable cost with administrative costs $25,799,000 F+G 

Attribut;;ibie· Amounts. ". " 

I 
Percent attributable to residential development based on 

42% Table 11 
preferred chlldcare location 

J Percent attributable to commercial development based 
58% Table 11 

on oreferred childcare location 

K Amount attributable to residential development $10,836,000 H*l 

L Amount attributable to non-residential development $14,963,000 H • J 

· Uni* c.oiwe~siOn~: \ .'. ' ... ,. 
. " . . " 

.. 

M Total new estimated residential development (GSF} 25,829,0002 See Table Note 2. 

N Total new estimated commercial development (GSF) 25, 111,0003 
See Table Note 3. 

· Nexus Elie MaXirinifus: : · '. ", 
. . 

"· 
.. ... ... .. .. . - . 

Residential ($/GSF) $0.42 K/M 
Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.60 LIN 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All numbers and percentages are rounded to the nearest integer. All dollar values (except those specified by the City, i.e. Line D, and the 

nexus fee maximums) are rounded to the nearest thousand. Nexus fee maximums are rounded to the nearest cent . . 
1. This amount was determined by Asian Neighborhood Design, with updated cost estimates from the San Francisco Child Care Facilities 

lnteragency Committee. As of 2013 (per email dated October 3, 2013 from Graham Dobson, Administrative Analyst for Office of Early Child Care 

and Education), the average cost of new construction per childcare space is estimated to be $350 per square foot. Licensing requires 35 square 

feet indoors per child and 75 square feet outdoors per child; however LllF uses 75 square feet per child both indoor and outdoor as a measure of 

a quality child care environment. The resulting fee is $26,250 ($350 per square foot multiplied by 75 square feet). This same cost is used 

regardless of age of children served. 

2. Estimated new residential development is calculated at the average GSF per residential person (498, see Table 4) times the total 2013-2020 

new residential population (51,866, Table 10). 

3. Estimated new commercial development is calculated at the average GSF per commercial employee (327, see Table 4) times the total 2013-

2020 new employee population (76,791, Table 10). 

4. Refer to the report section entitled Growth Projections for a discussion of the one-to-one relationship between population and employment 

growth and physical development 
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Table 13. Nexus Methodology for Preschooler Childcare Fee 

* ! Measure i Value I Source/Calculation 
senrfoe Population_'. . . . . . ... ·' 

.. - . . ' . . 

A Total new preschool age children (2013-2020) 2,256 Table 10 
Metrlc •·. •. 

B % of Capacity for Preschool Age Care Demand (3-5) 99.6% LOS Metric 
Cost-.' .. '·· .. : . '. .. ·• , ... .. 

c Incremental #of childcare spaces (2013-2020) 2,247 A* B 
D City_ estimate of unit cost ($/childcare space) $26,250 LllF,OECE 1 

E Total cost for new childcare spaces $56,984,000 C*D 

F Cost attributable to incremental growth $5B,9B4,000 100%E 

Administrative Cost 
G Administrative costs (5% of fee) $2,949,000 Memorandum (November 4, 

2013) 

H Total attributable cost with administrative costs $61,933,000 F+G 

Attributable A.mounts .. 

I Percent attributable to residential development based on 
60% Table 11 preferred childcare location 

J 
Percent attributable to commercial development based 

40% Table 11 on oreferred childcare location 
K Amount attributable to residential development $37,160,000 H* I 

L Amount attributable to non-residential development $24,773,000 H • J 

. Unit· conversions·:·:._:· ... 
:.··· . ' 

. . ' 
,. •' .. 

M Residential (GSF/residential service population) 49B Table4 

N Total new residential population (2013-2020) 51,B66 Table 10 

0 Total new estimated residential development (GSF) 25,829,000 M*N 

p Commercial (GSF/employee) 327 Table4 

Q Total new employee population (2013-2020)· 76,791 Table 10 

R Total new estimated commercial development (GSF) 25,111,000 P*Q 

N.ex~s: i=~e _Ma)crriit.i~s: ... . .. .. . .. : .. . . , .... .. " . . .. 
Residential ($/GSF) $1.44 KIO 
Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.99 L/R 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All numbers and percentages are rounded to the nearest integer. All dollar values (except those specified by the City, i.e. Line D, arid the 

nexus fee maximums) are rounded to the nearest thousand. 

1. This amount was determined by Asian Neighborhood Design, with updated cost estimates from the San Francisco Child Care Facilities 

lnteragency Committee. As of 2013 (per email dated October 3, 2013 from Graham Dobson, Administrative Analyst for Office of Eariy Child Care 

and Education), the average cost of m~w construction per childcare space is estimated to be $350 per square foot. Licensing requires 35 square 

feet indoors per child and 75 square feet outdoors per child; however LllF uses 75 square feet per child both indoor and outdoor as a measure of 

a quality child care environment. The resulting fee is $26,250 ($350 per square foot multiplied by 75 square feet). This same cost is used 

regardless of age of children served. 
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NEXUS FINDINGS 

Based on the above methodology, the maximum estimated nexus is $1.86 per gross square foot for residential 
buildings and $1.59 per gross square foot for non-residential buildings (Table 14). Charging both residential and 
commercial development the maximum supportable fee would not result in double-counting the impact on 
childcare because the total impact has been allocated proportionally to the two development types (as per Table 
11). 

Table 14. Maximum Supportable Impact Fees for Childcare 

,. . . . _ ·. i . · . Maximum sup.portable cit}rwide Fee 

clliid"c'~re fo_r 1ni'ant .inC! Toddler c~r.~ Demand (0~2) ·. ·.···. :·:·: 

Residential ($/GSF) I $0.42 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) I $0.60 

. Childcare for.Preschooler care (3-Sl 

Residential ($/GSF) I $1.44 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) I $0.99 

::Totai.cl:indbare Fee:, 

Residential ($/GSF) I $1.86 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) I $1.59 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All values rounded to the nearest cent. 

As Table 15 demonstrates, the highest current fees are less than the maximum amount supported by the nexus 
analysis. The highest existing residential nexus fei;i represents 90 percent of the maximum supportable amount, 
and the highest existing non-residential fee represents 70 percent of the maximum supportable amount. 

Table 15. Comparir:ig Proposed Maximum Supportable Childcare Fees to Existing (2013) Fees 

Residential ($/GSF) 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Proposed (Max) ! 

$1.86 

$1.59 

I 
l 

-·--·-·----------:·percent ·or~ - ·· i' 

. .Maximum· 

Existing (Max) Supportable Nexus 
Recovered by . 

$1.68 

$1.12 

. i .. : Existing Fee · 
: : (E:idsting/Proposed) 

90% 

70% 

Note: All fee values rounded to the nearest cent; all percentages rounded to the nearest Integer. 
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4. Streetscape and 
Pedestrian 
I nfrastru ctu re 

AECOM 

This chapter summarizes the nexus analysis for streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure. After providing brief 
background, this chapter will outline the relevant growth assumptions, the LOS standard developed in the 
associated San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis, the methodology used to determine the nexus 
fee, and the final determination of the nexus fee. · 

INTRODUCTION 

STREETSCAPE AND PEDESTRIAN INFRASTRUCTURE BACKGROUND 

Streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure encompasses a wide range of right-of-way facilities, and plays an 
important role in the City's transportation goals, health and safety promotion, and environmental objectives. In 
2010, the City of San Francisco published the Better Streets Plan (BSP) with design and maintenance guidelines 
for the pedestrian environment. Constructing "complete streets"33 

- considering safety, creation of social space on 
the sidewalk, and pedestrian aesthetic - is broadly the main motivator underlying the BSP recommendations. City 
stakeholders rely heavily on the BSP as their foremost streetscape policy document, representing thorough 
analysis and much design and engineering consideration. · 

As new development occurs, it attracts new residents and employees, who, in turn, require new (or expanded and 
improved) streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure. This relationship between new development, an influx of 
residents and workers, and a den:iand for streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure provides the nexus for an 
impact fee. Providing streetscape and pedestrian is a. capital intensive undertaking. Streetscape and pedestrian 
infrastructure fees, levied on new development, are collected to help fund the construction of new streetscape and 
pedestrian infrastructure for the additional residents and workers directly attributable to new development. 

33 Complete Streets are defined as streets which "are safe, comfortable, and convenient for travel for everyone, regardless of age or 
ability- motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, and public transportation riders." Metropolitan Transportation Commission, "MTG One Bay 
Area Grant: Complete Streets Policy Development Workshop." 16 October 2012. Section 2.4.13 of San Francisco's Public Works Code 
outlines San Francisco's complete streets policy, which includes the construction of transit, bicycle, stormwater, and pedestrian 
environment improvements, where pedestrian environment improvements are defined as sidewalk lighting, pedestrian safety measures, 
traffic calming devices, landscaping, and other pedestrian elements as defined in the Better Streets Plan. 
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Note that the terms "streetscape" or "pedestrian infrastructure" may be used in this section as shorthand to denote 
both streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure. Streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure includes sidewalk space 
and relevant streetscape and pedestrian amenities in that space, such as lighting, pedestrian signals, street trees, 
bulb-outs, sidewalk furniture, and any other pedestrian elements denned in the Better Streets Plan (BSP) or 
Section 2.4.13 of San Francisco's Public Works Code. 

PURPOSE AND USE OF REVENUES 

The primary purpose of the streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure development impact fee is to fund capital 
improvements to San Francisco's streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure. As discussed in the BSP, the City 
aims to improve the pedestrian environment for all of San Francisco's residents and employees. The impact fees 
will be used to make improvements to San Francisco's pedestrian infrastructure. Acceptable uses of the fees 
include (but are not limited.to) sidewalk paving, lighting installation, pedestrian signalization of crosswalks or 
intersections, street tree planting, bulb-out construction, street furnishing, landscaping, traffic calming, and other 
streetscape improvements cited in the BSP or Public Works Code (Section 2.4.13). , · 

In addition to the streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure fee analyzed here, Planning Code Section 138.1 
contains urban design requirements th~t authorize the Planning Department to require a project to provide physical 
streetscape and pedestrian improvements in certain instances and only for certain projects. Section 138.1 and the 
development impact fee may cover similar infrastructure but, as described more thoroughly in the Streetscape 

Cost Memorandum (March 20, 2014), the Section 138.1 requirements and the fee analyzed here will not overlap 
for several reasons. First, Section 138.1 's requirements have limited application in that, in most instances, they 
apply only to larger projects and are not mandatory. Second, the cost estimates outlined in this analysis anticipate 
both requirements and insure that they do not overlap by removing the cost of items in Section 138.1 from the 
costs used to calculate the fee. Thus, even if a particular development is subject to both Section 138.1 and this 
fee, the City is not requiring a project sponsor to pay for pedestrian and streetscape improvements already 
required as part of its project under Section 138.1. 34 

The maximum supportable impact fee ai'ms to ensure that new development contributes its fair share of funding to 
pedestrian and streetscape improvements. Because the LOS metric upon which the nexus is developed addresses 
demand of the entire service population, existing and projected, there is a clear relationship between new 
development, which increases housing and employment space, and an increase in pedestrian infrastructure. 

This study estimates the maximum supportable fee based <?n. the relationship between the yost to provide 
streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure and the LOS provision to accommodate new development. However, the 
City may choose to adopt a lower fee as appropriate. 

NEXUS qETERMINATION 

The maximum supportable fee calculation for streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure combines the proposed 
streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure provision LOS metric with total population and employment growth 
projections and the cost to provide streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure. 

LOS METRIC 

Because streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure encompasses a wide range of components the LOS metric put 
forth in the San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis - square feet of improved sidewalk per $ervice 

34 Refer to the streetscape Cost Memorandum (March 20, 2014) for a more detailed discussion. 
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population unit - serves as a proxy for all types of pedestrian-related improvements, and reflects the level of 
investment that the City has committed to making in the pedestrian environment. 

AECOM 

'Improved sidewalk' is a term that denotes sidewalk with some amount of streetscape and pedestrian 
infrastructure, where streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure includes sidewalk space and relevant streetscape 
and pedestrian amenities in that space, such as lighting, pedestrian signals, street trees, bulb-outs, sidewalk 
furniture, and any other pedestrian elements defined in the Better Streets Plan (BSP) or Section 2.4.13 of San 
Francisco's Public Works Code. While the proscription for improved sidewalk is not uniform across San Francisco 
(i.e. the BSP calls for different streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure improvements depending on the site 
considerations, the street type, the traffic patterns, and so on), the intent of the BSP is to improve all San 
Francisco streetscape. Therefore, the basic square footage of sidewalk is denoted 'improved sidewalk' to reflect 
the investments the City is committed to make in the pedestrian right-of-way in terms of streetscape and 
peaestrian infrastructure. 

As noted in the San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis, the City intends to provide 88 square feet 
of improved sidewalk per service. population unit into the future. This metric assumes that, by 2030, the City will 
improve its current amount of sidewalk hardscape (115 million square feet35

), where the level of improvement will 
vary across streetscape segments based on street type, site conditions, built environment constraints, traffic 
patterns, and so on, as per the BSP. · 

GROWl"H PROJECTIONS 

The development horizon for streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure is 2030. Between 2013 and 2030, San 
Francisco is projected to house 127,040 more people and employ 106,108 more workers, as shown in Table 16. 

Table 16. Growth Projections for Streetscape and Pedestrian Infrastructure (2013 - 2030) 
. . . . 

2013 20~0 Growth (2013 - W.30) · Percent Increase 

···.:· ' ... .. 

Population 820,585 947,625 127,040 
... .. Employnieil~ 

Jobs 600,740 706,848 106,108 

i:;ervi.ce Population .. · ·· 

Service population1 1,120,955 1,301 ,049 180,094 

Source: Overall population and employment taken directly from the San Francisco Planning Department 2013 projections from Aksel Olsen, 

Planner/Geographer in Citywide Information and Analysis Group, received May 14, 2013. See appended documents for files. Projections were 

given at five year intervals beginning in 2010, so AECOM used linear interpolation to arrive at 2013 estimates. 

Note: All values rounded to the nearest integer. 

1. Service population is a weighted sum of residents and employees, where residents are weighted at 100% and employees are weighted at 

50%. Service population equals one times the number of residents plus 0.5 times the number of employees. For a more detailed discussion of 

the service population concept, refer to the Service Population section of the report, under the Additional Assumptions section. 

35 This value is based on AECOM's analysis of DPW's database of sidewalk data (Stwidths1 .xis). Refer to the San Francisco 
Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis report. 
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NEXUS METHODOLOGY & FEE CALCULATION 

The fee calculation methodology (Table 17) calculates the total cost of providing adequate pedestrian and 
streetscape elements for San Francisco's service population (2013-2030). 

In order to assign a development cost to the new infrastructure, a conservative value of $43 per square feet of 
improved sidewalk is applied. This number is based on DPW estimates for the cost of undertaking streetscape 
improvements, in accordance with the BSP.36 The value does not reflect the cost of installing all possible 
streetscape. improvements or the cost of constructing a complete street as per the Public Works Code (Section . 
2.4.13); rather, this value reflects the cost. of installing some streetscape amenities, representative of the average 
San Francisco sidewalk improvement project. To develop the cost estimate, DPW provided costs for five 
prototypical streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure improvement projects. The five prototypical projects include: 
(1) a project where no streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure improvements are undertaken; (2) a project where 
curb ramps are installed or upgraded; (3) a project where sidewalks are repaved and bulb-outs constructed; (4) a 
project where sidewalks are repaved, bulb-outs are constructed, and streetscape amenities such as benches, 
trash cans, lighting, and street trees are installed; and (5) a project where sidewalks are repaved and widened, . 
bulb-outs are constructed, and streetscape amenities such as benches, trash cans, lighting, street trees, medians, 
special crosswalk paving, pedestrian signals, and accessible pedestrian signals are installed. These five projects 
range from basic to elaborate. The average cost across these five prototypical projects represents an average cost 
to construct improved sidewalk. This cost was applied to reflect that not all sidewalks offer all streetscape 
amenities, and to ensure that developers are held to a reasonable standard that reflects what the City provides. 
Note that although an average cost value is used, reflecting a suite of possible streetscape elements, the fees may 
be used for any streetscape and pedestrian improvement measure outlined in the BSP or Public Works Code 
(Section 2.4.13). 

The residential fee is based on the percentage of service population units arising from the new resident population, 
and the non-residential (commercial) fee is based on the percentage of service population units arising from the 
employee population. 

36 Refer to the Streetscape Cost Memorandum (March 20, 2014)- listed in Appendix A and included in the accompanying background 
materials compact disc - for a detailed discussion of the streetscape cost estimate. 
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Table 17. Nexus Methodology for Streetscape and Pedestrian Infrastructure Fee 

A Total projected service population (2030) 1,301,049 Table 16 

B Total new service population (2013-2030) 180,094 Table 16 

F City estimate of unit cost ($/SF of improved sidewalk) $43 Streetscape Cost Memorandum (March 20, 2014) 

G Total cost for new streetscape improvements $681,476,000 B * E * F 

H Cost attributable to incremental growth $681,476,000 G * 100% 

Administrative costs (S% of fee) $34,074,000 
Administrative Cost Memorandum (November 4, 
2013 

J Total attributable cost with administrative costs $715,550,000 H* (1 + ~) 

Residential ($/GSF) $7.98 J/(B*C) 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $6.08 J/(B*D) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All numbers and percentages are rounded to the nearest integer. All dollar values are rounded to the nearest thousand (except those 

specified by the City, i.e. Line I (which is rounded to the nearest dollar), and the nexus fee maximums (which are rounded to the nearest cent)). 

NEXUS FINDINGS. 

Based on the approach summarized in Table 17, the m~ximum supportable residential fee is $7.98 per gross 
square foo~ and the maximum supportable non-residential fee is $6.08 per gross square foot 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $6.08 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All values rounded to the nearest cent. 

As Table 19 demonstrates, both the residential and the non-residential maximum supportable nexus fees are 
above the highest fees currently charged. The highest existing residential fee for streetscape and pedestrian 
infrastructure recovers 83 percent of the maximum supportable nexus; the highest existing non-residential fee 
recovers 35 percent of the maximum supportable nexus. 
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Table 19. Comparing Proposed Maximum Supportable Streetscape and Pedestrian Infrastructure Fees to 
Existing (2013) Fees 

Source: AECOM, 201.3 

Note: All fee values rounded to the nearest cent; all percentages rounded to the nearest integer. 
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This chapter summarizes the nexus analysis for bicycle infrastructure. After providing a brief background, this 
chapter will outline the relevant growth assumptions, the methodology used to determine the nexus fee, and the 
final determination of the nexus fee. 

INTRODUCTION 

BICYCLE INFRASTRUCTURE BACKGROUND 

Bicycle infrastructure refers primarily to the City's bicycle network of bike lanes, bike pa~hs, and sharrows, but also 
includes bicycle parking spaces, bicycle signals, and bicycle-sharing bikes and stations. Like streetscape and 
pedestrian infrastructure, bicycle infrastructure plays an important role in the City's transportation goals, health and 
safety promotion, and environmental objectives. While not all residents and employees use bike infrastructure on a 
regular basis, improving the bicycle network benefits all, as it reduces congestion in other forms of transportation, 
and lowers the carbon emissions from the transportation secto~.37 

As new development occurs, it attracts new residents and employees, who, in turn, require new (or expanded and 
improved) bicycle infrastructure. This relationship between new development, an influx of residents and workers, 
and a demand for bicycle facilities provides the nexus for an impact fee. However, providing bicycle infrastructure 
- such as bicycle parking, bicycle signals, bicycle lanes, and blcycle-share bikes and stations - is a capital 
intensive undertaking. Bicycle infrastructure fees, levied on new development, are collected to help fund the 
construction of new bicycle infrastructure for the additional residents and workers directly attributable to new 
development. other sources offunding for bicycle infrastructure include Caltrans; the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission (MTC), the Bay Area Air Quality Management District, City propositions, and SFMTA.38 

PURPOSE AND USE OF REVENUES 

The primary purpose of a bicycle infrastructure development impact fee is to fund capital improvements to San 
Francisco's bicycle infrastructure. As is thoroughly discussed in San Francisco's 2013 SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, 

the City aims to improve the bike environment for"all of San Francisco's residents and employees to pr'?mote a 

37 San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, "San Francisco Bicycle Plan." 26 June, 2009. 
~8 San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, "SF MT A Bicycle Strategy." January 2013. While this document is still a draft, SFMTA 
staff directed the consultant to use it because SFMTA is developing the GIP project list to be put forward for San Francisco Board of 
Supervisors (Board) approval in April 2014 based on this document Although no plans exist to take the 2013 Bicycle strategy to the 
Board for adoption, the project list derived from it will be taken to the Board for CIP approval (in April 2014). 
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higher bike mode share. The impact fees will be used to make improvements to San Francisco's bicycle 

infrastructure in line with the discrete implementation strategies of the SFMTA Bicycle Strategy. 

The proposed maximum supportable impact fee aims to ensure that new development contributes its fair share of 

funding to bicycle infrastructure improvements. 

As with all impact fees, the fee revenue may not be used to address existing infrastructure deficiencies. 

This analysis assumes that the City will fund 100 percent of the development-based demand for bicycle 

infrastructure improvements through the fee. This study presents a maximum supportable fee assignment­

however, the City may choose to adopt a lower fee as appropriate. 

NEXUS DETERMINATION 

The maximum supportable fee calculation for bicycle infrastructure combines the proposed bicycle infrastructure 

project list with total population and employment growth projections, as well as the cost to provide bicycle 

infrastructure. 

LOS METRIC 

In 2013, the SFMTA produced the SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, outlining the proposed plan for San Francisco's bike 

network. This document sets the direction for bicycle infrastructure, and sets a distinct bicycle infrastructure goal 

for 2018. The Bicycle Strategy represents a comprehensive effort by SFMT A that has been accepted by SFMTA 

as its roadmap forward. As a result, the objectives of this policy form the basis for the nexus as opposed to an LOS 

metric standard. 

The Bicycle Strategy outlines three potential scenarios for build-out of San Francisco's bike network by 2018. Of 

the three potential scenarios, the "Bicycle Plan Plus" scenario was selected, in consultation with SFMTA staff, as. 

the best short-term infrastructure target for this nexus study. The Bicycle Plan Plus proposes upgrading the 

existing bicycle network to premium bike facilities, installing bike signals, adding bike parking spaces, and 

deploying a bike sharing system.39 While the Bicycle Plan Plus improvements are through 2018, for the purposes 

of this nexus, it is assumed that the average annual improvements proposed in the Bicycle Plan Plus will continue 

through 2020, to allow for the impact fee to be calculated on an incremental basis through 2020. Table 20 

summarizes the four improvement types expected as a result of the Bicycle Plan Plus strategy through 2020. The 

provision of these four items is the basis of the nexus. 

39 Premium facilities are bikeways rated Level of Traffic Street (LTS) 1 or L TS 2, based on San Francisco's Comfort Index rating of 
bikeways. Refer to the appended SFMTA presentation - "Bicycle Strategy Update Needs Assessment & Next Steps" (June 18, 2013)­
for a more detailed description of bikeway classification in San Francisco. For further information on the bike sharing network see the 
San Francisco Infrastructure Level of SeNice Analysis report (March 2014). 
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Table 20. Bicycle Plan Plus Improvements 
Assumed 

Improvements 
Bicycle Plan Plus Incremental Total Improvements 
Proposal (2013- Improvements Expected (2013-

2018) (2019-2020)1 2020) 

Incremental miles of premium bike lanes (2013-2020) 10. 3 13 

Incremental uoaraded intersections 12013-2020) 10 3 13 

Incremental bicvcle oarkina (2013-2020) 4,000 1,333 5,333 

Incremental bicvcle share orogram bicvcles (2013-2020)2 500 167 667 

Source: SFMTA Bicycle strategy; AECOM, 2013. 

1. These numbers reflect AECOM's projections based on the average annual infrastructure improvements identified by the Bicycle Plan Plus 

proposal. 

2. The bicycle share program, in addition to 667 bicycles, includes 67 stations - i.e. 50 bicycle share program stations in the Bicycle Plan Plus 

proposal (2013-2018) plus 17 assumed incremental stations (2019-2020). 

GROWfH PROJECTIONS 

The development horizon for bicycle infrastructure is 2020. This shorter-term development horizon mirrors the 
timeframe of the SFMTA Bicycle Strategy. Between 2013 and 2020, San Fran.cisco will house 51,866 more people 
and employ 76,791 more workers, as shown in Table 21. 

Table 21. Growth Projections for Bicycle Infrastructure (2013- 2020) 

I 
- ! 

I 
GroWth· 

2013 i 2020 
(2013 - 2020) 

Percent Increase 
I ' 

Popul~tiori· . .. .. .. 

Population I 820,585 I 8!2.451 I 51,866 I 6% 

Employment .. .. . . 

Jobs I 600,740 I 677,531 I 76,791 I 13% 

Service Population 

Service population 1 I 1,120,955 I 1,211,217 I 90,261 I 8% 

Source: overall population and employment taken directiy from the San Francisco Planning Department 2013 projections from Aksel Olsen, 

Planner/Geographer in Citywide Information and Analysis Group, received May 14, 2013. See appended documents for files. Projections were 

given at five year intervals beginning in 2010, so AECOM used linear interpolation to arrive at 2013 estimates. 

1. Service population is a weighted sum of residents and employees, where residents are weighted at 100% and employees are weighted at 

50%. Servi?e population equals one times the number of residents plus 0.5 times the number of employees; For a more detailed discussion of 

the service population concept, refer to the Service Population section of the report, under the Additional Assumptions section. 

NEXUS METHODOLOGY & FE.E CALCULATION 

The fee calculation methodology (Table 22 to Table 25) calculates the total cost of providing adequate bicycle 
infrastructure elements for San Francisco's service population (2013-2020). Because the new facilities will be used 
by both existing and new service population, the total cost of providing the bicycle improvements is split 
proportionally, and only the proportional cost of the improvements are assigned to new development. The costs 
are distributed between residential and non-residential land uses based on their associated contributions to total 
incremental service population growth. 

The residential fee is based on the percentage of service population units arising from the new resident population, 
and the non-residential (commercial) fee is based on the percentage of service population units arising from the 
employee population. 
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Table 22. Nexus Methodology for Upgrading Bikeway Miles to Premium Facilities Fee 

ser\rice Population::. 

A Total projected service population (2020) 1,211,217 Table21 

B Total new service population (2013-2020} 90,261 Table21 

C New growth as % of total service population (2020F 7.5% B/A 
Unit Conversions.·· .. . . 

D Residential (GSF new development/service population) 498 Table4 

E Commercial (GSF new development/service population) 654 Table4 

Metric 

F Incremental miles of premium bike lanes (2013-2020) 13 SFMTA Bicycle Strategy 

Cost 

G City estimate of unit cost ($/mile of upgraded premium Jane) $1,852,000 SFMTA Bicycle Strategy 
Cost Estimates 1 

H Total cost for u graded Janes $24,076,000 F*G 

Cost attributable to incremental growth $1,806,000 C*H 

Administrative Cost 
J Administrative costs (5% of fee) $90,000 Memorandum (November 4, 

2013 

K Total attributable cost with administrative costs $1,896,000 l+J 
Nexus Fee Maxi.mums-" 

Residential ($/GSF) $0.042 K/ ( B * D) 
Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.032 K/(B*E) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All numbers and percentages are rounded to the nearest integer. All dollar values are rounded to the nearest thousand (except those 

specified by the City, i.e. Line G, and the nexus fee maximums). Nexus fee maximums are rounded to the nearest tenth of a cent 

1. Cost based on data from Seleta Reynolds, Section Leader of Livable Streets within the Sustainable Streets Division of SFMTA (received via 

email attachment on June 26, 2013, as spreadsheet entitled Bike Strategy Cost Estimate 20121101.xls). 
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Table 23. Nexus Methodology for Upgrading Intersections Fee 
- --- I Value I Source I Calculation . , Measure 

Service Popuiation· ·-· 

A Total projected service population (2020) 1,211,217 Table21 

B Total new service population (2013-2020) 90,261 Table21 
c New growth as % of total service population (2020) 7.5% B/A 

Unit Conversions 

D Residential (GSF new development/service population) 498 Table4 

E Commercial (GSF new development/service population) 654 Table 4 
Metric .. 

F Incremental upgraded intersections (2013-2020) 13 SFMTA Bicycle Strategy 
Cost. .. 

G City estimate of unit cost ($/upgraded intersection) $71,250 
SFMTA Bicycle Strategy 
Cost Estimates 1 

H Total cost for upgraded intersection $926,000 F*G 

I Cost attributable to incremental growth $69,000 C*H 
Administrative Cost 

J Administrative costs (5% of fee) $3,000 Memorandum (November4, 
2013) 

K Tot?! attributable cost with administrative costs $72,000 I +J 
Nexus Fee Maximums . . - . 

Residential ($/GSF) $0.002 K/( B * D) 
Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.001 K/( B *E) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All numbers and percentages are rounded to the nearest integer. All dollar values are rounded to the nearest thousand (except those 

specified by the City, I.e. !-ine G, and the nexus fee maximums). Nexus fee maximums are rounded to the nearest tenth of a cenl 

1. Cost based o~ data from Seleta Reynolds, Section Leader of Livable Streets within the Sustainable Streets Division of SFMTA (received via 

email attachment on June 26, 2013, as spreadsheet entitled Bike Strategy Cost Estimate 20121101.xls). 
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Table 24. Nexus Methodology for Bicycle Parking Fee 
.. 

: . -· 

j V~ue 
.. -

I Source I Calculation * Measure 

· Service Poj:Julatio·n-. ' . ':. - . ~ · .. .. rt::~· .- '·:; .·· 
. ... ·. ..... , •'" .. .. ,., .. ., ... ·.·.:' 

A Total projected service population (2020) 1,211,217 Table21 

B Total new service population (2013-2020) 90,261 Table21 

c New growth as % of total service population (2020) 7.5% B/A 

Unit Conversions .. .. 

D Residential (GSF new development/service population) 498 Table4 

E Commercial (GSF new development/service population) 654 Table4 

Metric .. . ··"- .. '• 

F Incremental bicycle parking (2013-2020) \ 5,333 SFMTA Bicycle Strategy 
Cost .. .. 

·G City estimate of unit cost ($/parking space) $280 
SFMTA Bicycle Strategy 
Cost Estimates 1 

H Total cost for bicycle parking spaces $1,493,000 F*G 

I Cost. attributable to incremental growth $112,000 C*H 

Administrative Cost 
J Administrative costs (5% of fee) $6,000 Memorandum (November4, 

2013) 

K Total attributable cps! with administrative costs $118,000 l+J 

Nexus Fee Maximums · · 

Residential ($/GSF) $0.003 K/(B*D) 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.002 K/( B * E) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All numbers and percentages are rounded to the nearest integer. All dollar values are rounded to the nearest_ thousand (except those 

specified by the City, i:e. Line G, and the nexus fee maximums). Nexus fee maximums are rounded to the nearest cent. 

1. Cost based on data from Seleta Reynolds, Section Leader of Livable Streets within the Sustainable Streets Division of SFMTA (received via 

email attachment on June 26, 2013, as spreadsheet entitled Bike Strategy Cost Estimate 20121101.xls). 
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Table 25. Nexus Methodology for Bicycle Sharing System Fee 

, .. Measure 
- .. - - - .. .... .... 

j-Value * Source I Calculation 

· Service f'opulatioii. ., .. 

A Total projected service population (2020) 1,211,217 Table 21 

B Total new service population (2013-2020) 90,261 Table21 

c New growth as % of total service population (2020) 7.5% B/A 

Unit Conversions' ' " ... .. 
' ' 

.. 

D Residential (GSF new development/service population) 498 Table4 

E Commercial (GSF new development/service population) 654 Table4 

Metric .. 
F Incremental bicycle share program stations (2013-2020) 667 SFMTA Bicycle Strategy 

Cost " 

G City estimate of unit cost ($/bicycle share program stations) $6,600 
SFMTA Bicycle Strategy 
Cost Estimates 1 

H Total cost for stations $4,402,200 F*G 

I Cost attributable to incremental growth $330,000 C*H 

Administrative Cost 
J Administrative costs (5% of fee) $17,000 Memorandum (November 4, 

2013) 

K Total attributable cost with administrative costs $347,000 l+J 

Nexus Fee Maximums 

Residential ($/GSF) $0.008 K/(B*D) 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.006 K/(B*E) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All numbers and percentages are rounded to the nearest integer. All dollar values are rounded to the nearest thousand (except those 

specified by the City, i.e. Line G, and the nexus fee maximums). Nexus fee maximums are rounded to the nearest tenth of a cent 

.. 

1. Cost based on data from Seleta Reynolds, Section Leader of Livable Streets within the Sustainable Streets Division of (received via email 

attachment on June 26, 2013, as spreadsheet entitled Bike Strategy Cost Estimate 20121101.xls ). 
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NEXUS FINDINGS 

Based on the approach summarized in Table 22 to Table 25, the maximum supportable residential fee is $0.06 per 
GSF, and the maximum supportable non-residential fee is $0.04 per GSF. 

Table 26. Maximum Supportable Impact Fees for Bicycle Infrastructure 

Residential ($/GSF) $0.042 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.032 

Upgrac!ed t~tersections 

Residential ($/GSF) $0.002 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.001 

·. Bicycie Parking 

Residential ($/GSF) $0.003 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.002 

· Bicycle Share Bicycles (with Accompanying ~tations) 

Residential ($/GSF) $0.008 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.006 

Total Bicyi::le.infrasfructure Fee . · 

Residential ($/GSF) $0.06 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.04 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All values rounded to the tenth of a cent, except for the fee.totals which are rounded to the nearest cent. 

As Table 27 demonstrates, both determined maximum supportable fees are above the highest existing fee for 
bicycle infrastructure. For both residential and non-residential fees, the highest existing fee recovers under 85 

percent of the maximum supportable nexus. 

Table 27. Comparing Proposed Maximum Supportable Bicycle Infrastructure Fees to Existing (2013) Fee~ 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All fee values rounded to the nearest cent; all percentages rounded to the nearest integer. 
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6. Conclusion 

As described in the previous sections, the maximum supportable fees determined for the four infrastructure 
categories (recreation and open space, childcare, streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, and bicycle 
infrastructure) all exceed the highest current fees charged at eitherthe citywide or neighborhood level. While the 
City may choose to charge a lesser fee to new residential or non-residential development, this report demonstrates 
that the current fees continue to be supported through a demonstrated nexus between new development and the 
scale of the fee. 

Table 28. Potential Maximum Supportable Fees Per Infrastructure Category (2013) 

\;.::_" }"°" -I c)~ywiil~ -~~~~~-~ee_s:~-: , -;~ :~~:, ~ ._:--' ~:> ·~-\ ·-~>; >'c;i~~~~~~ ~ ·,(:~_-. '.~~ \:.~-~~- /~~~Jirl_~~:~up_port~b1~. Fee _: ->.: 
~ Recreation and Open Space Provision 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All values rounded to the nearest cent. 
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Addendum 

The bulk of this report was completed in 2013, using 2013 data, costs, and demographic projections. However, 
since the report was finalized in 2014 and will face adoption in 2014, the maximum supportable nexus fees in 
Table 28 must be adjusted from 2013 dollars to 2014 dolli;irs. 

The City annually adjusts all developer impact fees using an Annual Infrastructure Construction Cost Inflation 
estimate (AICCIE). To derive an appropriate AICCIE, the Capital Planning Committee (CPC) reviews cost inflation 
data, market trend analyses, the Planning Department's pipeline report, and a variety of national, state, and local 

. commercial and institutional construction cost inflation indices. In 2014, the CPC adopted an AICCIE of 4.5%. 
Therefore, all maximum supportable nexus fees determined in this report in 2013 dollars {Table 28) must be 
increased by 4.5% as an adjustment to 2014 dollars. The adjusted maximum supportable nexus fees for 2014 are 
shown in Table 29. · 

Table 29. Potential Maximum Supportable Fees Per Infrastructure Category (2014) 

. - I Citywide Nexus Fees · · · - · . · . '· :. , ·- . -- · : . Maximum Supportable Fee · ·:· .·· 

~ Recreation and Open Space Provision 

Source: AECOM, 2014 

Note: All values rounded to the nearest cent. 
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Appendix A 

This appendix includes a list of all documents, presentations, emails, spreadsheets, webpages, and other 
reference sources cited in the text of this report. For the full-text copies of any of the listed documents, refer to the 
accompanying compact disc. 

List of Documents Cited 
:- Document Titl~ I Ci_t~tjon- ':(_··-:=,. - - • .. :__ -->.: ._:_-~-:o=-~ :': :~ File N~me:'< __ :~,_·~:·1:_: ~ ,-_: .. <~:,,:.,:-. ,__·-> ":_ ~ . ~-:_ - ~;~;:--~~-'°~~ )::~, -· 

Service Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013) 

Belsky, Eric. Rental Vacancy Rates: A Policy Primer. National 
Association of Home Builders. Housing Policy Debate, Volume 3, 
Issue 3. 793-B 13. 1992. 

Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee and Affordable Housing Analysis 

Hausrath Economics Group. Phoenix Park and Library EDU Factors 
Study. A Report to City of Phoenix Planning Department September 
1998. 

Administrative Cost Memorandum (November4, 2013) 

Parks Acquisition Policy (August 2011) 

RPD Cost Assumptions Memorandum (March 26, 2014) 

FY 2010-2011 Development Impact Fee Report. Controller's Office. 
City and County of San Francisco. December 1, 2011. 

CPAC San Francisco Child Care Needs Assessment (2007) 

San Francisco Better streets Plan (December 7, 2010) 

Streetscape Cost Memorandum (March 20, 2014) 

SFMTA Bicycle Strategy (January 2013) 

San Francisco Bicycle Plan (June 26, 2009) 

List of Presentations Cited 
I Presentation Description ·- ·- . 

. . - - ~. ' . - . 

Slides from MTC's complete streets policy workshop 

Slides fromCPC presentation of 2014 AICCIE 

SFMTA presentation entitled "Bicycle Strategy Update Needs 
Assessment & Next Steps" (June 18, 2013) 
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Service_Population_Concept_Memorandum_20130924.doc 

Rental_ Vacancy_Rates_Belsky_ 1992.pdf 

EN_Nexus_200B.pdf 

Phoenix_Library_Report_ 1998.pfd 

Administrative_Cost_Memo_20131104.pdf 

RPD_,A.cquisition_Policy_2011.pdf 

RPDCostAssumptionsMemo_20140326.pdf 

Development_lmpacLFee_Report_2011.pdf 

ChildCareNeedsAssessment_2007.~df 

BetterStreetsPlan_20101207.pdf 

StreetscapeCostMemo_20140320.pdf 

SFMTABicycleStrategy_20130129.pdf 

SFBicyclePlan_20090626.pdf 

<: File Name_· ' _ i._; ' . . - ... 
. - . . - - - . 

MTC_Complete_Streets_Policy_Workshop _slides.pdf 

2014_,A.ICCIE_Presentatlon.pdf 

SFMTA_BicycleStrategyUpdatePresentation_20130618_.pdf 
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· List of Emails Cited 
! Email Description - File Name - -

Average employment densities 
EmploymentDensities_Email_FromAOlsen_ ToVLauf_2013071 
5.pdf 

Average residential unit size 
AvgResUnitSize_Email_FromKDischinger_ ToARoth_20130626 
.pdf 

Confirmation from RPD regarding the commitment to construct 55 RPDAcreages_Email_FromDKamalanathan_ ToVLAuf _201402 
acres of recreation and open space by 2030 and the infeasibility of 
constructing 566 acres 

14.pdf 

Bicycle Strategy as the basis for bicycle infrastructure GIP project list 
BicycleStrategybasisforCIPprojectlist_Email_FromSReynolds_ 
ToVLauf_20140116.pdf 

Cost per child care slot 
ChildCareSlotCost_Email_FromGDobson_ToARoth_20131003 
.pdf 

List of Spreadsheets Cited 
1- SpreaClsheet DescrfpUon ~,. ·- - . , . ·- --- -·-~- -. -_:;-_-~--~~-FileNam~:.· _ : . ·-~ . -

- .. - - . . :: ..... '. - -.· - -
Apportionment of existing community fees among infrastructure 
categories 

Population and employment projections from San Francisco Planning 
Department received by AECOM on May 14, 2013 from Aksel Olson, 
Planner/Geographer in Citywide Information and Analysis Group, San 
Francisco Planning Department (GIS export) 

Supporting spreadsheet for RPD Cost Assumptions Memorandum 

DPW spreadsheet of sidewalk widths across the city 

AECOM analysis of DPW's sidewalk width data 

Cost estimate for bicycle infrastructure 

AECOM analysis of cost estimate for bicycle infrastructure 

Average household size from ACS data (DPD2) 

Child population projections from DOF data 

List of Web pages Cited 
- - . - _- -·==---' •· ·-

- .-- . \-Webpage Citation = - - -
Peterson, Justin. S~m Francisco Apartment Sector Amongst the 
Strongest. Reis Report. 

Jones Lang Lasalle. Office Outlook: United States. Q2 2013. 

CoStar. Market Trend: San Francisco's Retail Vacancy Decreases to 
2.7%. 

Kreiner, John. Natural Vacancy Rates in Commercial Real Estate 
Markets. Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco. October 5, 2001. 

List of Meeting Notes Cited 

Meeting notes showing acreage of City-owned recreation and open 
space 

·44 

Max_fee_by Category_Planned.xlsx 

Pop&EmplProjections_GISExport_20130611.xlsx 

RPDCostAssumptionsMemoCalcs_20140321.xlsx 

Stwidths1 .xis 

20130814_SFNexus_sidewalks.xlsx 

Bike_Strategy_Cost_Estimate_20121101.xlsx 

Bike_Strategy_Cost_Estimate_20121101_AECOM.xlsx 

ACS_ 11_3YR_DP02.pdf 

P-3_Total_DetailedAge_CAProL2010-2060.pdf 

·File-Name - . _-, --_ ~_-:_-.:. - ·- - - - .-
--

San_Francisco_ApartmenLSector_ReisReport_20121003.pdf 

USOO_Q2_2013.pdf 

San_Francisco's_Retail_Vacancy_Decreases_Costar_201307 
26.pdf 

Natural_Vacancy_Rates_FRBSF _20011005.pdf 

CityOwnedAcreage_MtgNotes_20131114.pdf 
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PRIORITIZATION 

Recognizing the critical role infrastructure plays in creating a thriving economy and vibrant communities, the 
City of San Fr~ncisco Planning Department and the Capital Planning Program commissioned this study to 
continue the City's efforts to strategically address its infrastructure needs. In recent years the City has moved 
forward on a number of initiatives to strengthen its capital planning process, including establishing the Capital 
Planning Program and creating the City's first 10-Year Capital Plan in 2006. The Capital Plan is a fiscally­
constrained, long-range plan that draws on existing planning documents, such as the City's General Plan and 
Neighborhood Area Plans, to guide policy and funding decisions related to infrastructure investments. The 
Plan is updated and approved by the Capital Planning Committee, the Board of Supervisors, and the Mayqr 
every other year. 

This study supports these efforts by quantifying the current level of infrastructure services within the city and by 
developing target levels for those services based on agency directives. The study also recognizes the City has 
limited resources to fund and maintain infrastructure, and needs to set realistic infrastructure provision goals. 
The results of this report are intended to help inform the City's capital planning process and future infrastructure 
decisions. As part of this process, the following five infrastructure categories have been reviewed: 

1. Recreation and open space; 

2. Childcare; 

3. Streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure; 

4. Bicycle infrastructure; and 

5. Transit infrastructure. 

For each of these categories, this study evaluates (1) the existing level of service (LOS), (2) an aspirational, 
long-term LOS standard, and (3) a realistic, snort-term (20301) LOS standard. Each of these LOS is described 
in greater detail below. 

PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The infrastructure LOS review and analysis study has four clear objectives: 

• To evaluate existing levels of infrastructure provision and distribution throughout the city; 

1 In most cases the timeframe of analysis is from the cu~ent year (2013) until 2030. Two exceptions are bicycle infrastructure and 
childcare, for which the timeframe of analysis extends until 2020. This selection of a shorter timeframe for these two infrastructure 
categories is discussed in more detail in the relevant infrastructure chapter. 
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• To recommend aspirational and attainable LOS targets for the city considering fiscal, policy, physical, 
and social constraints; 

• To use existing LOS provisions along with the developed LOS standards as a tool to understand 

potential opportunities for capital investment; and 

• To provide guidelines for evaluating capital projects in terms of citywide standards. 

STANDARDS-BASED METRICS 

The LOS metrics developed and evaluated in this study are, where possible, standards-based metrics. 

Standards-based metrics are LOS metrics that measure infrastructure provision against some measure of 

population - typically either population (residents) or service population.~ An example of a standard-based 

metric would be: 2 miles of street per 1,000 residents. The LOS metrics for recreation and open space, 

pedestrian and streetscape infrastructure, and childcare were all developed as standards-based metrics. 

The benefits of using standard-based metrics include being able td: 

• Set clear City targets for infrastructure provision and capital planning; 

• Measure infrastructure distribution across the city's neighborhoods, thereby ider:itifying areas of need; 

• Allow infrastructure provisions to be benchmarked against past/future provision; 

• Inform future planning and large-scale redevelopment decisions; 

• Develop a common language and tool for agency policies and various infrastructure types; 

• Measure and track the City's infrastructure provision in relation to other comparable cities; 

• Provide a visual tool to help prioritize capital investment; and 

• Streamline the development impact fee nexw~ update_ process. 

Given constraints associated with sonie infrastructure categories, not all metrics within this study are 

standards-based. Bicycle infrastructure and transit infrastructure metrics are both structured in alternate ways, 

relying on different measures of provision that are not directly correlated to population or service population. 

These two infrastructure categories take into account future capital needs and assign a share of those needs to 
development. 

DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

Metrics were developed based on existing City policies, department consultation, and an overview of best 

practices from comparable cities throughout North America.3 The key finding from the best practices review is 

that, while infrastructure metrics - particularly standards-based metrics - are rare among built-out cities, most 

2 Service population is a unit of measure that encompasses all local infrastructure users, including residents and employees. 
Residents are assigned one point, while employees are typically assigned 0.5 points to reflect their lower level of usage. For 
recreation and open space, service population is calculated by assigning residents one point, and employees 0.19 points. Refer to 
the companion report, San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis (March 2014), and its appendix report, San Francisco Citywide 
Nexus Analysis - Service Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013) for more detail. 
3 Please see the Appendix - Citywide and Neighborhood Policy Documents for a list of policies and reports that were researched in 
the evaluation. Also, the Appendix- Case Study Tables provides an evaluation of infrastructure provision of San Francisco 
compared to cities surveyed. 
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cities surveyed expressed significant interest in developing such m~trics as a way to simplify and standardize 
provision measurement and distribution.4 

To develop LOS targets, the first step was to determine quantitative metrics for each infrastructure type. The 
current provision, using this quantitative metric, was mapped to understand. distribution across neighborhoods. 
Next, the long-term aspirational goals were identified based on policy research and department input. The long­
term goals reflect policy goals that may become achievable over the long-term under alternate financing and 
social landscapes - i.e. given fewer constraints, financial and otherwise. After quantifying these two conditions, 
the current LOS and the long-term aspirational goal, short-term targets were developed to reflect infrastructure 
development objectives that are more feasible given fiscal and social constraints. The short-term (2030 - or 
2020, in the case of childcare and bicycle infrastructure) targets were developed in consultation with 
responsible departments, and reflect a reasonable estimate of what the City intends to achieve based on 
prevailing fiscal conditions in San Francisco for both capital and operations and maintenance costs. In some 
instances, the short-term targets reflect a preservation of the current LOS (childcare, recreation and open 
space), while for other infrastructure categories, the short-term targets reflect reasonable development plans 
(bicycle infrastructure, streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure). 

In addition to supporting capital planning efforts, the short-term targets help inform future development impact 
fees: feasible short-term targets help set reasonable fee levels. By contrast, basing development impact fees 
on the ambitious infrastructure provision of the long-term aspirational goals would create an undue burden on 
new development that the City is unable to match. 

Finally, it is important to note that these goals and targets do not preordain funding to specific locations but 
rather set up a systematic approach to help understand locations of potential infrastructure investment and 
determine potentially appropriate infrastructure projects to consider. Individual projects will be guided by a 
number of other factors including departmental guidance, community support, fiscal feasibility, and so on. 

FINDINGS 

Table 1 summarizes the currel')t LOS provision, the long-term aspirational LOS goals, and the short-term LOS 
targets for the five infrastructure categories. The LOS targets developed as part of this work are consistent with 
current City plans and are intended to be .applied as guidelines. The City may choose to .aspire to higher goals 
or lower targets to account for unique neighborhood characteristics and/or available resources for in\i~sting in 
and maintaining new infrastructure. A list of guiding policy documents that were used to develop the LOS 
metrics presented in this report are summarized in Table 2. 

Because few cities have well-defined LOS targets, it can be difficult to compare San Francisco's performance 
against comparable cities. However, where it is possible to do so, San Francisco is clearly on par or better in 
terms of infrastructure provision. For recreation and open space, San Francisco, by various measures, provides 
1.6 to 3.5 more acres of park per 1,000 residents than New York City. San Francisco also performs well in park 
provision in terms of access. Almost all residents in San Francisco live within a half mile of a park or recreation 
facility. 

In addition to comparing well against other cities, San Francisco has also done a good job of meeting the 
provision goals it sets for itself. For bicycle infrastructu~e. the city has also completed all bicycle lane 

4 Many California cities that continue to expand into greenfield /undeveloped areas have infrastructure level of services standards in 
their general plans to inform privately developed master plans, as well as to set a development fee program that may be above their 
existing citywide provision. 
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improvements put forth in the 2009 Bicycle Master Plan. Such commitment to targets has helped San 
Francisco maintain its high levels of infrastructure provision and service. 

NEXT STEPS I RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY 

There are numerous possible ways to measure the provision of a given infrastructure type. The proposed 
metrics for each infrastructure type are constrained by the availability of data for each infrastructure type and by 
the availability of a clear understanding of costs associated with expand_ing capacity. Each section 
recommends additiona) data that could further refine and enhance the utility of these metrics. 
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Table 1. Suminary of LOS Metrics for Five Infrastructure Categories 

Acres of City-owned Open Space 
/ 1,000 Service Population Units 

1.1 Acres of Open Space I 1,000 SPU 

% of Infant and Toddler (0-2) 
Childcare Demand Seived by 37% 
Available Licensed Slots 
% qf Preschool Age Children (3-5) 

2 Childcare Demand Seived by 99.6% 
Available Licensed Slots 

Number of Premium (L TS 1, 2) 51 miles Network Miles 

2 Number of Upgraded 3 intersections Intersections 

3 Number of Bicycle Parking 8,800 spaces 
Spaces 

4 Bicycle Share Program (Bikes + 0 Accompanying Share Station) 

&;l Transit Infrastructure LOS 

1 Transit Crowding (% of Boardings N/A Relative to Capacity) 

2 Transit Travel Time (Average 33.72 Minutes per Trip) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

3.5 

100% 

100% 

251 miles, 100% 

203 intersections 

58,000 spaces 

300 stations 
3,000 bicycles 

LOS 

NIA 

NIA 

3.5 

37% 

99.6% 

61 miles 

13 intersections 

12,800 spaces 

50 stations 
500 bicycles 

LOS 

85% 

33.60 

AECOM 

55acres 

2,529 spaces 

2,256 spaces 

10 miles 

1 O intersections 

4,000 spaces 

50 stations 

500 bicycles 

2030 

NIA 

NIA 

1. Projected citywide shortfall is calculated by applying the short-term target LOS to the 2030 service population (or 2020 seivice 
population, in the case of childcare and bicycle infrastructure). 
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Planning Department 

Acquisition Policy RPD 

San Francisco Child Care 

Needs Assessment San Francisco Child Care 

San Francisco Citywide Plan Planning and Advisory 

for Early Care and Education Council (CPAC) 

and Out of School Time 

San Francisco Better Streets 
Planning Department 

Financing San Francisco's DPW, 

Urban Forest Planning Department 

DPH, 

SFMTA, Planning 

Department, 

San Francisco County 

Transportation Authority 

San Francisco Bicycle Master 
SFMTA 

Plan 

SFMTA Bicycle Strategy SFMTA 

San Francisco Transportation 

Sustainability.Fee Nexus SFMTA 

Study 

Source: AECOM, 2013 
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2. INTRODUCTION 

In 2013, AECOM was retained by the San Francisco Planning Department and the San Francisco Capital 
Planning Program to conduct a review of the City and County of San Francisco's (the City's) infrastructure 
provision. The fundamental questions analyzed were: 

1. What are the existing citywide levels of service (LOS) for the reviewed infrastructure categories? 

2. What infrastructure LOS standards does the City aspire to if fiscally unconstrained? 

3. What infrastructure LOS standards should the City realistically target? 

AECOM 

4. Given LOS standards, for each infrastructure el~ment, what is the anticipated citywide shortfall by 2030, 
based on population growth? 

Specifically, this report provides insights into determining LOS targets for five infrastructure categories: (1) 
recreation and open space; (2) childcare; (3) streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure; (4) bicycle 
infrastructure; and (5) transit infrastructure. To determine LOS metrics and standards, this report relied on 
existing City plans and reports related to the five infrastructure elements. This report is intended to inform 
infrastructure provision in the city to address existing and future shortfalls. 

The LOS targets developed as part of thfa work are consistent with current City plans and are intended to be 
applied as guidelines. The City may choose to aspire to higher goals or lower targets to account for unique 
neighborhood characteristics and/or available resources for investing in and maintaining new infrastructure. 

PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The infrastructure LOS review and analysis portion of the project has four clear objectives: 

• To evaluate existing levels of infrastructure provision and distribution throughout the city; 

• To develop and propose aspirational and attainable LOS targets for the city; 

• To use the existing provision along with the developed level of service standards as a capital planning 
tool; and 

• To provide guidelines for evaluating capital projects in terms of citywide standards. 

While this report does not cover the estimation of new development's share of infrastructure provision, it does 
provide the foundation for the Citywide Nexus Analysis.5 

5 Refer to the companion report, San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis (March 2014). 
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PRIORITIZATION 

Recognizing the critical role infrastructure plays in creating a thriving economy and vibrant communities, the 
City commissioned this study to continue its efforts to strategically address its infrastructure needs. In recent 

years the City has moved forward on a number of initiatives to strengthen its capital planning process, including 

establishing the Capital Planning Program and creating the Cio/'s first 10-Year Capital Plan in 2006. The 
Capital Plan is a fiscally-constrained, long-range plan that draws. on existing planning documents, such as the 
City's General Plan and Neighborhood Area Plans, to guide policy and funding decisions related to 

infrastructure investments. The Plan is updated and approved by the Capital Planning Committee, the Board of 

Supervisors, and the Mayor every other year. This study, in part, will quanti~ the current level of infrastructure 
services within the city and develop target levels for those services. The results of this report will be 

incorporated into the City's capital planning process and help inform future infrastructure decisions. 

INFRASTRUCTURE TYPES EVALUATED 

The five infrastructure categories evaluated as part of this study include: 

• a 
Recreation and open space 

Streetscape and pedestrian 

infrastructure 

• s;cycie Infrastructure 

II 
19 

Childcare 

Transit Infrastructure 

These infrastructure categories reflect the majority of the current impact fees that are charged at either the 
neighborhood or citywide level. As such, the City wants to frame provision of these categories in a common 

language that allows for easy comparison across categories and across the city. 

Recreation and Open Space 

Recreation and open space encompasses all recreation facilities within the city limits including park land and 

facilities owned by the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department (RPO), as well as state and federal 

park land. This study will focus on recreation and open space within the city limits provided by the City- i.e. 

· recreation and open space owned by RPO, the Department of Public Works (DPW), the Port, and the 
Redevelopment Agency/Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency within San 

Francisco. The more than 200 parks range in size from less than one acre to over 1,000 acres (Golden Gate 

Park), and support all kinds of recreational uses, from organized team sports and athletics, to gardening, to 

sunbathing and picnicking. Recreation and open space includes passive lawn space and forested areas for 

.B 
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"general enjoyment of outdoors" 6
, courses and courts, playgrounds, and bike, pedestrian, and equestrian 

paths. By providing and maintaining recreation and open space, RPO aims to increase recreation opportunities, 
contribute to the city's environmental health, and encourage the health and well-being of San Francisco's 
residents and visitors. 

Childcare 

Childcare, in this study, refers to childcare licensed by the City. Licensed childcare facilities are classified as 
either licensed family childcare home (FCCH) facilities or center-based facilities, both of which can provide 
infant, toddler, and preschool care. The Office of Early Care and Education (OECE) keeps records of all 
existing licensed facilities and the total number of spaces available in each category. As well as licensing 
facilities, the City currently directs public funds for facilities and operations, and contributes municipal funds and 
impact fees to support childcare subsidies. While the City does not own or operate childcare facilities, the San 
Francisco Childcare Planning and Advisory Council (CPAC) works to ensure that a sufficient number of 
facilities are provided to meet demand. The San Francisco CPAC has identified childcare provision for infants 
and toddlers (ages 0-2) and preschoolers (ages 3-5) as important goals. 

Streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure 

Streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure encompasses a wide range of pedestrian right-of-way facilities, from 
simple paved sidewalks to "complete streets"7 with sidewalks, street trees, lighting, benches, bulb-outs, 
signalized crosswalks, and traffic calming measures. According to the City's guiding streetscape and 
pedestrian infrastructure policy document (San Francisco's Better Streets Plan), the City aims to provide all 
types of streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, from the basic to the most furnished, depending on the 
street type, the site conditions, traffic and built environment constraints, and so on. Although the streetscape 
infrastructure is not uniform across San Francisco, the Better Streets Plan (BSP) intends for most sidewalks to 
include, in addition to pavement, as least some streetscape elements such as lighting, bulb-outs, or street 
trees. Streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, as a determinant of walking within the city, plays an important 
role in the City's transportation goals, health and safety promotion, and environmental objectives. 

Bicycle Infrastructure 

Bicycle infrastructure refers primarily to the 'city's bicycle network. The network consists of a range of bicycle 
route levels (L TS 1 - L TS 4) that denote rider comfort along a route. These bikeway types reflect varying levels 
of separation from vehicle traffic and street conditions. Because of the nature of use and location of bike 
facilities, the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) works closely with the RPO as well as 
the Department of Public Works (OPW) on the planning and maintenance of bicycle infrastructure. Bicycle 
infrastructure is often planned in conjunction with SFMTA's other transportation infrastructure. Bicycle 
infrastructure, as a determinant of biking within the city, plays an important role in the City's transportation 
goals. health and safety promotion, and environmental objectives. 

6 United States. San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. "Parks Acquisition Policy." August 2011. Print. 
7 Streets which "are safe, comfortable, and convenient for travel for everyone, regardless of age or ability- motorists, pedestrians, 
bicyclists, and public transportation riders." Metropolitan Transportation Commission, "MTG ,One Bay Area Grant: Complete Streets 
Policy Development Workshop." 16 October 2012. Section 2.4.13 of San Francisco's Public Works Code outlines San Francisco's 
complete streets policy, including the construction of transit, bicycle, stormwater, and pedestrian improvements. Pedestrian 
environment improvements include sidewalk lighting,. pedestrian safety measures, traffic calming devices, landscaping, and other 
pedestrian eleme.nts listed as defined in the Better Streets Plan. 
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Transit Infrastructure 

Transit infrastructure refers to San Francisco's network of public buses, light mil, streetcars, and cable cars run 
by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). The system provides constant service year 

round and works to balance system access with efficiency. Transit infrastructure plays an important role in the 

City's transportation goals, health and safety promotion, and environmental objectives. 

APPROACH I REPORT ORGANIZATION 

The work summarized in this report is organized into chapters (one per infrastructure category), with a 
preceding chapter (Chapter 3) summarizing the process AECOM undertook to establish an LOS, and a 

proceeding chapter (Chapter 12) briefly discussing project prioritization and financing. 

Each infrastructure chapter is organized as follows: 

• Each chapter opens with a discussion of background information about the infrastructure category and 

typical measures for infrastructure provision. A review of the provision of the infrastructure category 

within San Francisco is included, with reference to provision in case study cities. 

• Metrics for that infrastructure within San Francisco are proposed. San Francisco's current provision is 
quantified, as per the proposed metric. An aspirational goal and a short-term target are identified, as 

per the proposed metric. 

• San Francisco's future (2030~ infrastructure shortfall is assessed, assuming the current level of 

infrastructure is maintained while population and employment increases. 

8 In most cases the timeframe of analysis is from the current year (2013) until 2030. Two exceptions are bicycle infrastructure and 
childcare, for which the !imeframe of analysis extends until 2020. This selection of a shorter !imeframe for these two infrastructure 
categories is discussed in more detail in the relevant infrastructure chapter. 
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3. EXISTING AND 
PROPOSED LEVELS OF 
SERVICE 

The followir:ig section summarizes the process AECOM undertook to establish LOS, including policy review, 
agency stakeholder interviews, and case study research. Initial findings are summarized. 

LOS METRICS DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION 

The process of measuring LOS provision for each infrastructure category, developing aspirational goals and 
realistic targets, and preparing an infrastructure gap analysis has been the same for each infrastructure type. A 
brief description of the process and key inputs in each step of the process are described below. lnfrastru~ure­
specific approaches and results are included in more detail in the proceeding infrastructure-specific chapters. 

Again, it is jmportant to note that the metrics and targets developed as part of this process are consistent with 
current City plans and are intended to be applied as citywide guidelines. The City may choose to aspire to 
higher goals or lower targets to account for unique neighborhood characteristics and/or available resources for 
investing in and maintaining new infrastructure. 

LOS Metric Development 

In order to develop appropriate LOS metrics for San Francisco's infrastructure facilities, AECOM relied·on three 
key inputs: · 

1. Existing citywide and neighborhood _policy documents; 

2. Interviews and consultation with San Francisco agency ·stakeholders; and 

3. Best practice reviews of eight cities across North America. 

San Francisco Policy Review 

For many of the infrastructure categories, a substantial amount of work has been done by various agencies to 
define LOS metrics and targets for San Francisco's infrastructure. To build on existing work, citywide and 
neighborhood-specific planning and policy documents were reviewed and incorporated into this report's 
analysis. Specific findings from citywide policy documents are included in greater detail in individual 
infrastructure chapters. A full list ofthe policies reviewed is included in the Appendix. 

At the neighborhood level, few plans address concrete LOS targets, but most provide qualitative or design 
guidance on infrastructure improvements. In addition to design input, many neighborhood plans and nexus 
studies, such as the Market & Octavia c.ommunity Improvements Program, the West SOMA Nexus Study, and 
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the Transbay Nexus Study provide project prioritization based on either internal assessment of need, the San 
Francisco General Plan, or other infrastructure-specific plans such as San Francisco's Short Range Transit 

Plan and the Childcare Needs Assessment. Direction on recreation and open space LOS and targets are most 
common, with less neighborhood-specific direction provided on bicycle infrastructure or streetscape and 
pedestrian infrastructure. Although it is possible for neighborhood plans or nexus studies to define their own 
LOS targets, in most instances plans and nexus analyses take direction from various policy decisions made at 
the citywide level. 

Agency Stakeholder Interviews 

Interviews with City agency stakeholders were a critical part of the LOS metric and target development. Agency 
representatives were selected by the project client, and additional stakeholders were contacted as· needed. The 
project team met with agency representatives for all five infrastructure categories evaluated in addition to 
Planning Department and Capital Planning Program representatives. 

A full list of the agencies and stakeholders consulted is included in the Appendix. 

Best Practices - Case Study Review 

Eight cities across North America were reviewed to evaluate how other comparable cities are measuring LOS, 
applying LOS metrics to their infrastructure provision, and using LOS standards to prioritize investment. The 

selected cities are comparable to San Francisco in that they are either: (1) built-out cities that rely on urban infill 
for growth (or have strong urban growth boundaries) 9, or (2) city-county municipalities. In addition, two cities 
from California were reviewed to understand how they address the state-specific political and economic 
challenges. The case study cities reviewed are: 

1. Bosto.n, Massachusetts (built-out city) 

2. Miami, Florida (city-county) 

3. Minneapolis, Minnesota (city-county) 

4. Philadelphia, Pennsylvania (built-out city, city-county) 

5. Portland, Oregon (built-out city) 

6. San Diego, California (California) 

7. San Jose, California (California) 

8. Vancouver, Canada (built-out city) 

Through policy review imd interviews with city officials, it is clear that, while many cities quantify infrastructure 
provision for various infrastructure categories, the practice of creating or applying developed LOS metrics is a 
relatively uncommon one. 

Key findings of the case study review include: 

LOS metrics are uncommon practice - While many cities quantify infrastructure proyision for various 
facilities, the practice of creating or applying developed LOS metrics was uncommon in the cities surveyed. 

9 Note that the analysis specifically considered built-out cities because the provision of additional infrastructure is very different than 
in cities still expanding their boundaries. Expanding cities can set specific master planning guidelines and dictate levels of service on 
new development; and, because these projects are establishing new urban areas, there is a much simpler nexus between the 
infrastructure requirement and the development. 
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Additionally, while some facilities, such as recreation and open space have well-accepted public metrics (e.g. 
acres of park per 1,000 residents), others, such as childcare and streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure are 
rarely expressed in quantified levels of service.10 Many of the case study cities are large, built-out cities that do 
not have large master plan areas where citywide guidance is required for infrastructure provision. Some 
Californian cities set park and right-of-way standards for large new developments, especially where a 
comprehensive development fee program is in place, but this practice is less prevalent' among cities where the 
predominant form of development is infill. 

In Portland's 2012 Citywide Assets Report, the City identified establishing LOS as one of its priorities. Several 
other interviewed cities expressed a sincere interest in learning more about San Francisco's LOS development. 
Because LOS metrics and targets are not necessarily a common practice for all infrastructure categories, when 
metrics are provided, their non-standardized nature tends to make cross-city comparison difficult. .LOS 
provision for each case study city i~ summarized in the Appendix in Table 30 and notable City goals are 
included in the infrastructure sections. 

LOS targets tend to be qualitative~ More often than not, infrastructure goals provided in the case study 
cities' planning documents tend to be either qualitative (e.g. improve "walkability"), or very specific (e.g. build an 
additional 10 miles of bicycle network on 12th Street). These goals are rarely clearly tied to demand. Identified 
LOS targets for each case study city are summarized in the Appendix in Table 31. 

LOS targets tend to be aspirational - When quantitative LOS targets are provided, they tend to be 
aspirational rather than financially realistic. Many cities indicated that they fall short of the goals set forth in 
planning and policy documents, and that the goals were intended primarily as a guide rather than as a 
mandate. Table 3 summarizes some of the LOS metrics that are used in the case studies or in academic policy 
documents. These metrics were reviewed with agency stakeholders to determine whether any of them would 
be appropriate for San Francisco. It was noted th~t aspirational targets can be problematic if too ambitious. An 
oversupply of infrastructure can overburden limited operations and maintenance capacity. For example, a 
highly ambitious recreation and open space standard, and subsequent provision, can lead to unmaintained 
park lands and deteriorating public assets. Street tree provision is another example of where the ongoing care 
is as important as the initial planting and establishment of the street trees.11 

10 Note that there are a number of smaller California cities (such as Berkeley, Santa Monica, and Palo Alto) that consider childcare 
provision in their needs assessment of community facilities, and require developers to accommodate their fair share of future 
childcare needs. 
11 AECOM, "Financing San Francisco's Urban Forest- The Benefits and Costs of a Comprehensive Street Tree Program." October 
2012.Print 

San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis 

March 2014 

3843 

13 



Table 3. Common Findings and Infrastructure LOS Metrics 

-infrastructure Finding.. : -_ Metrics Considered 
_ !YPe --- ·- -· . - ·-

Recreation 

and Open 

Space 

Childcare 

Facilities 

Streets cape 

and Pedestrian 

Infrastructure 

Bicycle 

Infrastructure 

Transit 

Infrastructure 

In additio~ to the longstanding metric of acres per 1,000 

residents, many cities are also evaluating access and 
proximity measures. 

Likely because of the primarily private provision, childcare 

facilities are rarely addressed as a city infrastructure 

requirement 12 

Most cities tend to have qualitative goals associated with 

streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure - addressing 
quality and aesthetics rather than quantity. 

Goals to increase pedestrian mode share13 ~re common, 

without necessarily concrete action plans. 

Right-of-way standards for new greenfield development are 

common but often developed at a Master Pl.an or Specific 

Plan level. 

Increasing bicycle mode share was a common goal (Boston, 

Philadelphia, Portland, and Vancouver). 

Almost all cities have developed bicycle master plans with 

• Percent of total land area 
• Distance to nearest park per resident 

• Acres per 1,000 residents 

• Acres per household 

• Municipal spending per capita 
• Tree canopy coverage 

• Childcare spaces per residi;int 

• Square foot of childcare facilities per child 
• Percent of demand accommodation 

• Percent of streets with sidewalks 

• Linear feet of sidewalk per resident 
• Pedestrian Environmental Quality Index 

(PEQl)14 

• Street tree provision or canopy coverage 

• Customized metrics incorporating lighting, 

sidewalk width, separation from traffic, 

adjacent road speed, etc. 

• Percent of streets with bike lanes 

• Linear feet of bike lane per resident (or per 

service population 15) 
target bicycle networks identified. • Mode share 

Miami and Philadelphia both had "bike friendly" status goals • Customized metrics incorporating width, 

tied to national organization rankings. encounter frequency, adjacent road speed, 
etc. 

Transit LOS is typically much more difficult to evaluate given 

its complexity. 
Many cities have transit mode share goals (Portland, San 

Jose, and Vancouver). 

• Transit score 

• Modeshare 

• Customized metrics incorporating 

headways, trip times, reliability, schedule 

range, seat availability, etc. 

Source: AECOM, 2013. 

Where possible, LOS provision for each case study city, as well as San Francisco, is summarized in the 

Appendix in Table 30. 

Case study findings related to infrastructure prioritization and financing are included in Chapter 11. 

12 Berkeley, Santa Monica, Palo Alto, and Concord are all examples in California of cities that do address childcare provision. 
13 Mode share measures the percentage of all transportation trips that use a given "mode." Walking, bicycle, public transit, and 
p.rivate vehicles are the most common modes of travel. 
4 "Pedestrian Environmental Quality Index." Program on Health, Equity and Sustainability. San Francisco Department of Public 

Health. Web. 31 June 2013. http://www.sfphes.org/elements/24-elements/tools/106-pedestrian-environmental-quality-index 
15 Service population is a unit of measure that encompasses all local infrastructure users, including residents and employees. 
Residents are assigned one point, while employees are typically assigned 0.5 points to reflect their lower level of usage. For 
recreation and open space, service population is calculated by assigning residents one point, and employees 0.19 points. Refer to 
the companion report, San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis (March 2014), and its appendix report, San Francisco Citywide 
Nexus Analysis - SeNice Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013) for more detail. 
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CURRENT LOS PROVISION EVALUATION 

Using the identified metrics, the infrastructure provision for all categories, with the exception of transit 
. infrastructure and childcare, 16 were mapped using GIS.17 Mapping the infrastructure provision allows for both 
the evaluation of a citywide LOS, and, in some cases, an understanding of how infrastructure provision is 
distributed across the city's 37 neighborhoods. "T:hese citywide and neighborhood provision maps can help 
inform how capital funds may be prioritized based on current distribution. 

'The developed LOS metrics aim to account for variations in service density, demand, and other factors. 
However, it is not always possible to account for all factors that influence geographic demand and supply 
variation of an infrastructure type. 

LOS and Infrastructure Standard Development 

Two tiers of standards are included as part of this study: (1) long-term aspirational goals and (2) short-term 
targets. 

Both the long-term aspirational goals and short-term targets were identified based on existing policies and 
department direction, or as a result of reviewing the existing LOS provision. The bifurcation is meant to balance 
the City's ideal infrastructure aspirations with what it can reasonably expect to provide, given capital and 
operations budgets and other external limitations. The long-term aspirational goals represent an ideal level of 
service for each infrastructure category absent any constraints. The short-term targets are intended to indicate 
what the City will aim to provide for its residents by 2030, or in the case of childcare and bicycle infrastructure, 
in a shorter time frame {2020). The short-term targets are intended to ground expectations and help ensure 
equitable distribution of infrastructure; however, the aspirational goals established through policy work and 

· community-based planning will continue to influence the City's long-term infrastructure planning. 

As with the LOS metrics, some departments have already invested a significant amount of effort in developing 
detailed,needs assessments for San Francisco and for specific neighborhoods. It is important to note that in no 
way does this work, particularly the gap assessment, intend to override the analysis that has already been 
done by various agencies. 

Infrastructure Shortfall and Gap Analysis 

LOS targets are overlaid on the city's current LOS provision to identify variations in shortfall and surplus 
throughout the city. The LOS targets are also overlaid on the projected future (2030 or 2020) population to . 
determine the projected shortf~ll, if no infrastructure investment was made. 

Many of the gap analyses are presented at the neighborhood level, and are meant to serve as a high-level 
overview of the distribution of services throughout the city. Given the nature of many of the infrastructure 
facilities, it is often not possible or not appropriate to provide an equal LOS in each of the neighborhoods. For 
example, recreation and open space varies throughout the city based on urban form: in the downtown, open· 
space requirements are nearly impractical to apply where there are few, if any, land acquisition opportunities 
that could support the development of a neighborhood park. As well, some areas of the city require higher 
levels of service than others. For this reason, the LOS provision targets apply to the entire city, not to individual 

16 The LOS metrics identified for transit are only available as citywide indicators and are not geographii::ally located. 
17 For a complete list of data sources, see Table 29. The LOS metrics identified for childcare are based on citywide demand, and, 
given data limitations, cannot be geographically disaggregated. 
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neighborhoods. It is worth noting as well that neighborhood-level analysis by definition uses neighborhood 
boundaries. In some cases, neighborhood provision may be distorted where infrastructure falls across a 
neighborhood line, but clearly also serves adjacent neighborhoods. This idiosyncrasy is a function of 
neighborhood-level analysis and is .a reminder that the analysis is an informational tool. 

The results of the LOS target evaluation for all of the infrastructure metrics are summarized in Table 4. 
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Table 4. Summary of LOS Metrics for Five Infrastructure Categories 

' 

Acres of City-Owned Open Space 
/ 1,000 Se~ce Population Units 4.0 
(SPU) 

1.1 Acres of Open Space/1,000 SPU 

1.2 Acres of Improved Open Space I 1,000 SPU 

0.7 

% of Infants and Toddlers (0-2) 
Childcare Demand Served by 37% 
Available Licensed Slots 
% of Preschool Age Children (3-

2 5) Childcare Demand . Served by 99.6% 
Available Licensed Slots 

Number of Premium (L TS 1, 2) 
51 miles Network Miles 

2 
Number of Upgraded 3 intersections Intersections 

3 
Number of Bicycle Parking 8,800 spaces Spaces 

4 
Bicycle Share Program (Bikes + 0 Accompanying Share Station) 

(;a Transit Infrastructure LOS 

1 
Transit Crowding (% of Boardings 

NIA Relative to Capacity) 

2 
Transit Travel Time (Average 33.72 Minutes per Trip) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

4.0 4.0 

3.5 3.5 

0.5 0.5 

100% 37% 

100% 99.6% 

251 miles, 100% 61 miles 

203 intersections 13 intersections 

58,000 spaces 12,800 spaces 

300 stations 50 stations 
3,000 bicycles 500 bicycles 

LOS LOS 

NIA 85% 

NIA 33.60 

566 acres 

55 acres 

511 acres 

2,529 spaces 

2,256 spaces 

10 miles 

10 intersections 

4,000 spaces 

50 stations 
500 bicycles 

2030 

NIA 

NIA 

1. Projected citywide shortfall is calculated by applying the short-term target LOS to the 2030 service population (or 2020 seritice 
population, in the case of childcare and bicycle infrastructure). 
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4. RECREATION AND 
OPENS.PACE 

Recreation and open space infrastructure is one of the infrastructure types 
that has received a significant amount of thought, public outreach, and 
organization from the City. T~is section will outline conventions as well as 
existing San Francisco policy metrics for measuring open space provision, 
with case study comparisons where applicable. This section will then 
propose metrics and undertake an assessment of existing conditions based 
on those metrics. Table 5 below notes the City policies referenced in this 
section; full texts of these policies are appended for information. Note that 

the terms parks, parkland, open space, and recreation space are used synonymously in this section to refer to 
recreation and open space. For information, an overview of San Francisco op~n space is mapped, by 
ownership (Figure 1). 

Table 5. Recreation and Open Space Guiding and Reference Policy Documents 

Policy Document Issuing Year Document Key Contributions 
Department Status 

• Identification of "areas of need" based on 

Recreation and Open Space Planning June socioeconomic measures and access to park 

Element (ROSE) Department 2011 
Draft report land 

• Information on existing and proposed open 
space 

Acquisition Policy RPO 
August 

Adopted 
. Defi[lition of "passive" and "active• open space 

2011 • "High-needs area• metric definition 

Source: AECOM, 2013. 

BACKGROUND 
Recreation and open space has historically been measured as a ratio of acreage to residents. In 1981, the 
National Park and Recreation Association (NPRA) defined what has since become a ubiquitous standard 
recommendation of 10 acres of park per 1,000 people.18 In recent years, this general rule has been modified by 
planners and municipal governments to reflect more reasonable ratios for densely-populated, built-out cities. 

18 Fogg, George E. National Recreation and Park Association, Park Planning Guidelines. 1981. 
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Published standards for cities have ranged from 4 to 10 acres per 1,000 residents.19 San Francisco currently 

provides 4.6 acres of city-owned. recreation space2° per 1,000 residents, and 8.2 acres per 1,000 residents of 

total recreation space (including county, metro, state, and federal acres within the city limits, such as the 

Presidio). More tellingly, San Francisco provides 4.0 acres of city-owned recreation space per 1,000 service 
population units and 7.2 total acres per 1,000 seNice population units. 21 This measure of provision per service 

population unit more accurately describes San Francisco's LOS, as it includes employees, who also use park 

resources. 

While all case study cities provide context, New York and Vancouver in particular are San Francisco's cohort 

for open space: all three cities are geographically constrained within a small land area and support high 

population densities. San Francisco, at 4.6 city-owned acres per 1,000 residents, falls between New York at 

3.522 and Vancouver at 7.0.23 24 According to a Trust for Public Land survey, New York provides 4.6 acres of 

total open space per 1,000 residents within the city limits, compared with San Francisco's 8.2. 25 

Another perspective on open space addresses access. Many cities (Miami, Philadelphia, Portland, and 
Vancouver) aim to provide open space within walking distance of residents. A stock measure of accessibility is 

a ten-minute walk, which is roughly equivalent to a half mile distance. The Planning Department undertook ah 

accessibility study of San Francisco, by imagining walksheds of half mile radii around every park, and 

determining any excluded city area. As reported in the ROSE, this analysis shows that almost everywhere 

within San Francisco is within a half mile from open space. From an accessibility standpoint, San Francisco 

scores well, and this metric does not represent much opportunity for improvement. This metric of residents 

within a half mile radius of open space is a common metric among recreation authorities; but, since San 

Francisco essentially achieves the standard, the accessibility metric is excluded from this discussjon. 

CASE STUDY COMPARISON: PROVISION AND METRICS 

In a review of LOS metrics and goals for other cities1 ttie two most frequent metrics consider issues of access 

(distance from parks) and quantity (amount of parks). Both of these metrics are reflected in RPD's current 

provision policies and goals, which are compared to the metrics for five case study cities (fable 6, Table 7). 

Note that some cities, such as San Diego, only have goals for "neighborhood and community parks," while 

others have quantified goals that include other types of regional and open space parks, which distorts the 

comparisons. As Table 6 and Table 7 show, most cities are performing well relative to their goals and their 
current provision. 

19 Moeller, John. American Society of Planning Officials, standards for Outdoor Recreational Areas. lnfonnation Report No. 194. 
https:/lwww.planning.org/ pas/ at60/report1 94.litrn?print=true 
2° City-owned recreation space includes land owned by RPO, DPW, the Port, and the Redevelopment Agency/Successor Agency to 
the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency 
21 For recreation li!nd open space, service population is calculated by assigning residents one poin_t, and employees 0.19 points. For 
a more complete definition of service population see the Service Population Definition in the Appendix (p.83). Refer also to the 
companion report, San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis (March 2014), and its appendix report, San Francisco Citywide Nexus 
Analysis - Service Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013) for more detail. 
22 An estimated 29,000 acres of New York City's 38,000 acres of park land are city-owned (The Trust for Public Land, 2011 City 
Park Facts Report, http://www.tpl.org/publications/books-reports/ccpe-publications/city-park-facts-report-2011.html) and serve New 
York's roughly 8.3 million residents (U.S. Census Bureau, 2011). · 
23 See Table 30 in the Appendix. San Jose and San Diego's numbers may include regional parks within the city boundaries, 
resulting In inflated metrics compared to San Francisco and Vancouver. 
24 These New York and Vancouver metrics do not include county, state, and federal acres within the city limits. 
25 "2011 City Park Facts Report: The Trust for Public Land. The Trust for Public Land, 1 Nov. 2011. Web. 22 Jul. 2013. 
http://www.tpl.org/publications/books-reports/ccpe-publications/city-park-facts-report-2011.html 
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Table 6. Current LOS Provision Comparison - Recreation and Open Space12 

' 
San Francisco Philadelphia Portland San Diego San Jose Vancouver 

• Over ·200 bitY" · · • 60% of residents . 70% of residents • 2.8 acres per . NIA • 92% of residents 
o~~ed p~rks . live within 1 o within 3 miles of 1,000 residents live within 5 

• 6,600 acres of minutes I 0.5 mi full-service for neighborhood minutes of green 
.. 

open.space of open space community and community space 

within city limits. center parks, subject to 

•· 3,600 acres oF • 75% of residents "equivalencies• 

active space . within 0.5 mi of a as determined at 

park the community 

plan level . 6.6 acres/ 1 ;ooo • 7 .2 acres / 1,000 • 24.6 acres I . 35.9 acres I • 16.5 acres I • 6.97 acres I 
residents. (per . residents 1,000 residents 1,000 residents 1,000 residents 1,000 residents 

Trust.for public;: (Intermediate - (Intermediate - (without regional 

Land Data) Low density city) Low density city) parks) 
.. 

• 8.1 acres per 

1,000 residents 

(per RPD data) · 

Source: Various city agencies 

1. Only select cities are included (see Table 30 for additional cities). 

2. Data on acres of open space per 1,000 residents is from the Trust for Public Land, "Acres of Parkland per 1,000 Residents, by 

City." http://cityparksurvev.tpl.org/reports/report display.asp?rid=4 

Table 7. City LOS Aspirational Goals Comparison - Recreation and Open Space 

San Francisco1 Philadelphia Portland San Diego San Jose Vancouver . 10 minute I 0.5 · • 75% of residents . 100% of . 2.8 acres per • 31 acres per • 100% of 
mi acc;ess to . live within 10 residents within 3 1,000 residents 1,000 residents residents within 
- . . . 

. open space for: minutes I 0.5mi miles ofa of neighborhood • 3.5 acres of 5-min walk to 

all residents of open space by community and community community green space, by 

~ . 0.5 acres per. 2025 center parks serving parks per 2020 

.1.oooresidents : • Add 500 acres . 100% of • 35 acres per 1,000 residents • Plant 150,000 

within a 0.5 ini : by 2015 residents within 1,000 residents new trees by 

radius • 10 acres per 0.5 mi of a park for all parks, 2020 

1,000 residents . By 2020, 1,870 including 

more acres of regional 

park 

Source: Various city agencies 

1. Only cities with relevant LOS metrics are included (see Table 31 for additional cities). 

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE LOS METRICS 

Two metrics were identified to measure recreation and open space infrastructure LOS. The two metrics are 
intended to measure total type of provision, and distribution and intensity of use. The two LOS metrics are: 

• Acres of City-owned open space per 1,000 service population units 

• Acres per 1,000 adjacent residents 
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Acres of Active Open Apace per 1,000 Service Population Units 

Table 8. Acres of Active Open Space per 1,000 Service Population Units - LOS Provision, Goal, and Target 

LOS Measure . Value Source 

Current Citywide Average • 4.0 acres of City-owned open space (within City • See Table Note 
limits) per 1,000 service population units 

• 4.0 acres of City-owned open space (within City 
limits) per 1,000 service population units, achieved 
either through newly constructed open space or • RPD staff members Dawn 

Long-term Aspirational Goal improvement to existing open space Kamalanathan, Planning Director, 

0 3.5 acres of open space per 1,000 service Stacey Bradley, Planner, and 

population units Taylor Emerson, Analyst 

0 0.5 acres of improved open space per 1,000 
service population units 

• 4.0 acres of City-owned open space (within City 
limits) per 1,000 servi\:C population units, achieved 
either through newly constructed open space or . RPD staff members Dawri 

Short-term Target improvement to existing open space Kamalanathan, Planning Director, 

0 3.5 acres of open space per 1,000 service Stacey Bradley, Planner, and 

population units Taylor Emerson, Analyst 

0 0.5 acres of improved open space per 1,000 
service population units 

Note: RPO staff members Dawn Kamalanathan, Planning Director, Stacey Bradley, Planner, and Taylor Emerson, Analyst, noted m 
a meeting on November 14, 2013, that RPD owned approximately 3,437 .28 acres of open space within the City and that other City 
agencies - DPW, the Port, and the Redevelopment Agency/Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency -
owned another approximately 324.4 acres. Given the 2013 recreation and open space service population of 934,726, the current 
citywide average acreage per 1,000 service population units is calculated to be 4.0. RPO staff members also noted that the City 
could feasibly commit to constructing 55 new acres of open space by 2030, which results in 3.5 acres of open space per 1,000 
service population units (2030 service population of 1,081,926). The remaining 0.5 acres of open space per 1,000 population units 
will be achieved through capacity improvements to existing open space. Refer to the companion report, the San Francisco Citywide 
Nexus Analysis (March 2014), for a more detailed discussion of capacity improvements to recreation and open space and the LOS 
implications. 

While acres of open space per resident represents the conventional measure, service population units are used 

for this metric to reflect that parks serve both the resident and employee population.26 Open space acreage is 

confined to City-owned open space within city limits to reflect the open space upon wh.ich the City can effect 

change. 

RPO staff has set the current citywide LOS of 4.0 acres of City-owned open space per 1 ,000 service population 

units as both the short-term LOS target for 2030 and the long-term aspirational goal (Figure 2, Figure 3). San 

Francisco's density and expensive land costs limit the creation of new park space. Based on conversc;itions with 

RPO staff, RPO's focus is expected to be maintaining existing acreage, improving current acreage, prioritizing 

upgrades, improving areas of need, and constructing a limited amount of new acreage. Of the 4.0 acres of City­

owned open space per 1,000 service population units, 3.5 acres per 1,000 service population units will be 

achieved in open space· acreage and the remaining 0.5 acres per 1,000 service population units will be 

achieved by improving the capacity of existing open space. The companion report, the San Francisco Citywide 
Nexus Analysis (March 2014), includes a more detailed discussion of recreation and open space capacity 

improvements and the LOS implications. 

26 For a more complete definition of service population see the Service Population Definition in the Appendix (p.83). 
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Infrastructure Shortfall and Gap Analysis 

No shortfall exists at the current time, given that the metric target is based on maintaining the current provision 
into the future, although some neighborhoods, however, fall below the short-term target. As the population 
increases, by 2030, if the amount of open space remains the same, the LOS metric will fall from 4.0 to 3.5, and 
the acquisition of approximately 566 additional acres of park space will be required to address growing demand 

. (Figure 3).27 These additional acres could be created by ac:quiring land and constructing new open space or by 
expanding the capacity of existin~ open space.28 Given San Francisco's density and land costs, 566 acres of 
new park space is an unlikely ambition by an order of magnitude. Instead the majority of 'new' open space is 
likely to be an increase in the capacity of existing parks, rather than the acquisition of more land for new park 
construction. RPD staff estimates that they can feasibly commit to constructing 55 new acres of open space by 
2030, and increase the capacity through open space improvements of the remaining 511 acres.29 

27 This calculation is based on demographic projections from the San Francisco Planning Department, received by AECOM on May 
14, 2013 from Aksel Olsen, Planner/Geographer in the Citywide Information and Analysis Group, San Francisco Planning 
Department. 
28 Expanding the capacity of existing open space involves, for example, adding a second floor to a recreation center, adding lighting 
to a tennis court to extend its hours (so more people can use it), adding trails to a forested area, adding a play feature to a 
glayground, or adding an athletic field to a lawn park. 

9 Refer to the companion report, the San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis (March 2014). for a more detailed discussion of 
recreation and open space capacity improvements and the LOS implications. 
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Citywide Park Provision (2013) 

Total City Open Space (existing acres) 

City-Owned Open Space (existing acres) 

Non-City-Owned Open Space (existing acres) 

Total Acres/ 1,000 Residents 

Total Acres/ 1,000 SPU* 

Total City-Owned Acres/ 1,000 Residents 

Total City-Owned Acres/ 1,000SPU* 

•service Population Unit 

6,737 

3,762 

2,975 

8.2 
7.2 

4.6 

4.0 

LEGEND 
County Boundary 

-- Neighborhoods 
.-~,-,. · Highways 

Open Space by Ownership 
- Non-City-owned open space 
- City-owned open space 

~~~~~Feet 
0 3,000 6,000 

NORTH Scale: 1 inch= 6,000 !Bet 

Source; San Francisco RPO 
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Figure 1. Total Recreation and Open Space by Ownership (2013) 
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Citywide Park Provision {2013) 
Total City-Owned Open Space* (existing acres, 2013} 3,762 

LOS Metric-Aa:es of City-Owned Open Space/ 1,000 SPU** 
Existing Citywide Average (2013} 

Short-term Target {2030} 
Existing Citywide Shortfall (Acres} 
*City-owned open space Includes open space owned by RPD, DPW, the Port, 

and the RedevelopmentAgency/Successor Agency to the San Francisco 

**Service Population Units 

4.0 
4.0 

0 

LEGEND 
County Boundary 
Neighborhood's 
Highways 

City-Owned Open Space Per 1,000 
Service Population Unit 
c:::::J Under 2.0 

NORTH 

~~-~~~~FE;let 
0 3,000 6,000 

Scale: 1 inch = 6,000 feet 

Source: San Francisco RPO 

~ 2.0 - 4.0 (Citywide average, 2013) 
- 4.0-10.0 
- Above10.0 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

ONESF 
Building Our future 

A:COM 

Figure 2. Total City-Owned Recreation and Open Space per 1,000 Service Population Units (2013) 
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Citywide Park Provision (2030) 

Total City-Owned Open Space*(existing acres, 2013} 3,762 

LOS Metric- Acres of City-Owned Open Space / l,000 SPU** 

Projected Citywide Average (2030)*** 
Short~term Target (2030} 

Projected Citywide Shortfall (Acres) 
*City~owned open space includes open space owned by RPO, DPW, the Port, and the 
Redevelopment Agency/Successor Agency to the San Francisco RedevelopmentAgency 
**Service Population Units 
***Projected Citywide Average (2030) assumes the addition of no open space acres -I.e. 
assumes existing acreage is ·maintained while population grew 

3.5 
4.0 
566 

LEGEND 
County Boundary 

Neighborhoods 
.:.: __ ·. Highways 

City-Owned Open Space Per 1,000 
Service Population Unit 
c:=J Under 2.0 

NORTH 

0 3,0QO 

Scale: 1 inch = 6,000 feet 

Source: San Francisco RPO 

~ 2.0 - 4.0 (Short-term target, 2030) • 

- 4.0-10.0 
- Above10.0 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

ONESF 
Building Our Future 

.A:COM 

Figure 3. Total City-Owned Recreation and Open Space per 1,000 Service Population Units (2030) 
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Acres Per 1,000 Adjacent Residents 

Table 9. Acres per 1,000 Adjacent Residents - LOS Provision and Targets 

LOS Measure ! Value 'Source 

• Average of 2.7 acres of open space per 1,000 
adjacent :esidents 

Current Citywide Average • Median of 0.7 acres of open space per 1,000 adjacent • RPD and Planning Department data 

residents (see Table 29) 

• 135 parks with less than 0.5 acres per 1,000 adjacent 
residents 

Long-term Aspirational Goal • 0.5 acres of open space per 1,000 adjacent residents • RPD's Acquisition Policy, High 

at all parks Needs Area definition, p 20. 

Short-terni Target • 0.5 acres of open space per 1,000 adjacent residents • RPD's Acquisition Policy, High 

at all parks Needs Area definition, p 20. 

The acres per 1,000 adjacent residents metric is intended to measure whether residents are over- or under­
served by their proximate parks. The metric is a partial proxy for park crowding, or, intensity of use. This metric 
enables the City to quantify varying park demand in a given neighborhood related to residential density. 

While San Francisco has a high acreage per resid~nt (8.6 acres per 1,000 residents), this citywide indicator 
does not account for the distribution of space relative to population distribution. This metric shows where small 
parks serve an inordinate amount of nearby residents. 

This metric is a variation of a more typical LOS metric: distance from a park for all residents. A number of other 
cities including Miami, Philadelphia, Portland, and Vancouver use a proximity metric to evaluate adequate LOS 
provision in their policy documents. 30 Analysis presented in the ROSE highlights an RPO target of having all 
residents live within one half mile of a park, equivalent to a ten-minute walk. However, as demonstrated by the 
analysis, San Francisco is already close to achieving this target, making it a less useful goal. 

Instead, guided by the 2011 Acquisition Policy, the proximity metric was modified fo assess the amount of 
space within a reasonable distance of residents. The 2011 Acquisition Policy includes a discussion of "high 
needs areas,• defined as places with a high population density relative to open space. Generally this is 
quantified as less than 0.5 acres per 1,000 people within a half mile radius. The LOS target, therefore, is 0.5 
acres per 1,000 adjacent residents, with this threshold defining the difference between well-supplied parkland 
and overcrowded or under-supplied parkland. 

The analysis for this metric was performed by attributing census block populations to their nearest park 
(neighborhood bo·undaries were ignored). Populations will typically be within a half-mile of their nearest park, 
given the distribution of parks in San Francisco.31 Satisfying the distance requirement, this metric emphasizes 
the acreage component of the high needs area definition. 

30 Miami has a quarter mile access to open space target. Philadelphia aims to have 75 percent of ~esidents living with a half mile of 
a park by 2025. Portland targets 100 percent of residents within a half mile by 2020. Vancouver is working towards having 100 
percent of residents live within a quarter mile or 5 minutes of green space by 2020 - see Table 31. 
31 Analysis by the Planning Department, reported in the ROSE plan, shows that half-mile radius buffers around all parks in San 
Francisco encompasses almost the entirety of the City. 
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Infrastructure Shortfall and Gap Analysis 

The LOS target results in 135 parks being deficient, with values below 0.5 acres per 1,000 adjacent residents.32 

Because block-level population projections are not available, it is not possible to anticipate 2030 shortfalls. 

Based on this metric analysis, 41 percent of residents, or 330,000 people, are served by over-crowded parks. 

Not surprisingly, neighborhoods with higher land use intensity experience park overcrowding as measured by 

this metric. These areas were also identified in the City's ROSE as high needs areas. 

PRACTICAL APPLICATION OF RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE METRIC 

While both proposed metrics are important in measuring the quantity and distribution of open space, in its 

practical application, the acres of City-owned open space per 1,000 service population units best represents 

RPD's development and LOS intentions. As a result, this metric will inform the nexus between development 

and development impact fees. 

PROPOSED OPPORTUNITIES FOR FURTHER STUDY 

The following studies were identified in the LOS metric development process as potential next steps in the 

continued refinement of the City's recreation and open space provision evaluation: 

• Cataloging usage of City-owned park elements (such as playgrounds or basketball courts) to develop an 

understanding of their capacity (children playing per hour or basketball players per hour). 

• Cataloging usage of City-owned parks to determine the amount of people the average park serves, which 

parks are the most used or crowded, which parks are least used, and so on. 

This additional data would allow the city to evaluate provision and distribution in greater detail. 

32 The LOS target results in a citywide average of2.7.acres per 1,000 adjacent residents (Figure 4).This average seems to satisfy 
the target, but it is important to remember that large parks and areas with low populations will have hi_gh acreages per 1,000 
adjacent resident~, inflating the average. The median, by comparison, is 0.7 acres per 1,000 residents. 
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Citywide Park Use Intensity (2013) 

Total Number of Parks Analyzed* 360 

LOS Metric- Total Acres/ 1,000 Adjacent Residents 

Current Citywide Median (2013)** 

Short-term Target (2030) *** 
Projected Citywide Shortfall (Acres) 

0.7 
0.5 
100 

*Parks with attributed blocks of zero population or with no attributable 
blocks excluded; Mission Bay parks conglomerated 

**Excluded extreme outliers {populations belowlOO; acreages above 
100), but the average is still inflated by low population blocks and high 
acreage parks. 135 parks deficient, although median is above LOS goal. 

***Per San Francisco RPD 2011 Acquisition Policy 

NB: Half-mile radius drawn a.round five largest parks (Presidio, Golden 
Gate, lake Merced, John McLaren, and SFSU) to include nearby census 
blocks although a smaller park may technically be closer. 

LEGEND 
County Boundary 

Neighborhoods 

"··" .· Highways 

Recreation/open space 
Blocks with zero population 

Acres of Open Space per 1,000 
Adjacent Residents 

- At or above 0.5 
§1'iili'1 Below 0.5 

NORTH 

0 3,000 

Scale: 1 inch= 6,000 feet 

Source: San Francisco RPO; 2010 
Census 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

ONESF 
Building Our Future 

A.S'COM 

Figure 4: Acres of Park per 1,000 Adjace~t Residents by Block 
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5. CHILDCARE .FACILITIES 

While.the City does not own or operate childcare facilities, the City does 
work- through the Human Services Agency (HSA) and the San Francisco 
Childcare Planning and Advisory Council (CPAC) - to ensure that a 
sufficient number of facilities are provided to meet demand. Without being 
directly responsible for facility provision, San Francisco, like a number of 
smaller California cities such as Berkeley, Santa Monica, and Palo Alto, 
recognizes childcare as an important community-serving necessity and 

considers childcare in their needs assessment of community facilities. The City's involvement includes helping 
acquire funds for operations and contributing municipal funds for the complex patchwork of childcare subsidies 
for chfldren of low-income families, as well as issue and record licensing for childcare facilities. Additionally, 
CPAC is charged with counseling policy-makers, planners, and funders about the needs of childcare in San 
Francisco. In terms of capital investment, the City helps acquire funds for facility construction. Given the City's 
capital investment, childcare infrastructure merits discussion as a City infrastructure component. This section 
will discuss childcare in San Francisco, propose two metrics, and evaluate childcare relative to the metrics. The 
policies referenced in this section are noted in Table 10 and appended for information. 

Table 10. Key Childcare Facility Guiding Policy Documents 
--- - -- --- -

1 l~~lng 
- -- - - --- --

l Year 
.-Document 

_,,. - -
Policy Document Key Contributions 

- -- --, Department , Status .. - --
- -- - - : 

- -

San Francisco Child Care San • Childcare provision by geography 

Francisco 2007 Final report • Demand by low-income households (under 70% 
Needs Assessment SMl) 

Chiid Care 

San Francisco Citywide Plan 
Planning and 

Advisory May • Summary of childcare provision and areas of 
for Early Care and Education 

Council 2012 
Final report need 

and Out of School Time 
(CPAC) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

BACKGROUND 
In San Francisco, through.HSA, CPAC and various city agencies, the importance of childcare, particularly for 
young children, is readily recognized. Childcare differs depending on the age of the children, and typically 
children are divided into three age brackets: infants I toddlers, preschoolers, and school-age children. The City 
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defines infants I toddlers as children aged O to 2, preschoolers as children aged 3 to 5, and school-age children 

as children aged 6 to 14.33 

Childcare provision can be divided into categories as well: licensed childcare and unlicensed childcare. 

Unlicensed childcare can be more formal care, like programs through boys and girls clubs and RPO, or more 

informal care, like stay-at-home parents, nannies, and grandparents.34 Unlicensed childcare is largely beyond 

the· purview or control of the City. 

Licensed childcare has two forms, namely childcare centers and family childcare homes (FCCH). Centers are 

institutions that provide .childcare in a childcare facility-which is often within a commercial building. Typically, 

centers care for a large number of children, divide them into age groups, and staff each age group with 

appropriate childeare and early education professionals. FCCHs are private homes where the homeowner 

provides childcare. FCCH capacity is lower, with a maximum of 12 to 14 children. Typically,· FCCHs care for a 

mixed-age group of children. 

Because both centers and FCCHs require licensing from the City, and beeause the City only provides capital 

funding to licensed facilities, the discussion of City childcare will be confined to licensed childcare. Furthermore, 

since school-age care is largely provided within sch0ols - that is, facilities built by the school district (a legally 

separate public entity) and facilities generally not expanded for childcare independent of school groWth - the 

discussion of City childcare will focus only on infant I toddler care and preschooler care. 

Infant I toddler care is relatively under-provided as a service. CPAC's 2012 report; the San Francisco Citywide 

Plan for Early Care and Education and Out of School 7ime, indicates that the greatest unmet childcare need is · 

for infant and toddler care.35 The cost of infant I toddler care is expensive due in part to the high staff-to-infant 

ratio requirements. Preschool care is more adequately supplied than infant I toddler care, in part due to 

Proposition H, a Charter Amendment passed in 2004 to fund preschool care.36 The aim of Proposition H is to. 

provide quality, accessible preschool care to all four-year-olds -the so-called Preschool for All (PFA) 

movement.37 

Note that demand for childcare comes primarily from city residents, including those who work within the city 

and those who work outside of the city. A lesser pprtion of childcare demand is also generated by non­

residents wh~ work within San Francisco. A portion of San Francisco employees, who live in, and commute 
from, the greater Bay Area, bring their children into the city for childcare. Generally, childcare demand is 

calculated by estimating the pool of children requiring licensed childcare, bas.ed on labor force participation 
rates and an estimated proportion of parents who use formal licensed care. Detailed childcare demand 

calculations are included in the appendix (Childcare Demand Calculations). All childcare demand values 

used in this sec.tion are based on the calculations included in the appendix. 

33 The three category break-downs -infants (0-2), preschoolers (2-5) and school age children (6-13) - were used in the 2008 
Citywide Development Impact Fee Study Consolidated Report prepared for the Controller's Office. 
34 Dobson, Graham. Message to the author. 14 May 2013. Email. 
35 United States. Office of Early Care and Education. San Francisco Child Care Planning and Advisory Council (CPAC). "San 
Francisco Citywide Plan for Early Care and Education and Out of School Time." CPAC, 2012. Print 
36 San Francisco Public Schools. "Public Education Enrichment Fund (PEEF)." Web. 22 Jul. 2013. http://www.sfusd.edu/en/about­
sfusd/initiatives-and-plans/voter-initiatives/public-education-enrichment-fund.html 

. 
37 PFA is supported federally by Obama's PFA initiative in the 2014 budget. Several studies complement the universal preschool 
initiative, showing that preschooled children tend to score higher on tests and attain higher education levels. 
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CASE STUDY COMPARISON: PROVISION AND METRICS 

Considering childcare as infrastructure is a relatively new policy direction (in comparison to streets and sewers, 
for example), it is less frequently addressed directly by city policies. In a survey of case study cities, only 
Vancouver indicated a City-led commitment to increasing the available childcare provision by a quantified 
number of slots (150 spaces38

) (Table 12). A number of California cities, however, also consider the provision 
of childcare as an important community asset, including Berkeley, Santa Monica, and Palo Alto.39 

Vancouver currently is able to serve 19 percent of its total child population, although this statistic does not 
account for childcare demand. San Francisco is able to serve 37 of its demand for licensed infant and toddler 
child care and 99.6 percent of its demand for licensed preschooler childcare (Table 11) . 

. • 19% of all children have access to 

public care 

Source: Various city agencies 

1. Only select cities are included (see Table 30 for additional cities). 

2. Refer to the appendix (Childcare Demand Calculations) for detailed childcare demand calculations. 

Source: Various city agencies 

1. Only cities with relevant LOS metrics are included (see Table 31 for additional cities). 

CHILDCARE LOS METRICS 

Two metrics were identified to measure childcare LOS provision: 

38 Canada. City of Vancouver. "2012-2014 Capital Plan: Investing in our City." City of Vancouver, n.d. Web. 22 July 2013. 
http:/ Ivan couver. ca/files/cov/ca pital-plan-2012-2O14. pdf 
39 Although few cities have explicit, quantified goals for childcare provision, childcare is increasingly debated as an arena for public 
intervention. Non-parent care has become the norm in the US, and early childcare is, in essence, early childhood education. Quality 
childcare has been linked to developmental benefits, and societies at large benefit from the cognitive, linguistic, and behavioral 
competencies associated with high quality childcare. While a variety of studies link better early childcare with better school­
preparedness, among other advantages, equitable distribution of childcare is a challenge because high-quality childcare is higher­
cost and is, thus, often inaccessible to low-income families. While the economic and social justifications of public intervention in 
childcare remain an unresolved debate, the inclusion of childcare as an infrastructure item allows San Francisco to at least examine 
its provision, which incorporates some - although limited - public involvement. Reference: Vandell, Deborah Lowe and Wolfe, 
Barbara. "Child Care Quality: Does It Matter and Does It Need to Be Improved?" Institute for Research on Poverty, Special Report 
No. 78 (2000). Web. 19 Sept. 2013. http:/twww.irp.wisc.edu/publications/sr/pdfs/sr78.pdf 
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• Percent of infant I toddler (0-2 Years) childcare demand served by available slots 

• Percent of preschooler (3-5 Years) childcare demand served by available slots 

While most short-term Lo's metrics target 2030, childcare short-term targets use 2020 as a target date instead. 
This is due to the changing age demographics projected by the California Department of Finance (P-3 
projections). The population of children in the city is expected to continue to increase through 2020, after which 

it is expected to decline slightly. As such, 2020 is used as a target date so that near term childcare needs are 

met. The childcare metrics and demand projections may be revisited at reasonable intervals to ensure that the 

provision is. still appropriate. Each of the metrics will be discussed in the following subsections. 

Percent of Resident Infant and Toddler (0·2 Years) Childcare Demand Served by Available Slots . 

Table 13. Percent of Infant I Toddler Childcare Demand Served by Available Slots - LOS Provision and 
Targets 

-LOSMe~s~rr:~~;~~:,~-,'.~~.~=j\1ri1u~:'·'-.- ·:/=_: ~-~-~? --=;-:,c-__ -_.- ... >- ;· -
:: 

0 
-_. t Sci~rce- -- - --- --- - -

- - - . 

• Michele Rutherford, Program 

• Wrth almost 3,000 slots, 37 percent of infant I toddler Manager for San Francisco HAS 1 

Current Citywide Average cJ:iildcare demand can be accommodated in existing • AECOM's childcare demand 

slots estimates (refer to the appendix 
Childcare Demand Calculations) 

Long-term Aspirational Goal • Slots to accommodate 100 percent of infant I toddler • CPAC, OECE staff 
childcare demand 

• Slots to accommodate 37 percent of infant I toddler 
Short-term Target childcare demand; the target is to maintain existing • CPAC, OECE staff 

service levels 

Note: 

1. Michele Rutherford, Program Manager at HSA, noted 2,951 existing infant and toddler slots via email to Harriet Ragozin of KMA 
on 15 November 2013. 

The City currently licenses almost 3,000 infant I toddler childcare spaces in San Francisco. The number of 

infants and toddlers needing licensed care in San Francisco is approximately 8,000. As a result, childcare slots 

are available for, approximately 37 percent of the infant I toddler childcare demand. 

As an aspirational LOS goal, tl:Je Office of Early Childcare and Education (OECE) would like to ensure 

affordable care for all resident infants and toddlers who require care. This ideal LOS is a practical impossibility, 

because OECE is not directly responsible for providing childcare spaces, because of financial and capacity 

constraints, and because exact demand for infant and toddler childcare is unknown. OECE can support 
childcare with capital funding of facilities, subsidies for slots, and operating regulations, but OECE does not 

directly build or operate facilities. Even if OECE did directly provide childcare spaces, the cost to provide care 

for all infants and toddlers would be prohibitive, especially given land costs in San Francisco and the 
commitment to keeping enrollment costs affordable. 

A more realistic LOS target identified by the City (OECE staff) is to maintain the current provision level. The 

current number of spaces represents 37 percent of total infant and toddler childcare demand, and the City aims 
to maintain slots for 37 percent of infant and toddler demand into 2020. 

Infrastructure Shortfall and Gap Analysis 

No shortfall exists at the current time, given that the metric target suggests maintaining current provision into 

the future. By 2020, given population projections, there would be an additional new infant and toddler demand 
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for approximately 2,500 slots. Serving 37 percent of this demand, as per the level of service, would require 
approximately 940 additional slots to be provided. 

Percent of Preschooler (3-5 Years) Childcare Demand Served by Available Slots 

Table 14. Percent of Preschooler Childcare Demand Served by Available Slots - LOS Provisiol) and Targets 
-- ----- -- - --

_I ~alue 
- - -- ------ --------r------ -- -- - -- -·-Los Measure _ : : . - _ Source -- -- I . . -. Michele Rutherford, Program Manager 

• With almost 15,000 slots, 99.6 percent of for San Francisco HSA 1 

Current Citywide Average preschooler childcare demand can be • AECOM's childcare demand estimates 

accommodated in existing slots (refer to the appendix Childcare 
Demand Calculations) 

Long-term Aspirational Goal • Slots to accommodate 100 percent of preschoolers • CPAC, OECE staff 

Short-term Target • Slots to accommodate 99.6 percent of preschoolers; • CPAC, OECE staff 
target is to maintain existing service levels 

The City currently licenses just over 14,600 slots for preschool age children. The number of preschoolers 
needing lieensed care in San Francisco is approximately 14,700. The available slots represent 99.6 percent of 
the preschool age childcare demand. 

With Proposition H in California in 2004, and the more recent growing political precedent for the PFA initiative, 
the City aims to provide universal preschool. PFA, or universal preschool, means quality; affordable preschool 
within the City for all preschool age (4-year-old) children - not just those demanding childcare. This aspirational 

· goal is tempered slightly to achieve a realistic goal of maintaining the existing service leyel, at 99.6 percent of 
preschooler childcare ~emand. Should a PFA initiative pass, the City (and/or the School District) may play an 
increasingly important role in preschool provision, likely becoming more involved in both the capital 
development and ongoing operations and maintenance support of such a program. Without such a mandated 
program, CPAC will continue to support existing and new providers through capital funding support to 
encourage slot development. 

Infrastructure Shortfall and Gap Analysis 

No shortfall exists at the current time, given that the metric target is based on maintaining the current provision 
into the future. By 2020, given population projections, there would be an additional new preschooler childcare 
demand for 2,256 slots. Serving 99.6 percent of this demand, as per the level of service, would require 2,247 
additional preschooler childcare slots to be provided. 

-
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6. STREETSCAPE AND 
PEDESTRIAN 
INFRASTRU·CTURE 

Streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, like recreation and open space, 
is one of the infrastructure types that has received a significant amount of 

·thought, public outreach, and organization from the City. This section will 
explore the components of streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, such 
as sidewalk width, street trees, intersection safety, lighting, and bulb-outs, 
as potential metrics. However, given the data gaps and complexities of 
these streetscape components, and because streetscape and pedestrian 
infrastructure does not cover a standardized set of infrastructure facilities, a 

proxy metric of improved sidewalk square footage per service population is developed. The policy documents 
referenced in this section are noted in Table 15, and appended. 

Table 15. Key Streetscape and Pedestrian Infrastructure Guiding Policy Documents 
i 

Policy Document '. Issuing Department 

San Francisco Better 

Streets Plan (BSP) 
Planning Department 

Financing San 
DPW, 

Francisco's Urban 

Forest Planning Department 

DPH, 

SFMTA, Planning 

Department, 

WalkFirst San Francisco 

County 

Transportation 

Authority 

Source: AECOM, 2013 
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Year 

December 

2010 

October 

2012 

October 

2011 

: Document 
Status Key Contributions 

• Overview of recolIJmended streetscape and 
pedestrtan infrastructure elements 

• Sidewalk width recommendations by street 
Adopted typology 

• Street tree spacing recommendation 
• Lighting provision recommendations 

• Survey of existing street trees 
Final report • Street tree growth plan 

Draft policy to 

be included in 

update of 
• High-injury density corridor maps and scoring 
• Pedestrtan improvement prioritization 

Transportation 

Element of the 

General Plan 
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BACKGROUND 

The 201 O San Francisco Better Streets Plan (BSP), along with Section 2.4.13 of San Francisco's Public Works 
Code, articulates the concept of "complete streets" for San Francisco.40 With guidelines for the design of the 

pedestrian environment, the BSP puts forward streetscape specifications which balance the needs of all street 

users. Safety, creation of social space on the sidewalk, and pedestrian aesthetic are broadly the three 

motivators underlying the BSP recommendations. Key components identified in the BSP include sidewalk 
widths, street trees, intersection safety, street lighting, and bulb-outs. With the exception of sidewalk width, only 

limited data is available for each of.these elements, allowing for an incomplete measure of their provision. · 

Sidewalks represent the foundation of pedestrian infrastructure, providing a path of travel and a canvas for 

place-making. The width of the sidewalk informs the opportunities: wider sidewalks affect pedestrian capacity, 

pedestrian comfort," and sidewalk amenities, affording more space for landscaping and other streetscape 

elements. The BSP provides clear direction on sidewalk widths for various street types, providing both a 
minimum width and a recommended width. Minimum sidewalk widths range from 6 feet on alleys, to 12 feet on 

park edge streets. Currently, roughly 91 percent of all city sidewalks meet the minimum width cited in the , 

BSP .41 By comparison, the recommended widths range from 9 feet on alleys to 24 feet on park edge streets. 

Currently, roughly 75 percent of all city sidewalks meet the recommended BSP width. While neither the 

minimum nor recommended Width is always practically achievable given other operational constraints of 

particular streets, these metrics provide a reasonable census of the City's current sidewalk infrastructure. 

Street trees are _the archetypical street landscaping element and contribute to the pedestrian environment in a 

number of ways. Tree-lined streets are perceived as more narrow, which slows driving speeds along. the street 

thus impacting pedestrian safety. As well as calming traffic, tree-lined streets provide an ~nhanced urban 

aesthetic which can be reflected in increased property values of adjacent lots. Trees also shade the sidewalk 

and mitigate urban heat island effect. According to data from the Department of Public Works (DPW), there are 

currently approximately 105,000 trees in the right-of-way in San Francisco planted along' more than 1,000 

centerline miles of streets. DPWtargets planting 55,000 new street trees by 2030, resulting in 160,000 total 

street trees.42 As a point of comparison, Vancouver, with a land area of roughly equal size to San Francisco, 

currently has an estimatf!ld 140,000 street trees and plans to plant an additional 150,000 trees by 2020.43 

Similarly, New York City has an ambitious Million Trees NYC program which aims to add an additional one 

million trees to the city's urban forest over the next decade.44 

Intersections represent one of the most significant risks to pedestrian safety. Injury ana collision records at 

intersections can be used to determine high injury intersections. San Francisco's WalkFirst initiative, developed 

by the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH), defines so-called "high injury" corridors, based on 

4° Complete ·streets are defined as streets which "are safe, comfortable, and convenient for travel for everyone, regardless of age or 
ability - motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, and public transportation riders." Metropolitan Transportation Commission, "MTC One Bay 
Area Grant: Complete Streets Policy Development Workshop.• 16 October 2012. Section 2.4.13 of San Francisco's Public Works 
Code outlines San Francisco's complete streets policy, including the construction of transit, bicycle, stormwater, and pedestrian 
Improvements. Pedestrian environment improvements include sidewalk lighting, pedestrian safety measures, traffic calming devices, 
landscaping, and other pedestrian elements listed as defined in the Better Streets Plan. · 
41 AECOM internal analysis based on DPW database of sidewalk widths. Note that in some instances, given geometric or other 
constraints, some sidewalks may not be able to meet BSP minimum widths - therefore 100 percent compliance with the BSP 
sidewalk widths may not be possible. Note also that data is not available for all city streets. This study recommends further data 
collection. 
42 AECOM, "Financing San Francisco's Urban Forest- The Benefits and Costs of a Comprehensive Street Tree Program." October 
2012. Print 
43 Canada. City of Vancouver. "Greenest City 2020 Action Plan." City of Vancouver, 2012. Web. 22 Jul. 2013. 
http://vancouver.ca/files/cov/report-GC2020-implementation-20121016.pdf 
#Million Trees NYC. Million Trees NYC. MTNYC, 2013. http://www.milliontreesnyc.org/html/home/home.shtml 
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spatial injury data. In DPH's approach, high injury corridors, defined by number, severity, and density of injuries 
serve as a proxy for identifying intersections that operate at a deficit. These high injury corridors, and their 
associated 800 intersections, account for 6 percent of San Francisco's streets, but over 60 percent of all 
pedestrian injuries.45 Where risks to pedestrians are high, a variety of treatments can be assessed to 
ameliorate the risk, including installing pedestrian signals, constructing bulb-outs, or adding bollards. 
Pedestrian safety upgrades would need to be individualized by intersection, given the unique dynamics and 
geometry of each intersection. 

Street ·lighting is a major contributor to both pedestrian comfort and sidewalk safety. Security, as well as the 
perceived sense of security, is much higher on well-lit sidewalks than on poorly-lit or unlit sidewalks. Adequate 
lighting makes pedestrians feel more comfortable while walking at night, and reduces crime along the street. As 
well as improving safety, street lighting supports civic nighttime sidewalk activity, such as late-night street 
markets. However, no data exists on either the sidewalk lighting quality throughout the City or the appropriate 
spacing to achieve adequate light levels along sidewalks. With this data gap, no analysis of sidewalk lighting in 
the City can be performed. 

Bulb-outs are extensions of the sidewalk into the parking lane, either at corners or mid-block locations. Bulb­
outs narrow the roadway and extend the pedestrian space, which simultaneously slows traffic by creating a 
bottleneck, shortens crossing distance, and increases pedestrian visibility. Each of these effects increases 
pedestrian safety. Bulb-outs can also create space for more landscaping, street furniture, or high pedestrian 
volumes. The installation of bulb-outs needs to be assessed on a case-by-case basis; not all locations are 
suitable for bulb-outs, considering traffic characteristics (particularly the turning radii of large vehicles). While 
general bulb-out locations are recommended in the BSP, this study recommends further mapping of existing 
and proposed bulb-out locations. No blanket provision of bulb-outs would be appropriate, and currently no data 
exists to support analysis of bulb-outs. 

CASE STUDY COMPARISON: PROVISION AND METRICS 

In a review of LOS metrics and goals for other cities, most City metrics regarding streetscape and pedestrian 
infrastructure focus on pedestrian access (i.e. availability of sidewalks and trails), the quality of the pedestrian 
experience, design and qualitative improvement, and measurement of mode share splits (Table 16 and Table 
17). Some cities, like Portland and Vancouver do provide quantitative measurE!S of provision, which help to 
evaluate progress towards their goals. In policy documents (particularly the BSP), San Francisco agencies 
provide few quantitative goals regarding streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, but extensively discuss 
design guidelines and streetscape quality. 

Table 16. Current LOS Provision Comparison -Streetscape and Pedestrian Infrastructure 

San Francisco 1 Minneapolis · Philadelphia· _ . Portland . : San Jose · · Va~couver 
• 131,000 existing 

street trees 

• 55 trees I mile of 

city street 

Source: Various city agencies . 

• 17% of canopy 
coverage over 

streets 

• 1,900 miles of 

sidewalk 

1. Only select cities are included (see Table 30 for additional cities). 

• NIA 

45 Lily Langlois, Planner with the San Francisco Planning Department in an email .dated December 12, 2013. 
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goals mode share must maintain 

Qualitative from 8.6%to citywide average San Jose should share (66% of all 

objectives, and 12% by2020 for proportion of have a trips to be by 

.design • Keep 70% of arterials with continuous bike, walk, or 
guidelines assets in good sidewalks sidewalk transit by 2040) 

repair 35% of canopy network By 2014, 2km of 

• Increase tree coverage over • Every street additional 

coverage to 30% streets should be sidewalk 
(by adding • 150 additional complete and 

300,000 trees by miles of trails accommodate 
2025) pedestrians and 

bikes 

Source: Various city agencies 

1. Only cities with relevant LOS m~trics are included (see Table 31 for additional cities). 

STREETSCAPE AND PEDESTRIAN INFRASTRUCTURE LOS METRIC 

Because a complete streetscape environment is made up of many elements (street trees, bulb-outs, lighting, 

pedestrian signals, etc.) and because data for many of these elements is generally ~navailable, an alternative 
proxy metric has been developed to evaluate current and future provision of streetscape and pedestrian 

infrastructure. The proxy metric used in this analysis is: 

• Square feet of improved sidewalk per service population unit46 

'Improved sidewalk' is a term that encompasses sidewalk space and any amenities in that space, such as 

lighting; street trees, bulb-outs, and sidewalk furniture. While the proscription for streetscape elements is not 

uniform across San Francisco (i.e. the BSP calls for different streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure 

improvements depending on the site considerations, the street type, the traffic patterris, and so on), the intent 

of the BSP is to improve all San Francisco streetscape. Therefore, the basic square footage of sidewalk is 

denoted 'improved sidewalk' to reflect the investments the City is committed to make in the pedestrian right-of­
way in terms of sidewalk widening, bulb-outs, signalized crosswalks, pedestrian lighting, trash cans, benches, 

trees, and so on. 

Because data for provision of streetscape elements is generally unavailable and because the BSP does not 

clearly delineate improvement plans for every streetscape site and condition, a precise definition of 'improved 
sidewalk' is unavailable. The metric is discussed in the following sub-sections. 

46 For streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, service population is calculated by assigning residents one point, and employees 
0.5 points. For a more complete definition of service population see the Service Population Definition in the Appendix (p.83). Refer 
also to the companion report, San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis (March 2014), and its appendix report, San Francisco 
Citywide Nexus Analysis- SeNice Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013) for more detail. 
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Square Feet of Improved Sidewalk Space 

Table 18. Square Feet of Improved Sidewalk per Service Population Unit- LOS Provision and Targets 

l.:.OS Measure Value - , Source 

Current Citywide Average • 103 'square feet of sidewalk per service population • Planning Department and DPW data 
unit (see Table 29) 

• 88 square feet of improved sidewalk per service 
Long-term Aspirational Goal population unit Qmprove all existing sidewalk • Planning staff 

provision) 

• 88 square feet of improved sidewalk per service 
Short-term Target population unit (improve all existing sidewalk • Planning staff 

provision) 

Citywide, San Francisco currently supplies 115 million square feet of sidewalk - or 103 square feet of sidewalk 
per service population unit. The LOS ranges greatly across different neighborhoods. The Financial District 
provides only 25 square feet of sidewalk per service population unit, while the West of Twin Peaks 
neighborhood provides as much as 4B3 square feet of sidewalk per service population unit. Noe Valley, at 13B 
square feet per service population unit is more representative of the citywide average (Figure 5). Implicitly, this 
metric acknowledges that streets with higher service population densities require more pedestrian infrastructure 
than streets with lower service population densities. Note that this approach, based on service population 
density, provides a good indicator of where deficiencies likely exist, but a block-by-block analysis would be 
needed to definitively assess sidewalk provision and deficiency. 

Both the long-term LOS goal and the short-term LOS target are to maintain and improve the current 115 million 
square feet of streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure. Given population growth between now (2013) and 
2030, the 2030 provision of streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure would be BB square feet of improved 
sidewalk per service population unit.47 

infrastructure Shortfall and Gap Analysis 

The short-term (2030} LOS target is to improve all San Francisco streetscape. As such, there is no existing 
shortfall, but rather a commitment by the City, in accordance with the BSP, to invest in San Francisco 
street15cape and pedestrian infrastructure. 

It should be made clear that this metric is intended to help set a framework for continued streetscape 
infrastructu're evaluation. To develop this metric into a more robust representation of pedestrian and 
streetscape infrastructure provision in San Francisco, this report recommends collecting additional data on the 
larger suite of streetscape elements on a block-by-block basis. Such analysis would help ensure that 

47 Improving the 115 million square feet of streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, given population growth through 2030 to 
1,301 ,049 service population units, yields a LOS of 88 square feet per service population. Population and employment projections 
taken directly from the San Francisco Planning Department 2013 projections from Aksel Olsen, Planner/Geographer in Citywide 
Information and Analysis Group, received May 14, 2013 (Table 29). Note that ln some streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure 
improvement projects, such as bulb-out construction or sidewalk widening, square footage will be added to the existing 115 million 
square feet of sidewalk space footage - although the new square footage from bulb-outs and the select instances of sidewalk 
widening will likely contribute only a small additional amount of additional streetscape square footage. In the absence of data on the 
estimated amount of additional streetscape square footage to be constructed, this metric assumes that streetscape improvements 
will maintain the existing square footage. The consultant recommends collecting robust data on streetscape square footage across 
the City, considering both existing square footage, projected square footage (via planned sfreetscape improvement projects), and 
actual post-construction square. 
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streetscape development in San Francisco contains all of the compQnents important for a safe, walkable, and 
healthy streetscape. Defining 'improved sidewalk' with quantitative measures of lights per block, bulb-outs per 
intersecUon type, pedestrian signalization per intersection type, and so on, and collecting data· per street 
segment, would allow a more precise definition of streetscape and pedestrian LOS. The BSP demonstrates the 
City's commitment to improving streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure (although the precise set of 
improvements will differ across projects, locations, and street types)48

, and AECOM recommends further data 
collection and more precise definition of streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure elements to facilitate BSP 
implementation. With more information, a more precise LOS metric can be defined that can better track the 
effect of streetscape improvement projects on the streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure provision. 

PROPOSED OPPORTUNITIES FOR FURTHER STUDY 

The following studies were identified in the LOS metric development process as potential next steps in the. 
continued refinement of the City's streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure· provision evaluation: 

• Inventory of sidewalk improvement elements on a block-by-block basis 

• Collection of sidewalk width data for missing 25 percent of streets 

• Collection of sidewalk width data for both sides of streets 

• Collection of more thorough street tree data including data for missing trees and mapping of street trees in 
medians 

• Mapping of existing bulb-out locations 

• Mapping of recommended and required bulb-out locations per the BSP street typologies 

• Collection of data on pedestrian lighting, including locations and illumination 

• Definition of a sidewalk lighting standard in terms of spacing of light poles 

This additional data would allow the City to evaluate provision and distribution in greater detail. 

48 In some cases, given the site conditions, traffic patterns, built environment constraints, street type, and existing conditions, the 
streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure improvements may be a Do Nothing scenario. 
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Citywide Sidewalk Provision (2013) 
Total Sidewalks* (Million Square Feet) 
Total Improved Sidewalks (Square Miles) 

LOS Metric- Sqare Feet of Sidewalk Per SPU** 
Current Citywide Average {2013) 
Short-term target (2030) - Sq. ft. of Improved Sidewalk Per SPU 

Existing Citywide Shortfall {Square Feet) 

115 
4.1 

103 
88 

•Based on sidewalk data from DPW. Where data gaps exist, AECOM assumed sidewalks on 
only onesldeofthestreetand sidewalks with the average sidewalk width (10ft). 

••Service Population Unit 
***Improved sidewalk denotes sidewalk that, although not consistent or uniform in 
provision, has some pedestrian amenities {trees, lighting, bulb-outs, etc), rather than just 
pavement 

LEGEND 
County Boundary 
Neighborhoods 

L'· ,_: ··- Highways 

Sidewalk Provision (in square feet 
per service population unit) 
i=J Below65 

NORTH 

0 3,000 

Scale: 1 Inch = 6,000 feei 

Source: DPW, Planning 

~ 65 -103 (CityWide average, 2013) 

- 103-300 
- Above300 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

ONESF 
Bunding Our Future 

AS'COM 

Figure 5. Square Feet of Sidewalk Area per Service Population Unit (2013) 
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7. BICYCLE 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Bicycle infrastructure complements the other transportation modes within 
the city, and San Francisco is working to increase the number of trips taken 
by bike and the number of people riding bikes. The following section will 
give background on the bicycle network in San Francisco, propose targets 
for bicycle network provision, and evaluate these targets. The policies 
referenced in this section are included in Table 19 below. This section relies 
heavily on the SFMTA Bicycle Strategy.49 

Table 19. Key Bicycle Infrastructure Guiding Policy Documents 

Policy Document 
Issuing 

Year Document Status Key Contributions Department 

San Francisco Bicycle 
• Overview of existing bicycle network 

SFMTA June 2009 Adopted • Overview of bicycle network 
Master Plan objectives and planned development 

Internal policy document; 

December 
basis for 2014 GIP project • Overview of existing bicycle network 

SFMTA Bicycle-Strategy SFMTA list (pending adoption of • 3 potential scenarios for expansion of 
2012 the bicycle network GIP project list in April 

2014) 

Source: AECOM_, 2013. 

BACKGROUND 
The City currently manages roughly 216 miles of bicycle network on the City's 1,030 centerline miles of road, 
with a bicycle mode share of approximately 3.5 percent.50 In the past, the bicycle network has been classified 
according to the traditional Class I, II, fll system which distinguishes bike routes by their decreasing level of 
separation from vehicle traffic. In consultation with the SFMTA, this traditional engineering classification system 

49 San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, "SFMTA Bicycle Strategy." January 2013. Print. While this document is still a 
draft, SFMTA staff directed the consultant to use It because SFMTA is developing the GIP proj~ct list to be put forward for board 
approval in April 2014 based on this document. Although no plans exist to take the 2013 Bicycle Strategy to the board for adoption, 
the project list derived from it will be taken to the board for GIP approval in April 2014. 
50 Mode share represents the percentage of all trips made by a particular mode - i.e. 3.5 percent of all trips are made by bicycle. 
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was deemed somewhat inadequate to describe all San Francisco bikeway types, since San Francisco is 

building new types of bikeway infrastructure that do not fit in the traditional classifications. 51 

Instead of the traditional classifications,. San Francisco has developed its own Comfort Index to rate the bike 

network.52 The Comfort Index is a four-tiered categorization (LTS 1 to 4) that relates the accessibility of the 

bikeway to different rider skill levels (Figure 6): L TS 1 represents bikeways that any bicyclists would find 

comfortable including young children, seniors, disabled persons, and beginner cyclists; L TS 2 represents 
bikeways comfortable for most adults and experienced children; L TS 3 represents bikeways comfortable for 

intermediate and experienced adult riders, termed "enthusiastic and confident"; and LTS 4 represents bikeways 

comfortable only for "strong and fearless" riders. The classification is based on a variety of fact0rs including 

proximity to rail, speed of adjacent traffic, type of existing facility, interaction with express buses, and proximity 

to highway on-ramps. While the existing bicycle network is approximately at full build-out, per the 2009 Bicycle 
Master Plan, SFMTA has expressed plans to upgrade existing routes to more "comfortable" class levels. 

A typical measure of bicycle transportation is bicycle mode share. Mode share measures the percentage of all 

transportation trips that use a given "mode" - in this case, the percentage of all trips made by bicycle. As noted 

above, San Francisco currently has a bicycle mode share of approximately 3.5 percent, which it aims to 

increase to between 8 and10 percent by 2018. While useful to evaluate how people are traveling, as a metric, 

mode share has no direct connection to infrastructure. A percentage point of mode share cannot defensibly be 

equated to miles of bikeway. Instead, in the Bike Strategy, SFMTA has identified the bike infrastructure 

necessary to move towards the City's target mode share. Note that the City has met the original planned 

provision of bicycle lanes in the 2009 San Francisco Bicycle Plan and is now working to improve the system· 
and facilitate bicycle activity along the existing networks. 

CASE STUDY CQMPARISON: PROVISION AND METRICS 

A review of LOS metrics and goals for other cities found that cities tend to evaluate their bicycle infrastructure 

provision either through the amount or length of bike lanes, or through a measurement of bicycle mode share 
(Table 20, Table 21). Some cities, such as Boston, Miami, and Philadelphia have also noted the importance of 

having, or working towards, some nationally-recognized bicycle status program. While San Francisco has 

developed strategic bicycle plans tailored to increase both quantity and quality of the city's bicycle network, the 

SFMT A does not have explicit LOS goals. 

51 Heath Maddox, Senior Transportation Planner at SFMTA, via email received May 8, 2013. 
52 San Francisco's Comfort Index is modeled off of the Level of Traffic Street (L TS) designation developed by the Mineta 
Transportation Institute. 
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bike network 

the League of • 1.6% of street 
American network 

Bicyclists' 
Bicycle Friendly 

Community 

program 

• Over 100 miles 
of bike network 

Source: Various city agencies. 

20% of streets 

have bike 
network (2012) 

• 128 miles of bike 
network (2009) 

1. Only select cities are included ~see Table 30 for additional cities). 

Table 21. City LOS Goals Comparison - Bicycle Infrastructure 

AECOM 

of bike network network 

• 100% of buses 
are bike­
accessible 

San Francisco 1 i Bqsto~· ·. · . '. Miami · · · . . Philadelphia ·. :·· Portlami · Vancouver. · · .. 

,,~t~i~~ : ~:~~~ :,. 
by bike by 2025 

• 280 miles by 

2030 {33% of 

~treet network 

with bikeways) 

· • Plan to cover the • Obtain Bike · 

entire city and Friendly City 

connect to status 

regional network 

0.68 miles of 
bicycle network/ 

1,000 residents 

Source: Various city agencies 

• 0.70 miles of 
bicycle network/ 

1,000 residents 

• Reduce bike 
accidents 50% 

by 2020 

• Increase bike 
mode share from 

1.6%to6.5% 

League of 

American 

Bicyclists 
"Platinum• (2013) 

• 70% of assets in 
good repair 

• Reduce VMT by 

10% 

• 0.36 miles of 
bicycle network/ 

1,000 residents 

1. Only cities with relevant LOS metrics are included (see Table 31 for additional cities). 

BICYCLE INFRASTRUCTURE METRICS 

• 3% bike • Increase bike 
commuting trips mode share 
630 miles of total Expand "all ages 
bike network by and abilities" bike 
2030 network 

• ·All areas must • Provide 
maintain citywide additional bike 

average for bike parking 

lane miles per • 328 total miles in 

1,000 bike network as 
households near-term goal 

• 1.08 miles of • 0.54 miles of 
bicycle network/ bicycle network/ 

1,000 residents 1,000 residents 

In place of LOS metrics, SFMTA prepared a list of infrastructure improvement targets, in line with what has 
been developed as part of the Bicycle Strategy. The following four infrastructure facilities make up the critical 
elements of the most recent Bicycle Strategy: 

• Premium (L TS 1 and 2) network miles 

• Upgraded intersections 

• Bicycle parking spaces 

• Bicycle share program {bikes and accompanying stations) 

San Francisco's goal for bicycle transportation is to achieve 8to10 percent mode share. The Bicycle Strategy, 
created through the diligent and thoughtful.work of the SFMTA, outlines the steps SFMTA must take to achieve 
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their goal. For this reason, no new bicycle infrastructure metrics are proposed; instead, the scenarios proposed 
by SFMTA are adopted as targets for bicycle infrastructure, as the means to achieve their mode share end. 

For each of the infrastructure elements, the long-term aspirational goal is based on SFMT A's System Build-out 
Scenario, as outlined in the SFMTA Bicycle Strategy,. which represents the full realization of the desired bike · 
network for San Francisco. This scenario would cost over $600 million, increasing bicycle mode share to more 
than 15 percent. The short-term targets are based on the "Bicycle Plan/Plus" Scenario and represent a more 
reasonable goal by 2018. The targets are expected to cost roughly $60 million by 2018, helping to increase 
bicycle mode share to betviteen 8 and 10 percent.53 

· 

53 United States. San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). "SFMTA Bicycle Strategy." SFMTA, Dec. 2012. Print. 
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,/' 
,,.,; 

_.,,....-~ Crocker Amazon 

Bicycle Network Provision (2013) 

Total Bicycle Network (Miles) 

LTS 1 

LTS2 

LTS3 

LTS4 

LOS Metric-% Premium Facilities* within Bike Network 

Current Citywide Average (2013) 

Short-term Target (2018)** 

Projected Citywide Shortfall (Miles of Bikeway) 

*Premium facilities are bikeways of class LTS 1 or LTS 2 

**Percentage accounts for 10 new miles of planned bikeways 

216 

16 

35 

121 

44 

24% 

27% 

10 

LEGEND 
County Boundary 

-- Neighborhoods 
· : ::. Highways 

NORTH 
0 3,000 

Scale: 1 inch= 6,000 feet 

Source: San Francisco MTA 

Comfort Level According to San Francisco's Comfort Index 

LTS 1 (Comfortable for all user groups) 
LTS 2 (Comfortable for most adults/experienced youth) 
LTS 3 (Comfortable for intermediate and experienced adults) 
LTS 4 (Tolerated only by the 'strong and fearless') 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

ONESF 
Building Our Future 

AE'COM 

Figure 6. Bicycle Network Provision by Comfort Index (2013) 
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Table 22 summarizes the individual long-term infrastructure ·goals and short-term targets for each element 

Table 22. Bicycle Infrastructure - Network Provision and Targets 
-

Infrastructure Measure Value : Source 

Premium Network rilliies .. " 
'. · ..... ··· 

Current Citywide Provision • 51 miles • SFMTA Data (see Table 29) 

Long-term Aspirational Goal • 251 miles (200 additional miles) 
• SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, p21, 

System Build-out Scenario, 

Short-term Target (2018) • 61 miles (10 additional miles) 
• SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, p21, 

Bicycle Pian Plus Scenario 

Upgraded Intersections . , .. .. 

Current Citywide Provision • 3 intersections • SFMTA Bicycle Strategy 

.Long-term Aspirational Goal • 203 intersections (200 additional intersections) 
• SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, p21, 

System Build-out Scenario, 

Short-term Target (2018) • 13 intersections (10 additional intersections) 
• SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, p21, 

Bicycle Plan Plus Scenario 

·Bicycle Parking Spaces: 
.. 

.. 

Current Citywide Provision • 8,800 spaces • SFMTA Bicycle Strategy 

Long-term Aspirational Goal • 58,000 spaces (50,000 additional spaces) 
• SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, p21, 

System Build-out Scenario, 

Short-term Target (2018) • 12,800 spaces (4,000 additional space) 
• SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, p21, 

Bicycle Plan Plus Scenario 

Bicycle Sharing Program· 
". 

Current Citywide Provision • O bicycles (and sharing stations) • SFMTA Bicycle Strategy 

Long-term Aspirational Goal • 3,000 bicycles and 300 sharing stations (all net new) 
• SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, p21, 

System Build-out Scenario, · 

Short-term Target (2018) • 500 bicycles and 50 sharing stations (all net new) 
• SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, p21, 

Bicycle Plan Plus Scenario 

Infrastructure Shortfall and Gap Analysis 

Assuming the. proposed improvements take place between now (2013) and 2018, the City will achieve stated 
short-term targets. The city has built all ~f the proposed bike-miles in the 2009 Bicycle Master Plan and will now 
work towards the targets set by the Bicycle Plan Plus scenario in the Bicycle Strategy. 
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8. TRANSIT· 
INFRA.STRUCTURE 

AECOM 

Like bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure, transit infrastructure 
complements the other transportation modes within the city. San Francisco 
aims to increase transit's mode share.54 The following section provides a 
background on San Francisco's transit infrastructure and reviews 
prev!ously determined metrics and targets for transit network provision. The 
policy referenced in this section is noted in Table 23 below. 

Table 23. Key Transit Infrastructure Guiding Policy Documents 

Policy Document ~=~:rt~ent Year ~~~~:ent Key Contributions 

San Francisco 

Transportation Sustainability SFMTA 

Fee Nexus Study 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

BACKGRO\,JND 

March 

2012 
Draft report 

• Transit performance metrics and targets 
(both transit crowding and travel time) 

The SFMTA's 2012 San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study is an important guiding· 
document for the evaluation of San Francisco's transit system. The evaluation of transit infrastructure defers to 
this report and its subsequent updates. 

CASE STUDY COMPARISON: PROVISION AND METRICS 

In a review of LOS metrics and goals for other cities, the most common measures of transit provision.are 
percent mode share, ridership counts, transit load (crowding), and travel time (Table 24). 

While these make helpful goals, none of the cities reviewed make their current provisi?n of these metrics 
readily available (Table 24) making it difficult to evaluate how well they are currently providing transit 
infrastructure. In its Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study, SFMTA measures two of these common 
metrics, which are directly applied in this study. 

54 Mode share represents the percentage of all trips made by a particular mode - in this case, the percent of all trips made by 
transit. 
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Table 24. Current LOS Provision Comparison -: Transit 

transit trips shorter than 

30 minutes (compared 

to 8% currently) 

• Transit load factor 

greater than 100% 

• Increased ridership and • Increase transit mode 

• 19% transit commuting 

trips 

Source: Various city agencies 

having an attractive, share 

convenient transit 

system 

1. Only cities with relevant LOS metrics are included (see Table 30 and Table 31 for additional cities). 

TRANSIT LOS METRICS 

The SFMTA's 2012 San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study is an important guiding 

document for the evaluation of San Francisco's transit system. Two key performance metrics are identified to 

measure the City's success in meeting its target LOS. While these two metrics were specifically applied to 

develop an appropriate nexus, SFMTA supports the use of the metrics for LOS evaluation as well. Because of 

the nature of transit travel in San Francisco, both of these metrics are calculated at the citywide level. The two 
metrics are: 

• Transit crowding 

• Transit travel time 

Not only are the two metrics quantitatively evaluated by SF-CHAMP, the City's travel demand model, but 

together these two metrics measure the true impact of new development on the City's transit system. 

Transit Crowding 

Table 25. Transit Crowding - Network Provision and Targets 

LOS Measure Value Source 

Current Citywide Average • NfA 
• San Francisco Transportation 

Long-term Aspirational Goal • NfA Sustainability Fee Nexus study, pp. 
3-3 to 3-8; 5-7 to 5-9 

Short-term Target (2018) • 85% transit crowding 

The transit crowding metric - also known as the transit system load factor - measures "transit capacity 
utilization;" calculated as transit demand (ridership) as a percentage of capacity. The capacity of a transit 

SB 
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vehicle includes the total number of seats as well as additional standing room. The current LOS provision is 
currently being developed and is not included in this report. 

The SFMT A uses a transit crowding of 85 percent to identify overcrowded conditions on a bus route or rail line 
1 at any given time. This LOS target was used in the transit nexus analysis to develop an appropriate fee level. 
As a point of comparison, Portland targets a transit system load factor of too percent.55 

Infrastructure Shortfall and Gap Analysis 

lndivi.dual route and existing citywide information is not available for this metric. Additional infoanation on the 
system-wide shortfall will be available once the transit system evaluation process currently underway is 
completed. 

Transit Travel Time 

SFMTA uses transit travel time as useful metric to evaluate the transit system's performance. The metric helps 
account for impacts of development on the system, and is used in transit policy and planning. The metric is 
calculated by dividing total person transit time by total transit trips. 

Table 26. Transit Travel Time - Network Provision and Targets 

LOS Measure Value Source 

Current Citywide Average • 33.7 minutes per average travel time 
• San Francisco Transportation 

Long-term Aspirational Goal • N/A Sustainability Fee Nexus Study, pp. 
3-3 to 3-B; 5-9 to 5-11 

Short-term Target (201 B) • 33.6 minutes per average travel time 

As of 2010, the average system-wide transit travel tir:ne was approximately 33. 7 minutes. This is a door-to-door 
measurement and includes walking to a transit stop, waiting for the vehicle, and walking from the stop to the 
destination. 56 

By 2030, SFMTA is aiming for an average transit travel time of 33.6 minutes, roughly the same as it now 
provides. 

Infrastructure Shortfall and Gap Analysis 

The transit travel time provided in 2010 was seen as adequate. However, in its 2012 San Francisco 
Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study, SFMTA has identified a number .of projects that must be built in 
order to sustain the LOS target put forth. These projects aim to address expected increased development and 
service population within San Francisco. 

55 United States. City of Portland. Portland Bureau of Transportation. "Transportation System Plan, Chapter 5- Modal Plans and 
Management Plans." City of Portland, 4 May 2007. Web. 22 Jul. 2013. http://www.portlandoregon.gov/transportation/article/370479 
55 Cambridge Systematics, Inc., Urban Economics, et aL "San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study." March 
2012. Print. · 
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·g. SOCIOECONOMIC 
VULNERABILITY 

AECOM 

While the metrics presented in this report intend to evaluate LOS and provisional distribution of the various 
infrastructure categories, the metrics are unable to consider all of the factors that might affect project 
prioritization. Evaluating socioeconomic indicators can be a useful tool to provide additional information about a 
neighborhood's general level of "vulnerability." Vulnerable populations often do not have the resources to 
access private amenities such as private transportation or private recreation facilities, creating a greater need 
for public facilities and services in these communities. For the purposes of this study, five socioeconomic 
indicators have been evaluated at both the tract and neighborhood level: 

1. Unemployment rate 
2. Household income 
3. Age-Youth population (0-14) 
4. Age - Elderly population (65+) 
5. Minority population (>50% non-white) 

The results of the individual socioeconomic indicators are presented by neighborhood in the Appendix (Table 
32-Table 35). 

In order to measure the overall vulnerability of a tract, these five indicators are consolidated, each receiving 
one point for the following measures. This point distribution assigns equal importance to each of the indicators. 
While this may over or under emphasize the importance of one of the indicators, it provides a starting point to 
evaluate neighborhoods. As a result, tracts receive a score from zero to five, zero being.least vulnerable, and 
five being most vulnerable. 

• Unemployment rate - Neighborhoods with civilian unemployment rates above 150 percent of the citywide 
average.07 

• Average household income - Neighborhoods that have a greater share of households under 80 percent 
of the area median income (AMI) than the households in the city on average.58 

• Youth- Neighborhoods whose youth (0-14) population as a percentage of total population is 150 percent 
of the ratio citywide. 59 

571n 201 o, the ~itywide unemployment rate was 7 percent. One hundred and fifty percent of the citywide average is 11 percent {201 O 
ACS). 
58 With an average household size of 3.0 people, the citywide 80 percent AMI for 201 O was $71,550. Source: htto://sf­
moh.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=4614 
59 In 201 o, the citywide youth {0-14) rate was 11 percent. One hundred and fifty percent of the citywide average is 17 percent 
(Source: U.S. Census). 
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• Elderly - Neighborhoods whose elderly (65+) population as a percentage of total population is 150 percent 
of the ratio citywide.60 

• Minority- Neighborhoods with greaterthan 50 percent non-white (minority) population by race.61 

As highlighted in Figure 7, the City's most vulnerable tracts are disproportionately concentrated in Bayview, 
Excelsior, Visitacion Valley, and Chinatown neighborhoods. These areas may receive special consideration to 
ensure that their infrastructure needs are met. 

60 In 2010, the citywide elderly (65+) rate was 14 percent One hundred and fifty percent of the citywide average is 20 percent 
~Source: U.S. Census). 
1 In 2010, 52 percent of the city's residents were non-white (Source: U.S. Census). 
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Five Socio-Economic Indicators of Vulnerability 

a Unemployment rate 

b Household income 

c Age -youth population (0-14) 
d Age - elderly population (65+) 

e Minority population (>50% non-white) 

LEGEND ~~;;~~~~Feet 
0 3,000 6,000 County Boundary 

-- Neighborhoods 
'- ·~ · Highways 

NORTH Scale: 1 inch = 6,000 feet 

Source: US Census Bureau, 2010 

Socio-Economic Vulnerability 
C=:J Census tracts omitted from analysis (ACS data gap) 
c:=J 5 (Most Vulnerable; no tract achieves score of 5) 
c:::g 4 
lir~3'.1 3 
~ 2 

- 1 SAN FRANCISCO 
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Building Our Future 
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Figure 7. Socio-Economic Vulnerability (2013) 
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10. PROJECT 
PRIORITIZAT·ION, 
FINANCING, AND NEXT 
STEPS 

Findings from Case Studies 

AECOM 

Because LOS metrics are not often applied in the cities suNeyed, the cities reviewed as part of this project 
have other methods of project prioritization.62 With a few exceptions, infrastructure improvements are fypically 
prioritized at the department level rather than at the city level and are based on master plans or other guiding 
policy documents identifying "need" areas, funding availability, and construction or location synergies with other 
projects. Given financial constraints, improvements tend to be reactive and opportunistic rather than proactive 
or guided by clear prioritization. Improvements can also be tied to major development projects that cannot 
move forward without infrastructure improvements to support the project.63 These can be performed on a case­
by-case basis or through a development fee program which allows cities to charge development for the 
increase.Cl demand it will put on city infrastructure. 

Of the reviewed cities, Vancouver, Portland, and San Diego provide examples· of how infrastructure 
improvements are prioritized across agencies at a citywide level. 

• In Vancouver, infrastructure improvements are guided by three key documents: (1) a 10-year capital 
strategic outlook plan, (2) a 3-year capital plan, and (3) an annual capi~al budget. Most interesting is the 
level of public involvement in shaping these documents. The 3-yiaar capital plan involves extensive public 
outreach, including suNeys that allow residents to vote on how to spend capital funds and prioritize 

62 Note that cities with a comprehensive· development fee program are required to consider long-range improvements to their capital 
infrastructure in order to develop a nexus between the development fee and future infrastructure neecls. This is especially the case 
for expanding cities (e.g. Fairfield, Vacaville, etc.) which often consider how future subdivisions will impact their overall 
infrastructure. Prioritization is based partially in response to existing need but also in tandem with the construction and occupation of 
homes on the edge of their city. For example, roadway enhancements are often planned with the certification of occupancy permits. 
Cities, at their discretion, can allow the developer to build infrastructure as credit towards their development fee. 
63 A development fee program can incrementally accumulate capital funds to pay for neighborhood or citywide infrastructure 
shortfalls before certain infrastructure thresholds halt a given project. Rather than one project paying for the expansion of specific 
Infrastructure because it was the unfortunate project to be timed with infrastructure at 100 percent of capacity, each project is paying 
its fair share, and then the pool of funds pays to maintain level of service standards. 
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. improvements. This process provides concrete guidance on how funds should be spent and creates a very 
transparent and participatory process. 

• Portland produces an annual Citywide Assets Report, which summarizes the provision and value of key 
infrastructure facilities (transportation, environmental services, water, parks, civil) and shows the funding 
shortfall. The document is intended to help provide a clear overview of Portland's infrastructure and asset 
management. One of the key tasks identified by the Report in 2009 was to develop service level targets for 
each of the participating bureaus - to be adopted, in part, in 2013. Much like San Francisco, it is intended 
that these service levels will be used to help prioritize infrastructure funding. This, however, remains a 
future goal, as bureaus' are still developing and refining their service levels. 

• In San Diego, the Public Facility Financing Fee system is tied to its community plans a11d General Plan 
which require a public process. The public facility financing fee system is reviewed annually by community 
planning groups, the Planning Commission, and City Council. The fees are based on public facilities in the 
community plans, which are based on the General Plan LOS standards. 

For other citie.s that do not employ explicit LOS targets, goals are often woven into development fee programs, 
which set standards for new development. Other cities aim to maintain current LOS, although the cities do not 
always define what they are. 

It should also be noted that the cities that do not currently use explicit LOS ·metrics or targets expressed 
significant interest in San Francisco's work and progress. Developing such targets and applying them to 
project prioritization will continue to support San Francisco's position as an innovative planning thought leader. 

BRIEF FINANCING DISCUSSION 

It is clear from the case studies that in other cities, much as in San Francisco, funding for infrastructure 
improvements is a constant concern. Projects tend to be financed through a number of sources. Capital 
budget, bonds, user fees, development fees, state and federal programs, private donations and grants, and 
development agreements all play an important role in maintaining adequate infrastructure facilities. State and 
local propositions have funded a number of citywid~ infrastructure initiatives in California64

, and local and 
regional sales tax initiatives have provided capital funds for transportation enhancements.65 

Depending on infrastructure type, various funding sources play larger roles. Transportation-related projects 
tend to qualify for more state and national funding sources, while some cities have had success with 
fund raising and private donations for their parks facilities. Portland, for example, is targeting private funds for 
10 percent of its overall parks budget. 

Other cities tend to rely more heavily on development to fund existing and projected infrastructure shortfalls. 
San Jose has negotiated relatively aggressive development agreements in which it receives a significant 
percentage of the increased land value when parcels are rezoned as part of the agreement. San Jose indicates 
that this is one of the few viable options available to them to support their infrastructure demands. This source 
of funding allows San Jose to apply the money towards existing deficiencies or repairs. Additionally, of course, 
a number of cities rely on development impact fees for incremental infrastructure demand. A comparative 

64 Some recent propositions that have funded infrastructure initiatives are Propositions 1 A - the 2008 Safe, Reliable High-Speed 
Passenger Train Bond Act for the 21st Century; and San Francisco's Proposition 1 B - the Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air 
Quality and Port Security Act. 
65 Three transportation sales taxes in San Jose generate $270 million annually Qn 2013) and are distributed through the Santa Clara 
Valley Transit Authority. United States. Santa Clara Valley Transit Authority 0fTA). "Adopted Biennial Budget- Fiscal Years 2013 
and 2013." VTA, 2011-2013. Web. 22 Jul. 2013. http://www.vta.org/inside/budaet/FY12 and FY13 Budget Book.pdf 
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analysis of impact fees for childcare, streetscape, and park infrastructure was developed for twenty-two cities 
throughout California in the 2008 City & County of San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee Study.66 

Citywide impact fees for recreation and open space are most common in the surveyed cities, followed by 
streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure fees. Only one city, Concord, charged impact fees for childcare. As 
impact fees are tied to an implied LOS target, the lack of impact fees for streetscape and childcare provision 
support the findings of this report that LOS targets for provisions other than recreation and open space and, 
occasionally, transit infrastructure are rare. 

It is important to note, that while most impact fees are charged at the citywide level, some cities, like San 
Francisco, have different fees applied at different levels. In San Diego, for example, development impact fees 
are primarily set at the community level and can vary widely across the city. 

NEXT SJ"EPS & IMPLICATIONS FOR NEXUS ANALYSIS 

The LOS targets developed as part of this report will serve as useful starting points for the Nexus study: As 
indicated, while not all of the metrics and targets are appropriate for the Nexus study, setting agreed upon LOS 
helps to manage expectations and increase predictability for the city as well as potential developers. 

The passage of AB 1600 in 1988 resulted in a framework for establishing development impact fees.67 In 
general, there are two important factors to consider in developing any nexus analysis. First, AB 1600 requires 
that development impact fees .only charge new developme,nt with the cost of providing infrastructure services 
required by the additional development. Cities are not allowed to apply development impact fees to pay for 
existing shortfalls. Where this study identifies infrastructure shortfalls that do not reach citywide LOS goals, the 
City remains responsible for managing those shortfalls. ~s a result, the LOS goals provide guidance for future 
development's ·share of the total infrastructure need. 

Second, AB 1600 indicates that the City must have a plan for how it is going to reach its proposed LOS target if 
it has not already been met. In other words, if the city is unable to meet the proposed LOS, the city cannot 
charge new development for this standard. Further, development fees should pay specifically for capital 
improvements and not for the ongoing operations and maintenance of existing facilities, since the fees are 
intended to accommodate the facility demand of the new service population. Fees going to operations and 
maintenance do not permanently resolve ongoing facility needs of the new populations. 

Operation and Maintenance Resources 

Maintaining a realistic LOS becomes an important part of both evaluating provision and applying the target to a 
nexus analysis. 

Although nexus fees focus on capital costs, ongoing revenue to operate and maintain the infrastructure 
investments is equally important. Cities, especially in California under Proposition 13, continually struggle with 
the ongoing maintenance of their community facilities and infrastructure assets. General Fund dollars are 
limited, and, during recession periods, cities make hard choices about maintaining, say, adequate police and 
fire services, or. ongoing maintenance/repairs in sidewalks, parks, and street trees. As a caution, setting level of 
service goals too high can ultimately undermine the capital investments as they slowly depreciate and become 

66 FCS Group. "City & County of San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee Study, Chapter Ill." March 2008. Print. 
67 Before AB 1600, the 1975 Quimby Act established the right of cities to require developers to mitigate the impacts of development, 
specifically on neighborhood and community park demand .. 
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deteriorating public assets that don't serve their initial purpose. Modest capital planning in concert with secured 
operation and maintenance revenue provides a more prudent and fiscally-sustainable course. 

Special truces (such as parcel truces, lighting and landscape districts, business improvement districts, and 
community benefits districts) can support the ongoing maintenance of capital facilities, although they can be 
difficult to pass considering the two-thirds voter requirements in California. 
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·11. APPENDICES 

SERVICE POPULATION DEFINITION 

The term Service Population Units refers to the number of people, or units, that are served by a given 
infrastructure type. The service population for each infrastructure category is shown below in Table 27. 

AECOM 

Service population units are calculated in this study as one times the resident population plus one-half times 
the employee population, setting up a 1 :0.5 ratio of intensity of use between residents and employees. This 
ratio reflects the fact that both residents and employees require infrastructure, while discounting employees 
who typit;:ally use infrastructure less intensively than residents. 

For recreation and open space, the service population unit calculation is slightly modified to a 1 :0.19 ratio. 
between residents and employees (i.e. service population units are equal to one times the resident population 
plus 0.19 times the employee population) . .This ratio applies a greater discount to employees, because 
recreation and open space is used much more at home than near work, as analyzed by the Hausrath 
Economics Group in a study entitled "Phoenix Park and Library EDU Factors Study" (September 2008). 

A more detailed discussion of service population can be found in the companion report, the San Francisco 

Citywide Nexus Analysis (March 2014), and its appendix report, San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis­

Service Population Concept Memorandum (Septen:iber 24, 2013). 

Table 27. Service Population Per Infrastructure Category 

Source: AECOM, 2013 
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CITYWIDE AND NEIGHBORHOOD POLICY DOCUMENTS 

. The following lists summarize the citywide and neighborhood-specific policy documents that were reviewed as 

part of the project effort. The policy documents served as a guide for the LOS metric and standard 

development. Full texts for the policy documents are included in a separate appendix file. 

Citywide Policv and Planning Documents: 

• FY 2009-10 Development Impact Fee Report (2009) 

• San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Feed Register (January 2013) 

• City & County of San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee Study (2008) 

• Draft Capital Plan Fiscal Years 2014-2023 (2013) 

• San Francisco Recreation & Open Space Element (2011) 

• San Francisco Recreation and Park Department Acquisition Policy (2011) 

• Child Care Nexus Study for City of San Francisco (2007) 

• San Francisco Child Care Needs Assessment (2007) 

• San Francisco Cityw,ide Plan for Early Care and Education and Out of School Time (2012) 

• 'San Francisco Better Streets Plan (2010) 

• Walk First (2011) 

• Financing San Francisco's Urban Forest (2012) 

• San Francisco Bicycle Plan (2009) 

• San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (2012) 

• San Francisco Transit Impact Development Fee (2011) 

Neighborhood Specific Policy and Planning Documents: 

• Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee and Affordable Housing Analysis (2008) 

• Downtown San Francisco Park, Recreation, and Open Space Development Impact Fee Nexus Study 

(2012) 

• The Market and Octavia Draft Community !mprovements Program Document (2007) 

• Ri!!con Hill Area Plan (of the General Plan) (2005) 

• San Francisco Eastern Neighborhoods Nexus Study (2008) 

• San Francisco General Plan Area Plans: 

o Balboa Park 

o Eastern Neighborhoods 

o Market and Octavia 

o Rincon Hill 

o Visitacion Valley 

• Transit Center District Plan Transportation System Improvements Development Impact Fee Nexus Study 

(2012) 

• Visitacion Valley Nexus Study (2010) 

• Western SOMA Nexus Draft (2012) 
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CITYWIDE AGENCY STAKEHOLDERS 

The findings in this report were developed in coordination with the following San Francisco agencies and 
stakeholders. AECOM relied on the agency stakeholders to provide feedback and guidance on the metrics and 
standards that were proposed either in existing policy documents, or based on additional research. All metrics 
and standards were ultimately approved by the agency stakeholders. All of the agencies and their respective 
stakeholders were identified by the client. Additional stakeholders were included as necessary. 

Table 28. San Francisco Agency and Stakeholder Contributors 

: Infrastructure Type _ 
1 San Francisco Agency 

Recreation and Open Space Facilities Recreation and Park Department (RPO) 

Childcare Facilities Office of Early Care and Education 
(OECE) 

Streetscape and Pedestrian Planning Department 
Infrastructure 

Department of Public Works (DPW) 

·. 

Bicycle and Transit Infrastructure Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 
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. !{ey Stakeholders & Contacts 

. Karen Mauney-Brodek . Sue Exline (Planning Department) 

• Taylor Emerson . Stacy Bradley . Dawn Kamalanathan 

Graham Dobson ' . . Michelle Rutherford . Child Care Needs Assessment 
Committee 

. Adam Varat . Lily Langlois . Kearstin Dischinger 

. Cristina Olea . Ananda Hirsch . John Dennis 

. Ariel McGinnis . Darton Ito . Grahm Satterwhite . Heath Maddox . Seleta Reynolds 
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METRIC AND MAP DATA ~OURCES 

Data sources used in the metrics and maps presented in this report include: 

Table 29. M,etric and Map Data Sources 

Data Data File Name Source Data Year 

!iG'"'"W""'i~fi'"f7"~!f~~lt'-~~~~:ifilS~~SJ!>~~~~~~-r:~?!'~~~ ·; __ -~a:i~r~_:_ -~-~~41t· _fil"1'5:'"""~~.tt·n~~"m.'-«' · ._ ~~-\'"¥•t~~~r.." •. -,.,.,~f ~ ........ .. ~ ___ .... _;:_.1 _ ~?..: __ _ ~--- -t""~;.,:.~~1:._~4~~~- _ •.. ;:= ... -..2 

Housing, population, and 

employment projections 

Average household size 
. 

Census socioeconomic data 

Income levels by household size 

in San Francisco 

Parks and Open Space 

Park acreage, location, 

ownership, and characteristics 

Acreage and active/passive 

classification for RPD-owned 

parks 

LUA2012_JHC.lpk 

20130508_ HHSizeByBuilding 

Size.xlsx 

201 O_ Census_SanFrancisco. 

shp 

201 O Maximum Income by 

Household Size 

OpenSpace.mdb 

RPD _Parks.shp 

Planning Department (Aksel Olsen, 
Planner/Geographer) 

Planning Department (Aksel Olsen, 
Planner/Geographer) 

Factfinder2.census.gov (Americaf.I Fact 
Finder) 

http://sf-
moh.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?docu 

mentid=4614 

Planning Department (Mike Webster, 

Geographic Information Systems) 

Planning Department (Mike Webster, 

Geographic Information Systems) 

2012 

Current 

2010 

2010 

Current 

Current 

Childc~;~ . . . · . · - - - - - - - -

Licensed center-based childcare 

information 

Family care center (FCC) 

childcare information 

2.1 Licensed Childcare 

Capacity .xlsx 

2.2FCCH Capacity.xlsx 

Streetscape and Pedestrian Infrastructure 

Locations and characteristics of Allsignals.shp 

all traffic signals and flashing 

beacons maintained by SFMTA 

Sidewalk provision and widths Stwidths.xls 

Location of non-park trees SFDPW_Trees.shp 

Street classifications Streets_bsp.shp 

Intersection and injury PedVol.shp 

information 

Bicycle 

San Francisco bicycle network, Comfortlndex.shp 

with Comfort Index 
classifications (L TS 1 to 4) 

OECE (Graham Dobscin, Administrative 

Analyst for ECE Policy) 

OECE (Graham Dobson, Administrative 

Analyst for ECE Policy) 

SFMTA (Gabriel Ho, Engineer) 

DPW (Ananda Hirsch, Transportation Finance 
Analyst) 

Planning Department (Mike Webster, 
Geographic Information Systems) 

Planning Department (Kearstin Dischinger, 

Senior Community Development Specialist) 

SFMTA (Mari Hunter, Transit Planner) 

SFMTA (Andrew LEE, Senior Transportation 
Planner) 

2011 

2011 

·current 

Current 

Current 

Current 

2009-2010 

Current 

Bicycle network in San SFMTA Bikeway Network.shp SFMTA (Charlie Ream, Urban Planner) Current 
Francisco, including Class 1-111 
classification~ 

Source: AECOM, 2013 
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CASE STUDY TABLES 

Table 30. Summary of Key Existing Quantitative LOS Provision by Case Study City 

Space 

an Francisco Boston Miami 

··:: open space .. 

.within ~itY · 
.limits ·· .. · 

•. 3;600 acres:a(< 

·~~.tiite 5?aC:e::;,:, 
·. ; 

acres of 

open 

space 

area 

devoted to 

open space 

(BOO acres) 

live within 

10 

minutes/0.5 
mi of open 

space 

residents 

within 3 

miles offull­

service 

community 

center 

• 75% of 

residents 

within Y. 
mile of park 

for neighborhood 

and community 

parks, subject to 

"equivalencies" as 
determined at the 

community plan 

level 

Acres/ 1000 

Residents 

(FY 2011)68 

[Includes ci 

ty, county, 

metro, state, 

or federal 

public 

parkland 

within the 

city limits] 

• '.: s'..6 acr~s / .... : 
,:1,(loo:.residents .. 

·:.::'cp~r,trii~tfor . 

• 7.6 acres I 
1,000 

residents 

• 2.8 acres/ 

1,000 

residents 

• 13.3 acres I 
1,000 

residents 

• 7.2 acres I 
1,000 

residents 

• 24.6 acres I 
1,000 

residents 

(lntermediat 

e-Low 

density city) 

35.9 acres/ 1,000 I• 16.5 acres I 

· Public Land .: ' 

: i:i'ata) ·. 

"'..B:~.acres per .. · 
·1,000 residents 

P.~~RP9 data:::. 
;··.·-· 

residents 

(Intermediate -Low 

density city) 

68 "Acres of Parkland per 1,000 Residents, by City." The Trust for Public Land. The Trust for Public Land, 2011. Web. 22 Jul. 2013. 
http:l/cityparksurvey.tpl.orq/reports/report display.asp?rid=4 
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w 
co 
C) 

..i::-

per 

Resident 

(FY 2011)69 

[Capital and 

operational 

expenses] 

resident 

Childcare • 2 951.'1iceriseCi:,;,i. NIA 

i)~~t~: 
:. · i68di~t5 ,, .· · 
~::!,1.4;661 ••· ; .. 

• ': li~ens~d .·· 

' _;childcare 

O:spa,c~s·for>·· -· 

Streetscap.e I• '..105,000°. · ....... , .. ,. NIA 

and Pedestrian 

Infrastructure I .,.trees . 

resident resident 

• 3 daycares I• NIA 

run by P&R 

(grant-

funded) 

• NIA • 92% of 

streets have 

sidewalks 

resident 

• NIA 

• 131,000 

existing 

street trees 

• 55 trees I 
mile of city 

street 

resident 

• NIA 

• 17% of 

canopy 

coverage 

• NIA 

• 3.5% average 

pedestrian 

commute mode 

over streets I share 

• 1,900 miles • 5,000 miles of 

of sidewalk sidewalk 

resident 

• NIA 

• NIA 

• 53 Childcare 

facilities 

• 19% of all children 

have access to 

publfc care 

• 138,000 street 

trees 

• 2,400 km of 

sidewalks 

69 ''Total Spending on Parks and Recreation per Reside~! by City." The Trust for Public Land. The Trust for Public Land, 2011. Web. 22 Jul. 2013. 
http://cityparksurvev.tpl.org/reports/report display.asp?rid=4http://citvparksurvey.tp1.oralreports/report display.asp?rid=7 
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Bicycle 

Friendly 

Communit 

y program 

>100 miles 

of bike 

network 

Miles of 1 · 027 ,. '•, . •·,; . :: ;, .. '.c'.1. 0.16 

Bike Lane/ 

1,000 

Residents 

(2010 

census) 

Miles of 1 •. :.0.ooa .. I• 0.003 

Bike Lane I 

1,000 

Residents I 

City Area 1· (2010 

census) 

i:ransit • 
0:Averag~ 33;7 

1· 
N/A 

Infrastructure 'iTilnute~ per: 

. transittravel 

time 
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• 17.12 miles 

of bike 

network 

• 1.6% Of 

street 

network 

1. 0.04 

I• 0.001 

,. NIA 

AECOM 

• -20% of • 230 street • >300 miles • 511 miles of bike . 200 miles of • 280 miles of bike 

streets have miles of bike of bike network bike network network 

bike network network network • 100% of buses are 

.(2012) bike-accessible 

• 128 miles of 

bike network 

(2009) 

1. 0.33 1. 0.15 1. 0.51 1. 0.39 1. 0.21 
'· '0.47 

I• o.ooa I• 0.001 I• 0.004 I• 0.001 I• 0.001 I• 0.010 

1 · 
N/A 1 · No citywide 

1· 
1 · No citywide I• N/A I• N/A 

standard standard 
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(.,) 

co 
0 
en 

Table 31. Summary of Key Quantitative LOS Goals by Case Study City (including San Francisco) 

frastructure San Francisco Boston Miami Minneapolis Philadelphi 

Recreation 

and Open 

Space 

Childcare 

•. 10.fninutef~"' '·I• N/A 

':riiiie.acbes~ io 
~peri :~pac~ fO~ : 

. all reslde~t~ : . i 

~ , o.;•5 a~r~~J · .. ·•·· 
· ,1,000 .resid~nts. 

.within ~ Y.rriile 

. radius:. 
· ... 

.. 

•.'•Few·'.,,;:.-· ·1. NIA 

qua~tltaiive:.'. . 
'.:9~~is: , .. 

Streetscape 1 · Few . 
and Pedestrian < quantitative\.• 

Infrastructure ·:goals· 

• Few 

quantitative 

goals 

Complete 

the 

76 

•· ·: Sj~f;lfi~~rit :· 
de.sign 

::.:~~~~~~ii~!~,?ct,,:::1 ~:~:;:an 
,:,. pbjectiv.e,s.:; ·::. 

~· ·.1.60,000 ~treat 
trees by 2030. 

.·;·,: 
. ~· .: 

• Y. mile 

access to 

open space 

• N/A 

• No 

quantitative 

goals 

• No quantitative 

goals 

• N/A 

• No quantitative 

standards 

• Qualitative 

objectives, and 

design 

guidelines 

• 1 o minute walk 

for 75% of 

residents by 

2025 (0.5ml) 

• Add 500 acres 

by 2015. 

• 10acres/1,000 

residents 

• N/A 

• Reduce 

pedestrian 

accidents 50% 

by 2020 

• Increase walk 

mode share 

from 8.6% to 

12% by 2020 

• Keep 70% of 

assets In good 

• By 2020, 

1,870 more 

acres of 

park 

• 100% Of 

residents 

within3 

miles ofa 

community 

center 

• 100% of 

residents 

w/in Yzmile 

of park 

• 2.8 acres I 

1,000 

residents of 

neighborhood 

and 

community 

parks 

• NIA I• N/A 

• Nelghborho • No 

ods must quantitative 

maintain goals 

citywide 

average for 

% of 

arterials with 

sidewalks 

• 35% Of 

canopy 

repair coverage 

• Increase tree over streets 

coverage to • 150 

30% (by adding additional 

300,000 trees by 

2025) 

miles of 

trails. 

• 31 acres I 

1,000 residents 

• 3.5 acres of 

community 

serving parks I 

1,000 residents 

• N/A 

• 100% of non­

rural portions 

of San Jose 

should have a 

continuous 

sidewalk 

network 

• Every street 

should be 

complete, 

accommodate 

pedestrian and 

bike 

• 100% of 

residents 

within 5 min 

walk to green 

space, by 

2020 

• Plant 150,000 

new trees by 

2020 

• 500 new 

spaces by 

2014 

• Increase 

pedestrian 

mode share 

(66% of all 

trips to be by 

bike, walk, or 

transit by 

2040) 

• By 2014, 2km 

of additional 

sidewalk 

Plant 1 so,000 

new trees by 

2020 
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(A) 

c.o 
0 
........ 

Bicycle I~· 250 miies at · • 417milesat • 260 miles by • No current 

Infrastructure : 'tiuild-~~t. 200 build-out 2030 (33% LOS goals 

. : .being prem,iull) • 10% of all of street • Aim to pass 

· · .tacmt1e~ '.. ·.. ·: , .· trips by bike network with Complete 

~' 50,000 bike . . ·: by 2025 bikeways) Streets Policy 

parking spaces .. • Plan to • Obtain Bike • Add 163 miles 

• . 200 upg~ad~d: · cover the Friendly City within )n 30 

... intersections entire city status years(= 311 

~ 3ooci+:i:iicyc.1~/ · and connect miles) 

;300":: s.~atio~ ::. : : to regional 

: bi.~e.sh.<1re·:'.:".::.<· network 

; prci9~~ih, : \ ; .:: 

•· Bo/o-10%.rnode :· 

·\.,share ~};:2.oj.6-•.. 
.:; .. " ,..., .. 

.:2020, 

Bicycle I• '0.27. · I• 0.66 I• o.70 I• o.61 

mlles / 1,000 

Current Res. 

Goa!70 

Transit • · 85% transit . . • No • No • No quantitative 

Infrastructure crowding target . quantitative quantitative goals 

• ·Average 33.6 : goals goals 

rriinutes per 

· · . transit travel 

time 

~.'. 

·· .. ·-
,. , 

··: ... I I 

7° Calculated from proposed bicycle network length and current population. 
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AECOM 

• Reduce bike • 3% bike • 1,069.9 miles • 450 miles of • Increase bike 

ac~ldents 50% commuting of proposed bike facilities mode share 

by 2020 trips total bicycle proposed • Expand 'all 

• Increase bike • 630 miles of network ages and 

mode share total bike • Increased abilities' bike 

from 1.6% to netwo'rk by bicycle mode network 

6.5% 2030 share • Provide 

• League of • All areas additional 

American must bike parking 

Bicyclists maintain • 326 total 

"Platinum• citywide miles in bike 

(2013) ayerage for network as 

• 70% of assets In bike lane near-term 

good repair. miles per goal 

• Reduce VMT by 1,000 

10% households 

I• o.36 • 1.06 • 0.83 • o.40 I• o.54 

• No quantitative • Transit load • Increased , • No quantitative 1 · Increase 
goals factor< ridership, goals transit mode 

100% and having share 

• 19% transit an attractive, 

commuting convenient 

trips transit system 

• -15% of 

transit trips 

shorter than 

I I I 30 minutes 

(compared to 

8% BAU) 
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SOCIOECONOMIC INDICATORS BY NEIGHBORHOOD 

Table 32. Unemployment Rate Among Civilian Workforce by Neighborhood (2010) 

Neighborhood Total% Unemployment /1 

Bernal Heights 7% 

E@·m{f ~Jii[I~1~l~I~·;~;·l,.:t1~~~il'.f 1i{iirI?1:J,~~~~~:.{}~:1:r31-~]. 
Diamond Heights 6% 
Downtown/Civic Center 10% 
Excelsior 9% 
Financial District 7% 
Glen Park 7% 
Golden Gate Park 6% 
Haight Ashbury 5% 
Inner Richmond 7% 
Inner Sunset 4% 
Lakeshore 7% 
Marina 5% 
Mission 6% 
Nob Hill 7% 
Noe Valley 5% 
North Beach 7% 
Ocean View 10% 
Outer Mission 6% 
Outer Richmond 7% 
Outer Sunset 7% 
Pacific Heights 4% 
Parkside 8% 
Potrero Hill 7% 
Presidio 3% 
Presidio Heights 5% 
Russian Hill 9% 
Sea cliff 7% 
South of Market 

f2fl~:~§Gf~j;J~ti~Ne) --
Twin Peaks 6% 

f 'h~:1i~6f~~Y.~i[~y}'.'F~- ·---t:~.;.~~~f{\:'.i~Hi:-~;;~;;:_-~~-:~~_;:zE\ ;g::a~%::~ 
West ofTwin Peaks · 5% 
Western Addition 6% 

Citywide Average 7% 
150% of Citywide Average 11% 

Source: 201 O American Community Survey 

1. IBX Indicates value above 150 percent of citywide average 
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Table 33. Percentage of Households below 80 Percent of the Citywide Area Median Income (AMI) (2010) 

· N . hb h d Total % HH BELOW 80% 
eig or 0° Citywide AMI /1 

Bernal Heights 41 % 
Castro/Upper Market 38% 

~-:~Qh~~t9-WD.'.f~l'I;·£5:E·C >'
0'.,'·· • : • 'h '. :3'.~~::zx: ·::~x:::Z'.~'.8~%~; 

Crocker Amazon 50% 

Diamond Heights 42% 

!~~~~f ~~~f'; .. ':'";~~~~~,·~~~~~%1~ 
Glen Park 40% 

Golden Gate Park 47% 
Haight Ashbury 41 % 
Inner Richmond 50% · 

Inner Sunset 
; ~~K~~~'ii'l.~:.z~:;;;(·:; 

Marina 
~ ~1~:~i-?n:;/t.:\ :.> • 
: t-:J()!)_J::lil)_~'.·}:: 

:.·~-~~t~~r··· 
Ocean View 
Outer Mission 
Outer Richmond 
Outer Sunset 
Pacific Heights 
Parkside 
Potrero Hill 
Presidio 
Presidio Heights 
Russian Hill 
Sea cliff 
sciuth'dfNi~;:k~i'i) ':,~/ 
.Tre.a.sii~eJ~l?J:!~D.':1?.L: ~L'. 

·- ;.:·- ... 

40% 
.;;;::-~ ... ··~.:···:\E~i.%,~ 

: ·"···· .. 
,_! .. : .• · .... ··,_··.·-. 

3:4~ 
.}/} . ;~ ·::!i~ii~{·:; 

49% 

43% 
47% 

49% 

31% 
40% 

33% 
35% 
41% 
50% 

Twin Peaks 37% 
'.yi~J~~i~l!:,Q~h~~i::i\~···.. · .. ' ·' :~"~: ... L:_:::.:T!i:4.'D§~! 

West of Twin Peaks 31 % 
. w~~t~~'Aciciiti~~-:c:'· ;:::·~ :~ -~.- ··:•y ·-· :-:- · ~::•:::::~~F;:'.j:·57%''l 

Citywide Average 

Source: 201 O American Community Survey 

1. ~X)( Indicates value above citywide average 
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Table 34. Percentage of Children and Elderly PY Neighborhood (2010) 
-

Neighborhood Population 0-14 /1 Population 65+ /1 

Bernal Heights 
Castro/Upper Market 

H~6!W![~]]f~~l~:a\~Ef0-::r~J:iIT:;:;} 
Crocker Amazon 
Diamond Heights 
Downtown/Civic Center 
Excelsior 
Financial District 
Glen Park 
Golden Gate Park 
Haight Ashbury 
Inner Richmond 
Inner Sunset 
Lakeshore 
Marina 
Mission 
Nob Hill 
Noe Valley 
North Beach 
Ocean View 
Outer Mission 
Outer Richmond 
Outer Sunset 
Pacific Heights 
Parkside 
Potrero Hill 

:c'ei~~irjJbZ;'~~:~t.~::;'.§ ·:- :;' ~. , 
Presidio Heights 
Russian Hill 
Sea cliff 
South of Market 
Treasure Island/YB! 
Twin Peaks 

i:)(;;r.1?.~];;'Q-y~J!~Y:'L:, .. ;:. 
West ofTwi.n Peaks 
Western Addition 
Citywide Average 
150% Citywide Average 

Source: 2010 U_S. Census 

11% 
14% 11% 
6% 10% 

8% Hif:'S,::!;6~:i:~~~J.::;~\~J;:::'i'iii:ill 
15% 15% 
13% 18% 
6% 13% 

15% 15% 
6% 19% 

14% 14% 
7% 9% 
9% 8% 

11% 14% 
11% 12% 
10% 14% 

8% 13% 
11% 9% 

5% 17% 
12% 10% 

8% 18% 
14% 13% 
15% 14% 
12% 17% 
12% 16% 

9% 14% 
13% 17% 

.1_3.% 
,:~:~_;·,J£ir~ 

13% 
6% 

14% 
6% 

14% 
8% 

. ~.- -:\:.~~~ ~~-~~::,~.-~·::~ ~;··~.<-:·, ;; ·:·~\·.~:j~'%:~:; 
15% 

7% 
11% 
17% 

8% 
4% 

18% 
20% 
20% 
10% 
1% 

19% 
13% 
18% 
16% 
14% 
20% 

1. f~ Indicates value above 150 percent of citywide average 

80 
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Tiible 35. Percentage of Non-White (Minority) Population by Neighborhood (2010) 

% of Non-White (Minority) 
- Population 11 

- . 

Golden Gate Park 
Haight Ashbury 
Inner Richmond 
Inner Sunset r. Ca_k~~ti2't~:;~,,- ;:_ c 

Marina 

39% 
23% 
49% 
42% 

-·-·.5_?% 
16% 

Mission 43% 
N~~ ~% 

Noe Valley 23% 
North Beach 46% 

1:f ~~iii~;~Nt·:,J~;'1;g,',~~r,r~~~'ilml 
Pacific Heights 19% 

L?~C.fZsi~1}tI:-:~~-~:{-:: J ·;_:.;·;~E~ ·s~:~·,::~·_:1 ::"~ , : ·:'i::::t~:':'.'~3°/0} 
. Potrero Hill 35% 

Presidio 
Presidio Heights 
Russian Hill 
Sea cliff 

r·s;~h"~f.M~~kef.-'.> 
::i:-re?~~/~Js~_riCJ/Y~.1;. ~-

Twin Peaks 
i __ ~i§ii~_;[~iJ:Yi!tiiY:j-~::·-· 

West of Twin Peaks 
Western Addition 
Citywide Average 

Source: 2010 U.S. Census 

1. !'9S Indicates value above citywide average 
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23% 
26% 
42% 

.. "1s_ro 
: ::>."53°/o\ 

~_;:']5-"fo3 
- -· .... ?~J.o . 

;;: _~6ro:5 
41% 
43% 

52% 
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CHILDCARE DEMAND CALCULATIONS 

Table 36~ Existing (2013) Childcare Demand for Infant/Toddler Care (0-2) 

A Total resident-children (0-2) 
Michele Rutherford, Program Manager for San Francisco Human 
Services Agency via email to Harriet Ragozin (KMA) on 11/15/13 

: · Resii:leht-Ctiildrefr (Q-2f Needirig Care Outside of Sari Francisco· ... · · ·, '· · . . . . . . . --:::::, · · , ·· · 

B Total Employed San Francisco Residents 446,800 U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011 American Community Survey; DP03 

c % Employed Residents working outside 
of San Francisco 

D 
Total employed San Francisco Residents 
workin outside San Francisco 

% of total employed San Francisco 

E 
Residents working outside San 
Francisco, who need childcare outside 
San Francisco 

F 
Resident-children needing childcare 
outside of San Francisco 

G % of children ages 0-2 

H Resident-children (0-2) needing childcare 
outside of San Francisco 

23% 

100,530 

5% 

5,027 

51% 

2,544 

· R:e!iident~ctiili:lren (0-2) Needing care in sari Francisco 
Total resident-children (0-2) potentially 
needin childcare 

J Average labor force participation rate of 
a rents 

K Children with working parents 

L 
% children (0-2) with working parents 
needing licensed care 

19,356 

58% 

11,200 

37%. 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011 American Cpmmunity Survey; S0801 

B*C 

Based on South San Francisco Child Care Facilities Impact Fee Nexus 
Study and surveys of corporate employees and other child care 
studies, reviewed by Brion &Associates, including Santa Monica's 
New Child Care Fee Nexus Study (as cited in Table 6 of Child Care 
Nexus Study for San Francisco by Brion- & Associates); assumes one 
child needing care per employee 

D*E 

Michele Rutherford, Program Manager for San Francisco Human 
Services Agency Via email to Harriet Ragozin (KMA) on 11/15/13; 
assumes that school age children have care near home or school and 
all resident-children needing care outside of San Francisco are either 
infants/toddlers or preschoolers 

F*G 

A-H 

Bureau of Labor Statistics (Table 4) 

f*J 
Table 7 of Child Care Nexus Study for San Francisco by Brion & 
Associates (based on a detailed review of 12 child care studies, 
i11cluding impact fee studies; demand faciors developed in concert with 
De t. of Human Services and DCYP 

M Total resident-children (0-2) needing 4 144 K * L 
licensed care in San Francisco · ' 

. Nori-Resident Children {0-2) Needing care in San F~ricisco • · .... ·-·· ·.:.- ... _:·_<·· .. < :·· 

N 

0 

p 

Q 

Employees that live elsewhere but work 
in San Francisco 

Estimated % of non-resident employees 
needing licensed childcare · 

Children needing licensed childcare 

% of children ages O - 2 

154,000 

5% 

7,700 

50% 

R Non-resident employee's children (0-2) 3 861 
needin care in San Francisco ' 

San Francisco Planning Department employment projections (as per 
Aksel Olsen, Geographer/Planner); U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011 
American Community Survey; DP03 

As above (E) 

N*O 

Department of Finance (Report P-3); assumes that school age children 
have care near home or school and all resident-children needing care 
outside of San Francisco are either infants/toddlers or preschoolers 

P*Q. 

' Tofi\l.Childr~ri (0-2) Needing .care in San Franci~co ,; · · .. ,. . . · · · · '· · 

s Total children (0-2) needing licensed care 
in San Francisco 

. E>c15iiii9sJiJil1f':'.;--. ::_-,., · 

T Current available spaces for children 
aged 0-2 

_:Existing i.:os :_. : ·.-. · · :- ...... ;'.: 

% of demand met by existing slots 

82 

37% 
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Table 37: Existing {2013) Childcare Demand for Preschooler Care (3-5) 

A Total resident-children (3-5) 21,300 
Michele Rutherford, Program Manager for San Francisco 
Human Services Agency via email to Harriet Ragozin (KMA) on 
11/15/13 

· Resideiit~Childreri (3-5rNeeding care outside of San Fraiii:isco :::·· .. . . ·: ·.•· · . .- . .. . .. , .. ·· 

B Total Employed San Francisco Residents 

C % Employed Residents working outside of 
San Francisco 

D Total employed San Francisco Residents 
workin outside San Francisco 

% of total employed San Francisco 
E Residents working outside San Francisco, 

who need childcare outside San Francisco 

F Resident-children needing childcare outside 
of San Francisco 

G % of children ages 3-5 

H Resident-children (3-5) needing childcare 
outside of San Francisco . 

446,800 

23% 

100,530 

5% 

5,027 

49% 

2,483 

·Resident~Childreii (3-5) Needing Care in San Francisco .. : 
Total resident-children (3-5) poter:itially 
needin childcare 

J Average labor force participation rate of 
a rents 

K Children with working parents 

L % children (3-5) needing licensed care 

M Total resident-children (3-5) needing 
licensed care in San Francisco 

18,800 

58% 

10,878 

100% 

10,878 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011 American Community Survey; 
DP03 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011 American Community Survey; 
S0801 

B*C 

Based on South San.Francisco Child Care Facilities Impact Fee 
Nexus Study and surveys of corporate employees and other 
. child care studies, relliewed by Brion & Associates, including 
Santa Monica's New Child Care Fee Nexus Study (as cited in 
Table 6 of Child Care Nexus Study for San Francisco by Brion & · 
Associates ; assumes one child needing care er em loyee 

D*E 

Michele Rutherford, Program Manager for San Francisco 
Human Services Agency via email to Harriet Ragozin (KMA) on 
11/15/13; assumes tt:iat school age children have care near 
home or school and all resident-children needing care outside of 
San Francisco are either infants/toddlers or preschoolers 

F*G 

A-H 

Bureau of Labor Statistics (Table 4) 

I* J 

Table 7 of Child Care Nexus Study for San Francisco by Brion & 
Associates {based on a detailed review of 12 child care studies, 
including impact fee studies; demand factors developed in 
concert with Dept. of Human Services and DCYP) 

K*L 

. Non-Resident Children (3-5) Needing· care in S;;i!\ Fr(!ncisto ... ..· . . ·.:· 

N 
Employees that live elsewhere but work in 154,0QO San Francisco 

0 
Estimated % of non-resident employees 

5% needin licensed childcare 
p Children needing licensed childcare 7,700 

Q % of children ages 3-5 50% 

R Non-resident employee's children (3-5) 3,839 needin care in San Francisco 
:T.otal Children (3-5) Needirig·care in San:Francis·e;o '>/.': 

S Total children (3-5) needing licensed care in 
San Francisco 

. Existing si.lpp!y. : ,. · · - · · ·. , · · -

T Current available spaces for children (3-5) 

San Francisco Planning Department employment projections (as 
per Aksel Olsen, Geographer/Planner); U.S. Census Bureau, 
2009-2011 American Communi Surve ; DP03 

As above (see E) 

N*O 
Department of Finance (Report P-3); assumes that school age 
children have care near home or school and all resident-children 
needing care outside of San Francisco are either 
infants/toddlers or reschoolers 

P*Q 

. ~·: . .. ' ··: .. · 

Michele Rutherford, Program Manager for San Francisco 
Human Services Agency via email to Harriet Ragozin (KMA) on 
11/15/13 

.. Eidsting.LOS"' .. .. : ··.·. . . ··.: .. · ... : ~ . 

% of demand met by existing slots 
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Table 38: Future (2020) Childcare Demand for Infant/Toddler Care (0-2) 

Planning Department population projections (as per Aksel 
A Total resident-children (0-2) Olsen, Geographer/Planner) times proportion of infants/toddlers 

based on Department of Finance projections (Report P-3) 
Residerit"Children (0-2) Needing Care OutSide:of Sari Fi"anciscc>::=:::: :· ' :·:. ··, '. : .. . . .. · ::,:· 

Employment projections from the San Francisco Planning 
Department (as per Aksel Olsen, Geographer/Planner), 

B Total Employed San Francisco Residents 483,200 assuming the resident/non-residentemployment split from the 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011 American Col)'.lmunity Survey; 
DP03· 

c % Employed Residents working outside of 
San Francisco 

D 
Total employed San Francisco Residents 
workin outside San Francisco 

% of total employed San Francisco 
E Residents working outside San Francisco, 

who need childcare outside San Francisco 

F 
Resident-children needing childcare 
outside of San Francisco 

G % of children ages 0-2 

H Resident-children (0-2} needing childcare 
owtside of San Francisco 

23% 

108,720 

5% 

5,436 

56% 

3,043 

Resid~nt-childreri (0-2) Needing Care. in San Francisco.· 

J 

K 

L 

Total resident-children (0-2} potentially 
needin childcare 
Average labor force participation rate of 

a rents 
Ch.ildren with working parents 

% children (0-2) with working parents 
needing licensed care 

M Total resident-children (0-2) needing 
licensed care in San Francisco 

26,600 

58% 

15,391 

37% 

5,695 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011 American Community Survey; 
S0801 

B*C 

Based on South San Francisco Child Care Facilities Impact Fee 
Nexus Study and surveys of corporate employees and other 
child care studies, reviewed by Brion & Associates, including 
Santa Monica's New Child Care Fee Nexus Study (as cited in 
Table 6 of Child Care Nexus Study for San Francisco by Brion & 
Associates ; assumes one child needing care er em loyee 

D*E 

Planning Department population projections (as per Aksel 
Olsen, Geographer/Planner) ;Department of Finance projections 
(Report P-3); assumes that school age children have care near 
home or school and all resident-children needing care outside of 
San Francisco are either infants/toddlers or preschoolers 

F*G 

. . . : '·:~ . 

A-H 

Bureau of Labor Statistics (Table 4} 

I* J 
Table 7 of Child Care Nexus Study for San Francisco by Brion & 
Associates (based on a detailed review of 12 child care studies, 
including impact fee studies; demand factors developed in 
concert with De t. of Human Services and DCYP 

K*L 

· Noii.~_Resider:it Chil<!ren (Oc2) Needing care: in san·i=randsc9:· .,:-·.) ~ · . . . . ,. , · .·· ·· .. . . · ·, 

San Francisco Planning Department employment projections (as 
N 

Employees that live elsewhere but work in 
San Francisco 194,300 · per Aksel Olsen, Geographer/Planner); U.S. Census Bureau, 

0 

p 

Q 

Estimated % of non-resident employees 
needing licensed childcare 

Children needing licensed childcare 

% of children ages O - 2 

5% 

9,715 

50% 

R Nori-resident employee's children (0-2) 
4 839 

needin care in San Francisco ' 

2009-2011 American Communi Surve ; DP03 

As above (E} 

N*O 

Department of Finance (Report P-3}; assumes that school age 
children have care near home or school and all resident-children 
needing care outside of San Francisco are either 
infants/toddlers or preschoolers 

P*Q 

:total ·chiJ~ren (0-2) Needing care in sari Fraricisc:o >' , .. .... -.. . ~: 

·: :··· ' .... 
.. ~: -,: :' .... :> .. · •. 

S Total children (0-2} needing licensed care 
100534 in San Francisco 
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Table 39: Future (2020) Childcare Demand for Preschooler Care (3-5) 

Planning Department population projections (as per Aksel 
A Total resident-children (3-5) 23,300 Olsen) times proportion of infants/toddlers based on Department 

. of Finance projections {Report P-3) 

: R~~i~e.rii".<::hil.dren {3~5) Needing care OatSide of San F.rl!ncisco : ' · · ... . · · ·· · ·· 
Employment projections from the San Francisco Planning 
Department {as per Aksel Olsen, Geographer/Planner), 

B Total Employed San Francisco Residents 483,200 assuming the same split of resident-employees versus non. 
resident-employees as the U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011 
American Communi Surve ; DP03 

c 

D 

% Employed Residents working outside of 
San Francisco 

Total employed San Francisco Residents 
workin outside San Francisco 

% of total employed San Francisco 
E· Residents working outside San Francisco, 

who need childcare outside San Francisco 

F 
Resident-children needing childcare 
outside of San Francisco 

G % of children ages 3-5 

H Resident-children (3-5) needing childcare 
outside of San Francisco 

23% 

108,720 

5% 

5436 

44% 

2,393 

Residiint-Chilctren (3-5} Needing care in San Francisco.: 
Total resident-children (3-5) potentially 
needin childcare 

J Average labor force participation rate of 
arents · 

K Children with working parents 

L 
% children {3-5) with working parents 
needing licensed care 

M Total resident-children (3-5) needing 
licensed care in San Francisco 

N 
Employees that live elsewhere but work in 
San Francisco 

0 Estimated % of non-resident employees 
needing licensed childcare 

p Children needing licensed childcare 

Q % of children ages 3-5 

20,907 

58% 

12,097 

100% 

12,097 

194,300 

5% 

9,715 

50% 

R Non-resident employee's children (3-5) 4,
876 needin care in San Francisco 

S. Total children (3-5) ne~ding licensed care 
16

,
973 in San Francisco 

San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis 

March 2014 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011 American Community Survey; 
S0801 

B*C 

Based on South San Francisco Child Care Facilities Impact Fee 
Nexus Study and surveys of corporate employees and other 
child care studies, reviewed by Brion & Associates, including 
Santa Monica's New Child Care Fee Nexus Study {as cited in 
Table 6 of Child Care Nexus Study for San Francisco by Brion & 
Associates); assumes one child needing care per employee 

D*E 

Planning Department population projections {as per Aksel 
Olsen, Geographer/Planner); Department of Finance projections 
{Report P-3); assumes that school age children have care near 
home or school and all resident-children needing care outside of 
San Francisco are either infants/toddlers or preschoolers 

F*G 

·::·· 

A-H 

Bureau of Labor Statistics {Table 4) 

I* J 
Table 7 of Child Care Nexus Study for San Francisco by Brion & 
Associates {based on a detailed review of 12 child care studies, 
including impact fee studies; demand factors developed in 
concert with Dept of Human Services and DCYP) 

K*L 
.. .,,. 

:· ... 

San Francisco Planning Department employment projections {as 
per Aksel Olsen, Geographer/Planner); U.S. Census Bureau, 
2009-2011 American Community Survey; DP03 

As above {s.ee E) 

N*O 
Department o~ Finance {Report P-3); assumes that school age 
children have care near home or school and all resident-children 
needing care outside of San Francisco are either 
infants/toddlers or reschoolers 

P*Q 

;: . ~ .:': . . . ~-. . . ··~: ... ~· . ; . 
·~·· .... . 

M+R 
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Chen, Lisa (CPC) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Chen, Lisa (CPQ 
Monday, October 26, 2015 10:16 AM 

. Mar, Eric (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Christensen, Julie (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Breed, 
London (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Campos, David (BOS); Cohen, Malia 
(BOS); Avalos, John (BOS); Pagoulatos, Nickolas (BOS); Stefani; Catherine; Montejano, 
Jess (BOS); Burns, Kanishka (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); Johnston, Conor (BOS); Yadegar, 
Danny (BOS); Mormino, Matthias (BOS); Power, Andres; Chung Hagen, Sheila (BOS); 
Bruss, Andrea (BOS); Pollock, Jeremy (BOS); Elliott, Nicole (MYR) 

Subject: 
Ruiz-Esquide, Andrea (CAT); Auyoung, Dillon (DillonAuyoung@sfmta.com) 
Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) - Transmittal of materials from Land Use & 
Transportation Committee 

Attachments: TSF_BOS transmittal_LUT commitee materials_lO 2615.pdf 

Dear Supervisors, legislative aides, and Nicole: 

In anticipation of the November 3, 2015 full Board of Supervisors hearing on establishing anew citywide Transportation 
Sustainability Fee (TSP), please find enclosed in this transmittal a series of documents that staff from the Planning 
Department, SFMTA, and SFCTA prepared in response to questions raised by Supervisors during hearings at the Land 
Use and Transportation Committee. 

Enclosed are the following: 

• Memo (dated 10/13/15) providing updated fee projections, reflecting the amendments made at the October 5th 

Land Use & Transportation Committee hearing. 

o Appendix.: Residential grandfathering projections 

• List (dated 10/14/15) of student housillg projects in Instltutional Master Plans on file (for non-profit post­

secondary educational uses only). 

• Analysis (dated 10/2/15) providing information on the TSF rates with and without the Area Plan fee credit as 

proposed in the ordinance. 

• Memo (dated 10/2/15) to the Land Use & Transportation Committee and legislation Sponsors, responding to 

questions raised at the September 28th Committee hearing. The menio covers the following topics: hospital 

exemptions based on criterion other than their non-profit status; exemptions for post-secondary institutions that 

provide student housing; additional revenue generated by grandfathering amendment; effects on feasibility and 

revenue generated by elimination of the Plan Area fee credit; effect on feasibility if TSP rates were based on 

project size or construction type; and maximum TSP rates that could be charged based on economic feasibility. 

o Appendix: Updates to TSP feasibility study and TSP fee projections 

o Appendix.: Residential grandfathering projections 

Staff are available to discuss any of the enclosed information or to respond to other questions related to the pending 
legislation. Thank you. · 

Kind regards, 

1 
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Lisa Chen 
Pfanner1 Citywide Planning Division 

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Phone: 415-575-9124 Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email:lisa.chen@sfgov.org 
Web:www.sfplanning.org 

:·u·· '.-~~ ~1~ ·i~il ::'~i : ____ _.: '~~:.·.•.:., : ____ _,, ;·"~'._:. ··-· .. 

2 
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Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF): 
Transmittal ofTSF Projections from Land Use & Transportation Committee I October 26, 2015 

Dear Supervisors, legislative aides, and Nicole: 

In anticipation of the November 3, 2015 full Board of Supervisors hearing on establishing a new citywide 
Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSP), please find enclosed in this transmittal a series of documents that 
staff from the Planning Department, SFMT A, and SFCTA prepared in response to questions raised by 
Supervisors during hearings at the Land Use and Transportation Committee. 

Enclosed are the following: 

• Memo (dated 10/13/15) providing updated fee projections, reflecting the amendments made at the 
October 5th Land Use & Transportation Committee hearing. 

o Appendix: Residential grandfathering projections 

• List (dated 10/14/15) of student housing projects in Institutional Master Plans on file (for non­
profit post-secondary educational uses only). 

• Analysis (dated 10/2/15) providing information on the TSP rates with and without the Area Plan 
fee credit as proposed in the ordinance. 

• Memo (dated 10/2/15) to the Land Use & Transportation Committee and legislation Sponsors, 
responding to questions raised at the September 28th Committee hearing. The memo covers the 
following topics: hospital exemptions based on criterion other than their non-profit status; 
exemptions for post-secondary institutions that provide student housing; additional revenue 
generated by grandfathering amendment; effects on feasibility and revenue generated by 
elimination of the Plan Area fee credit; effect on feasibility if TSP rates were based on project 
size or construction type; and maximum TSP rates that could be charged based on economic 
feasibility. . 

o Appendix: Updates to TSP feasibility study and TSP fee projections 
o Appendix: Residential grandfathering projections 

Staff are available to discuss any of the enclosed information or to respond to other questions related to 
the pending legislation. Thank you. 

3918 



TSF: fmpact of October st& land Use & Transportation Committee Amendments (UPDATED 10/13/15) 

Dear Supervisors Cohen, Kim, \'\1iener,Avalos, Breed, and Christensen, 

In response to the October 5th, 2015 Land Use and Transportation Committee hearing on establishing a new 
citywide Transportation Sustainability-Fee (TSF}, staff from the Planning Department and SFMTAhave 
prepared information on the fiscal impact of the aml!Ildments made to the proposed legislation. Please let us 
know if you would like to discuss any of the information presented below. 

The combined impact of all of these amendments is an increase of approximately $153.0 million over 30 years. 
or $.'i.1 millfun annrmlfx;. sr1mmqrized below. 

This would bring total projected TSF revenues to $1.3 billion over 30 vears. or$19million annually. Titls 
represents approxrmately $570·million in net new transportation revenue above existingTIDF. 

TSF Revenue G~neration: land Use & Transportation Committee October 5th Amendments 

Tier by project size: for res> 100 units & non-res > lOOk sq ft 

No grandfathering for projects flied after 7 /21/15 $4.9mn $0.2mn 
Eliminate area plan exemption $53.6mn $1.Smn 
Increase PDR fee trigger to 1500 sq ft Negliglbte Negligible 
Apply TSf to hospitals $57.8mn $1.9mn 
Exempt po.st-secondary educational uses {$18.Smn} · {$0.6mn) 

Total TSF Revenue Generation with October 5th Amendments 

',:Net:< 
::, iht~~~,~~ 
: (~£~u,a1r. 

TSF as proposed $1.2bn $40rnn $14rnn 

With October 5 amendments $1.3bn $570mn $44nm $19mn $5.lmn 

1. Amendment: In.crease the fee rates for large projects, defined as residential uses >99 units or non­
residential uses >100k sq ft. For all gross square feet over this threshold (i.-e. any-units above 99 
units and all nonresidential square footage above 100k sq ft}, proje-cts would pay an additional 
$1/square foot, or $8.74 for residential and $19.04 for nonresidential. 

Increasing the fee for large projects would result in an increase of approximately $55 million dollars oyer 
30 vears. or $L9 million dollars annual{v. as follows... 

Pagelof3 
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TSP. Impact of October 5tlt land Use & Transportation Committee Amendments {UPDA TEO 10/13/15} 

TSF Revenue Generation: Fee Increase for large Projects 

Rates as proposed 

Tier by project size: for res >100 
units and non-res >100k sq ft 

$1.2bn 

$1.2bn 

$39mn 

$475mn $41mn 

$14mn 

$16mn $L9mn 

2. Amendment: Amend grandfathering such that residential projects that filed a development 
application aftertheintroduction date of the Ordinance Ouiy21si, 2015) would receive no 
grandfathering and w.ould pay 100% of the TSF rate. 

Currently, there are 10 residential projects in. the pipeline that filed after July 21st, 2015- If these projects 
were to pay the TSF in ful~ this would result in an additional $4 9 million above the Ordinance as 
proposed, as follows.. See the appendix for a list of residential projects in the pipeline. 

TSF Residential Grandfathering {2015 Q2 Development Pipeline)1 

Proposed 
Revenue 

Proposed 
'Revenue 

Project status rate 
generation 

Project Status Rate 
generation 

($/GSF} ($/GSFJ 

Entitled $0 $0 Entitled so $0 

Under review $3..87 $54.0mn Under review, filed $3.87 $49.lmn 
before 7/21/l5 
Under review, filed after $7.74 $9.8mn 
7/21/15 

3. Amendment: Eliminate the Area Plan credit for residential uses, such that projects would pay both 
the TSF and area plan transportation fees in fuIL 

Based on projected development; removing th.e area plan creditwonld generate approximately $1.1 
miUion qnnual{p or $.12 1 mjlljqn through 204fJ. 

In addition, projects in the current development pipeline would contribute nn additional $21.5 million. 
bringing,_ the total t:o $53.6 million. 

1 Based on amended fee rates .{including fee increase for projects > 100 units or lOOk sq ft). 

Page2of3 
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TSF: Impact of October 5th Land Use & Transportation Committee Amendments (UPDATED 10/13/15) 

4. Amendment: Increase the PDR fee trigger from 800 GSF to 1500 GSF 

The impact of modifying the PDR fee trigger is minimal. Based on building permit data for completed 
projects over the last 10 years, out of 433,000 square feet of PDR development added in the City over this 
period, only one project fell under the 1,500 square foot threshold. 

Based on the TSF Nexus Study, the City is projected to add 6.1 million square feet of new PDR 
development through 2040 that would be subject to the TSF, comprising about 1 % of total non­
residential development. 

5. [updated: 10/13/15] Amendment: Apply the TSF to hospitals 

Based on the TSF Nexus Study, the City is projected to add 3.2 million square feet ofnew hospital 
development through 2040 that would be subject to the TSF, representing less than 1 % of total non­
residential development Applying the fee to hospitals would raise an additional $5ZB million dollars over 
30years. or roughly$1.9 million annually.2 

6. [updated: 10/13/15] Amendment: Exempt post-secondary educational uses 

The TSF Nexus Study projects that the City will add roughly 5.8 million square feet of Cultural, 
Institutional, and Educational uses through 2040 that would be subject to the TSF, "representing a little 
over 1 % of nonresidential development. Based on completed projects from 2000-2010, private nonprofit 
universities may be expected to account for approximately 18% of this amount, or 1.0 million square feet. 

) 
Exempting these uses from the fee would result in a revenue loss of approximately $18.8 million dollars 
over 30 years. or'$630.000 annually. 

In addition, these projections do not differentiate between student housing and other types of post­
secondary educational uses, such as instructional spaces. 

2 Please note that previous projections for institutional uses (hospitals and post-secondary .institutions) were based 
on data for io years of completed projects. In this updated analysis, the TSF projections use the higher figures for 
land use and employment from the TSF Nexus Study, for the sake of consistency. These projections utilize ABAG 
projections combined with Planning Department Land Use Allocation figures. 

Page 3 of3 
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APPENDIX: TSf Residential J>lpef!ne Projections {10/8/15) 

Table 1. Residential Projects Under Review: Filed after 7 /21/15 
(LU& T Committee Amendment: No Grandfathering) 

636~648 Fourth St. 427 

75 Arkansas Street so 
603 Tennessee St. 24 

400 PMsadero St. 130 

3620 Cesar Chavez 28 

719 larkin 42 

830EddySt. 120 

793 South Van Ness 54 

950 Tennessee St 129 

2918-2924 Mission St. 38 

NOTI;S! 

493,612 

$223,686 

27,744 $107,369 

lS0,280 $599,502 

32p68 

48,552 

$548,984 

$241 .. 581 

149,124 $594A50 

43,928 

TOTAL REVENUE 
UNDER PROPOSAL 

$447,372 

$1,199,003 

$250,528 

$375,792 

$1,()97,969 

$483,162 

$1,.1.88,900 

$9 .. 797,192 ~···· 

$Z,099,862 

$223,686 

$599,!102 

$187,896 

.$594,450 

$170,001 

··· ;?~~;s.9.f 
;::L::,:.::,<·:.,;·.,;· .. ,·,. 
:~Si';;:);'.:!·;:~. ·:;!:::=::· 

1. TSF values are preliminary estimates based on project descriptions in the development pipeline at time 
of application filin& and may not reflect the most current project pr-0posal on fite. · 
i.. Estimated TSF only includes residential square footage and does not include anv proposed 
nonresidential uses. Calculations do not take into consideration tredlts for prior uses on site, which may 
decrease the fee amount for some projects. 
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APPENOlX: TSF Residential Pipeline Projections (10/8/15} 

Table 2. Residential Projects Under Review: filed before 7 /21/15 
,,,?"m"~r~,~=f~'rt '~:~~:rr~!]r 

PlER48 1,500 1,734,000 $15,040, 716 $7;520,35& 
PIER70 1,100 1,273.,600 $10,999,340 $5,499,670 

150VAN NESSAVE 429 495,924 $4,219,932 $2,109,966 

1979 MISSJON ST 351 405,756 $3,431,863 $1,715,932 

800 INDIANA STREET 340 393,040 $3,320,726 $~660,363 

950 MARKET ST 305 352,580 $2,967,105 $1,483.,553 

1066 MARKET ST 304 351,424 $2,957,002 $1,47tl,S01 

5001STST 292 337,552 $2,835,760 $1,417,880 

130116TH STREET 276 319,056 $2,674,105 $1..,3l7,0S~ 

2070 SRYANTST 271 313,276 $2,623,588 $1,311,794 

1634-1690 PINE ST 260 300,560 $2,512,450 $1,.256.,225 
B9522ndSt 251 290,156, $2,421,519 $1,210,760 

1601 MISSION ST 220 254,320 $2,108,313 $1,054,156 

1800 MISSION ST 207 239,292 $1,976,968 $988,484 

1200 1ntt srnm 200 231,200: $1,906,244 $953,122 

975 Bryant Street 195 225;420 $1,855,727 $927,863 

75HOWARDST 186 215,016 $1,764,796 $882,398 

1028 MARKET ST 186 215,016 $1,764,796 $882,398 

1540 MARKET ST 180 208,080 $1,704,175 $852,0Ba 
2070 BRYANT ST 177 204,612 $1,673,865 $836,93Z 
390-0lSTST 170 196,520 $1,603,141 $801,570 

1125 MARKET ST 164 189,584 $1,542,Sl.O $771,ZGO 
1515 SOUTH VAN NESS AVENUE 160 184,960 $1,502,106 $751,053 

950 MASON STREET 160 184,960 $1,502.,106 $751,0~ 

88 ARKANSAS ST 146 168,nG $1,360,658 $680,329 

429 Seale Street and 430 Main Street 140 161,840 $1,300,,038 $650,019 

1140 FOLSOM STREET 128 147,968 $1,l,78,796 $589,398 

sss Howard St 127 146,812 $1,168,693 $S84~6 
129.8 HOW ARD STREET 121 139,876 $1,108,072 $554,016 

2675 FOLSOM ST ·117 135,252 $1,067,658 $533,829 
2171 THIRD ST 109 126,004 $986,831 $493,415 

1550 MARKET ST 1.09 126,004 $986,831 $493,415 

1075 MARKET ST 90 104,040 $805,270 $402,635 
750 HARRISON ST 71 891012 $688,953 $344,476 

1335 f0l50M ST 65 75,140 $581,584 sm,192 
777 TENNESSEE STREET 59 68,204 $527,899 $263~949 

{continued on next page) 
Page2of3 

3923 



APPENDIX: TSF Residential Pipeline Projections (10/8/15} 

(Continued: Residential Projects Under Review: flied before 7/21/15) 

1145 Polk Street 54 62,424 $483E162 $241,581 

2444 LOMBARD ST 53 61,268 $474,214 $237,107 

555 GOLDEN GATE AV 52 60,112 $465;267 $232,633 

3314 CESAR CHAVEZST 50 57,800 $447,372 $223,686 

807 FRANKLIN ST . 50 57,800 $447,372 $2?3,686 

651GEARYST 46 53,176 $411,582 $205,791 

272 SUTTER ST 45 s;;ow $402T635 $201,317 

23007THST 44 50,864 $393,.687 $196,844 

1174 FOLSOM ST 42 48,552 $375,792 $187,896 

2238 - 2254 MARKET ST 41 47,,396 $366,S45 $183A23 
875 CALIFORNIA ST/ 770 POWELL ST 41 47,396 $366,,845 $183A23 

901TENNESSEESTREET 39 45,084 $348,950 $174,475 

915 - 935 Minna Street 37 42,772, $331,055 $165,528 

2230 3RO STREET 37 42,1n $331,055 $165,528 

1726 -1730 Mission Street 36 41,616 $322,108 $161,054 

469EDDYST 34 39,304 $304,213 $1SZ~106 

495 CAMBRIDGE ST 32 36,992 $286,318 $143,,159 

240 PACIFIC AV 31 35,836 $277,371 $138,685 

47SMINNAST 30 34,680 $268,423. $134,212 

241101lf ST 28 32,358 $250,528 $125,264 

198 VALENCIA ST 28 32,368 $250,528 $125,264 

314016THST 28 32,368 $250,528 $US,264 

15988AYsT 28 327368 $250,528 $125,264 

i2FMNKUNST 28 32,368 $250,528 $125,264 

2140 .,. 2144 Market Street 27 31J212 $241,.581 $120,,790 
OCTAVIA BLVD PARCEL T 26 30,056 $232,633 $116,317 

300 Octavia Street 24 27,744 $214,739 $ionJG9 
3355 GEARY BL 23 26,588 $205,791 $102,896 

2670 Geary Boulevard 21 24,276 $187,896 $93,948 

TOTAL REVENUE 
UNDER PROPOSAL 
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TSF: Exlstlng/Proposed Student Housfng Jn Non-profit Private University I MPs 
10/14/15 

Alliant International I 2012 
University 

Art Institute of California I 2009 
- San Francisco 
Babson Colle e 2011 
California College of Arts 2013 
and Crafts 

California Institute of No IMP 
Integral Studies 
Everest College 2010 
Golden Gate Universit 2015 
Great Western No IMP 
University 

Hult International I 2011 
Business School 
Samuel Merritt I 2011 
University 
San Francisco Art 2004 
Institute 
Sari Francisco 2015 
Conservatory of Music 

University of I 2011 
Pennsylvania Wharton 
School of Business, West 
Coast Campus 
University of San I 2014 
Francisco 
Westmont College I San I 2002 
Francisco Urban 
Program 

None existing or proposed. 

None existing or proposed. 

None existing or p_l"oposed. 
All existing housing located in Oakland, Plans to work with private developers to create/lease student 
housing in SF, and/or develop college-owned housing in SF. Also plans to develop housing for 250-350 
beds in .SUD, 1321 Mission (entitled), and 38 Harriet (completed). 
N/A 

None existing or proposed. 
None existin£ or proposed, 

N/A 

None 'E!Xisting or proposed. 

None existing or proposed. 

Existing student housing leased from Presidio with capacity o:f 40. Considering partnering with Bovet 
Place for more. 
Existing student housing leased from Golden Gate Hall {134 beds) and Columbus Street Housing {26 
beds}. Future housingwiH be le.asetl from The Panoramic (200 beds). 

MBA for Executives students housed at Le Mericllan Hot·el during class sessions, 90 room nights per 
weekend. 

Existing student housing consists of 2045 beds on Hilltop Campus and 93 beds at Pedro Arrupe Hall. 
New residence hall proposed on Lone Mountain, 635 housing bedrooms on Hilltop Campus. 
Existing student housing consists of 12 bedrooms at 301 Lyon. 
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Proposed Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) 

TSF Residential Fee Options in Area Plans I Updated 1-0/2/2015 

Outside area plans No transportation fees TSF TSF 

Area plan fees 
Area plan fei=s 

Area plan fees 
{transit/complete 

{transit/complete 
Inside area pfans (transft/complete 

streets} 
streets) 

Less: TSF fee reduction 
Streets components) + + 

TSF 
TSF 

Outside Area Plans so.oo $0.00 $7.74 $7.74 

East;ern Neighborhoods 

Tier! $3.9& $0.97 $10.75 $11.72 

Tier2 $5.97 $1.46 $12.25 $13.71 

Tier3 $7.96 $1.94 $13.76 $15.70 

Balboa Park $4.86 $1.17 $11.43 $12.60 

Market & Octavia $7.21 $2.40 $1254 $14.95 

Van Ness& Market SU!f $12.01 $4.00 $15.75 $19.75 

V"tsitaclon VaUey Pfan Area $2.50 $0.00 $10.24 $10.24 

Rincon Hill Plan Area $8.25 $0.00 $15.99 $15.99 

Transit Center District Plan2 
· 

Tier 1 (FAR below 1:9} · $439 S<J.OO $12.13 $12.13 

Tier 2 {FAR 1:9to1:18) $10.97 $0.00 $18.71 $18.71 

Tier 3 (FAR above 1:18} $14.26 $0.00 $22.00 $22.00 
Notes: 
L Van Ness & Market SUD projects pay same rate as Market & Octavia for building FAR< 9:1, and the Van Ness 
& Market fee for FAR> 9:1. 
2. Transit Center is not eligible for a fee credit as the Transit Center Transportation & Street Improvement Fee 
was established to deliver projects associated with areas developed to such a high degree of density. A portion 
of the fee is also designated as a CEO.A mitigation measure (the Transit Delay Miti tion fee). 

· Pagel 
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Proposed Transportation Sustainability Fee {TSF) 

TSF Residential Fee Options in Area Plans I Updated 10/2/2015 

Summary of Current Residential Area Plan Fees 

Eastern Neighborhoods 

Tier1 $9.71 $0.97 $3.01 

Tier2 $1456 $1.46 $451 

Tier3 $19.42 $1.94 $6.02 

Balboa Parle $9.71 $1.17 $3.69 

Market & Octavia $10.92 $2.40 $4.80 

Van Nei;s & Marlcet SUD $18.20 $4.00 $8.01 

V'isitacion Valley Plan Area $556 $0.00 $250 

Rincon Hill Plan Area $10A4 $0.00 $!US 

Transit Center District Plan:1. 

Tier 1 (FAR below 1:9) $4.39 $4.3!/ $0.00 

rrer 2 {FAR 1.:9ta1:18} $10.97 $10.971 $0.00 

Tier 3 (FAR above 1:18} $14.26 $14.261 $0.00 

Notes: 
1. The Transit Center Transportation & Street lmprovement Fee does not specify a per<:ent allocation to transit & 
complete streets .components, so the full amount of the fee is shown here as allocated to transit for illustrative 
purposes onJy. 

Sample Calculation: Area Plan Fee Reduction in Market & Octavia Area Piao {fn Ordinance as 

Proposed} 

TSf {as propc>sed) 

MARKET AND OCTAVIA IMPACT FEE 

TRANSIT PORTION OF MARKET AND OCTAVIA FEE (22%) 

Page2 
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$7.7 

+$10.92 

$18.66 
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Proposed Transportation Sustainability fee {TSF} 

TSF Residential Fee Options in Area Plans I Updated 10/2/2015 

Sample TSF Residential Calculations: Area Plan Fee Credit 

160l°Mlsslon Street l 2:00 l 22.9,705 I Market & Octavia I 22%1 $7.74 $10.92 -$2.40 $1,777,917 :$2,508,379 -$551,843 

130l 1'6th Street I 234 I 270,504 I Eastern I 10% I $7.74 $9.71 -$0.97 $2,{)93,701 $2,626,594 -$262,659 I $4,457,635 
Neighborhoods lier 1 

1140Folsom 128 147,96& Eastern 10% $7.74 $14.56 -$1.46 s1,145,2n $2,154,414 -$215,441 $3,084,245 
Nei hborhoods Tier 2 

g,62Q Cesar Chavez 28 2.4,600 Eastern I 10% I $7.74 I $14.56 I -s1.4sT $196,4641 S3ss,11u I -S3s,s1s I 
Neighborhoods Tier 2 

Notes: 

1. TSF values are preliminary estimates based on project descriptions in the development pipeline at time of application fillng, and may not 

reflect the most current project proposal on file. 

2. TSF calculations above are far illustrative purposes only, to explain the residential Area Plan Fee Credit as proposed. They do not consider a 

credit for prior use.s on site, nor take into consideration the proposed grandfathering fee rates as proposed in the ordinance. 
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Supervisors Cohen, Kim, Wiener and Avalos, 

Thank you for your thoughtful comments at the September 28th, 2015 Land Use and Transportation 
Committee hearing on establishing a new citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF). Staff has 
prepared additional information in response to key questions raised at this hearing. Please let us know if you 
would like to discuss any of the information presented below. 

1. Would it be possible to exempt hospitals from the TSF based on some criterion other than their 
non-profit status? 

During the drafting of the TSF Ordinance, staff worked with the San Francisco Department of Public 
Health (SFDPH) to create an exemption that would apply to medical uses primarily serving vulnerable 
populations including but not limited to: Medi-Cal beneficiaries, uninsured residents, limited English 
speakers, and populations with documented high rates of health disparities, as defined in the Health Care 
Services Master Plan. Below is an outline of the process that would allow for such an exemption. 

Review Process for Medical Uses 
When a medical service provider submits an application to the Planning Department for a development 
project, there are two separate processes through which the project could be found to be exempt from 
the TSF. A project may satisfy the requirements of one or both in order to receive an exemption. 

• Charitable Exemption Process: The project is exempt from TSF if both of the following are 
satisfied: (1) the medical service provider is a non-profit organization developing on land that is 
tax-exemptl; and, (2) the medical service provider occupies <50,000 sf of site area or <100,000 sf 
of site area in C-3 districts (the minimum threshold for requiring a full Institutional Master Plan). 
In other words, if the project does not require a full Institutional Master Plan, it would not need 
to pay the TSF. If, however, the project does require a full Institutional Master Plan, certain 
medical use projects would be exempt from the TSF as outlined in #2 below. 

• Healthcare Services Master Plan Consistency Determination Process: A TSF exemption will 
be granted to projects that the SF Health Commission or SFDPH staff (as applicable) find to be: 
(1) Consistent with the Health Care Services Master Plan Health Care Services; and, (2) Eligible 
for Development Incentives under such plan. The process varies depending on project size: 

a. Projects requiring HCSMP review(> 10,000 GSF ofnew construction, or >5,000 GSF 
change of use): These projects will undergo the usual HCSMP Consistency Determination 
process. The Planning Department will granta TSF exemption if the SF Health 
Commission issues a "Finding of Consistency" with the HCSMP, together with the 
determination that the use is "Eligible for Development Incentives" under such plan. 

b. Administrative review for smaller projects ( <10,000 GSF of new construction, or 
<5,000 GSF change of use): These projects are not currently required to undergo the 
HCSMP Consistency Determination process. The project sponsor must file an exemption 
application with the Planning Department The Planning Department will grant a TSF 
exemption if SFDPH staff issue a "Finding of Consistency" with the HCSMP, together with 
the determination that the use is "Eligible for Development Ineentives" under such plan. 

The :J:'SF ordinance could be amended to state that any project that requires an Institutional Master 
Plan under Section 304.5 of the Planning Code shall not be eligible for charitable exemptions except if 
it is a medical use that is found by the SF Health Commission or the SFDPH to be consistent with the 
Health Care Services Master Plan and eligible for Development Incentives under this Plan. Projects 
would be required to remain eligible for Development Incentives for at least 10 years. If the property 

1 Projects will need to submit an application for a Charitable Exemption in order to verify' non-profit status (or undergo a similar · 
process, to be detemiined). 
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or portion thereof ceases to be eligible for Development Incentives within the 10-year period, the 
property owner will be required to pay the TSF. 

2. What is the best way to treat post-secondary educational institutions when they are providing 
student housing? 

As currently proposed, the TSF would apply to all projects of non-profit post-secondary educational 
institutions that require an Institutional Master Plan under Section 304. 5 of the Planning Code. Given the 
recent legislation that encourages universities to create new student housing, the TSF Ordinance could be 
amended to exempt student housing proposed by non-profit post-secondary educational institutions 
from the fee. Section 411.A.3(b) of the ordinance already sets forth a number of proposed exemptions in 
support of existing City policies. The Section could be amended to include an exemption for non-profit 
student housing as defined in Article 2 of the Planning Code. 

Planning Code Definition of Student Housing: A Residential Use characteristic defined as a 
living space for students of accredited Post-Secondary Educational Institutions that may take 
the form of Dwelling Units, Group Housing, or SRO Unit and is owned, operated, or otherwise 
controlled by an accredited Post-Secondary Educational Institution. Unless expressly 
provided for elsewhere in this Code, the use of Student Housing is permitted where the form 
of housing is permitted in the underlying Zoning District in which itis located. Student 
Housing may consist of all or part of a building, and Student Housing owned, operated, or 
controlled by more than orie Post-Secondary Educational Institution may be located in one 
building. 

3. How would incorporating the grandfathering provisions recommended by the Planning 
Commission affected the projected revenue? In addition, how would revenue be affected if 
projects that were filed after the introduction date of the Ordinance (July 21st, 2015) received no 
grandfathering? 

The Planning Commission recommendations on TSF grandfathering were as follows: 

• Residential projects: 
a. Entitled projects: 100% grandfathering (as proposed) 
b. Projects under review: 

• Filed before 7 /1/14: 50% rate 
• Filed after 7 /1/14: 75% rate 

• Nonresidential projects: Fully grandfathered; pays TIDF rates (as proposed) 

The impact of these proposed changes is as shown in the table below. Amending the proposed ordinance 
would generate an additional $17.5 million. 
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TSF Residential Grandfathering 

Proposed 
Revenue 

Proposed 
Revenue 

Project status rate 
generation 

Project Status Rate 
generation 

($/GSF} {$/CiSF} 

Entitled $0 $0 Entitled $0 $0 

Under review $3.87 $50.0mn Under review, filed $3.87 $37.Smn 
before 7 /1/14 
Under review, filed after $5.81 $30.0mn 
7/1/14 

At the Land Use & Transportation Committee hearing, S~rvisors expressed interest in exploring 
additional grandfathering options: 

• Residential projects: Same :as above, but do not grandfather projects that were filed after the date 
of Ordinance introduction ijuly 21. 2015) · 

Currently, there are 14projec:ts in the pipeline tha:tfiled after July 21st, 2015. Iftheseprojec:Uiwereto 
pay the TSF in full, this would result in an additional$Z1 mfllfrm-above the Ordinance as proposed (ie. 
50% TSP rate for residential; TIDF rates for non-residential). These projects were added after the 
grandfathering analysis was completed, and thus do not overlap with the amounts above. 

{UPDATED 1fJ/Z/15: Non-residential grandfathering.] At the September 2Wh Land Use & 
Transportation hearing. Supervisors expressed mterestin potentially applying a tiered grandfathering 
structure for non-residential uses as well, similar to the Planning (:ommission recommendation for 
residential uses (50% of the fee difference forunentitled projects that filed before 7 /1/14, 75% of the fee 
difference thereafter). Modifying the proposal would potentially generate an additional $10 million in 
revenues, as follows. 

Non-Residential Grandfathering 

Project statw; 
Rate Revenue 

Project status 
Rate Revenue 

($/GSF) generation {$/GSF) generatlon 

Entitled TIDFrates $453rnn Entitled $45.3mn 
($12.12-

$14.59 
Under revie\v $66.7mn Under review, filed before $72.Smn 

7/l/l4{500Ai of difference} 
Under review, filed after $4.6mn 
7/1/14 {75% of difference} 
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4. What is the effect on feasibility if the Plan Area credit were to be eliminated? How much TSF 
revenue would this generate? 

(See Appendix B for additional information on updates to the feasibility analysis in response to questions 4-
6. Please note that some updates may have caused changes in feasibility as compared to the published study 

. on the TSFwebsite.) 

Three prototypes evaluated TSF Economic Feasibility Study were residential prototypes that would 
receive an Area Plan fee credit under the proposed TSF ordinance. We also analyzed an additional large 
residential prototype studied under the Central So Ma draft feasibility study (which falls under the 
Eastern Neighborhoods area plan). 

If the credit were to be eliminated. all 4 prototypes would continue to remain feasible. as measured by 
percent change in residual land value (RLV):The change in RLVwould range from 1-2%. 

5. · What is the effect on feasibility ifTSF rates were tiered based on project size and/or construction 
type (i.e. mid-rise vs. high-rise construction)? 

In order to help answer this question, staff made adjustment:S to the findings of the feasibility study to 
evaluate whether there is a clear relationship between project size, economic feasibility, and the ability to 
absorb higher fee levels. Our findings indicate: 

• Residential: Based on analysis of 8 residential prototypes, we found no clear correlation between 
residential project size (whether measured bv unit count or square footage) and economic 
feasibility. Charging variable rates would have uneven impacts on project feasibility. Even 
though high-rise projects can charge higher rents and sales prices, they also incur higher 
construction and other costs, so they may not be more feasible nor more profitable on a per 
square footage basis than medium- or low-rise construction. 

• Non-residential: Staff examined the 2 large office prototypes in the TSF Feasibility Study, as 
well as a medium office prototype from the Central SoMa draft feasibility study. We found that 
the two larger office prototypes ( 400' and 160') performed similarly well; while the medium 
office project was more sensitive to the impact of higher fees. 

o This is consistent with the findings of the TSF and Central So Ma feasibility studies, which 
indicate that large office projects are more feasible and prevalent than smaller projects. 
This is reflected in the current development pipeline, 1n which 89% of nonresidential 
development is > 100k square feet Given the predominance of larger office projects, a 
single fee rate may make more logical sense. · 

See Appendix B for additional information on project sizes in the current development pipeline, as well as 
TSF revenue projections based on different tiered proposals. 

6. What are the maximum TSF rates that could be charged based on economic feasibility? What 
would be the impact on feasibility if the TSF rates were increased to 33% of the nexus? 

The prototypes indicate that project feasibility is determined by a number of related factors, including 
but not limited to: lot size, land use controls (particularly height and density limits), geographic location, 
and project size. No single factor explains the variability in project feasibility. 
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Supportable TSP rates for each prototype are listed in the tables below. The supportable rate 'W3.S 

determined by examining the impact of the fee on a number offinancialindicators, the primary one being 
impact on RLV.2 The keyfindingsinclnde: 

• The majority (7 of 8) ofresidential prototypes could support a fee of $7.74/GSFwith elimination 

of the area vlan credit. If the fee w.ere increased to $8.75 /GSF, half of the prototypes: could 

become infeasible. 

• The 2 large office projects could support a fee of $21. 65/GSF.. The smaller project could support a 
fee of $19.04/GSF, 

• 33% of the TSFNexus rate would represent$10.21/GSF for residential and $2&85 /GSF for non~ 
residential projects. Fees atthese levels could be supported by 2 outefthe 8 residential 
prototypes, and(} out gf the 3 non-residential protot;ypes. 

TSF Economic Feasibility: Residential Prototypes 

4.Mission 15units 22,264sf 50' High :$18& 
$10.21/GSF 

+ nQ area plan credit 

Project infeasible due to 

3. Outer Mission 24units 41,800sf low $27 
low revenues relative to 

costs: fee not 
supportable 

2. V;mNessAve 60 units 86,000sf 80' Medium $1-01 . $7.74/GSf 

6 . .EastSDMa 60units 60,550sf 85' Medium $132 
$9.29/GSF 

+ no area plan credit 

8.EastSoMa 128units 161,000sf 160' Medium $108 
$7.74/GSF 

+ no area plan credit. 

5. Central Waterfront 156units 154,700sf 65' High $185 
$10.21/GSF 

+no area plan credit 

(NEW) Central SoMa 217units 315,0lOsf 400' Medium $133 
$8.74/GSf 

+no area plan credit 

9. Tran.sit Center 229units 332,800.sf 400' Medium $1{)7 $7.74/GSF 

2 Supportable TSF me developed based on the following financial indicat.ors. % cliange in~idual Land Value (RL V), RL V per 
unit,Retom on Cost, andDevcloperlviargin as% of Total Cos!s. 
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TSF Economic Feasibility: Non-residential Prototypes 

{NEW) Central SoMa 15,000 sf 92,000 sf 85' Medium $87 $19.04/GSF 

7. EastSoMa 160' High $128 $21.65/GSF 

10. Transit Center 2-0,000 sf 384,700 sf 400' High $132 $21.65/GSF 
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Appendix: Updates to TSF Feasibility Analysis to Evaluate Recommendations of the Planning 

Commission & Board of Supervisors (Updated 10/2/2015) I 

Notes on updates to feasibility study: 

• In order to facilitate more consistent comp~rison across prototypes and fee scenarios, Staff 

updated the TSF economic feasibility analysis as follows: 

o Prototypes were re-ordered by project size (ascending based on# of units or building 

square footage). 

o The analysis eliminated the fee credit for prior uses on site (i.e. an existing retail or 

warehouse building); Each.prototype now reflects a development project on vacant 

land under current market conditions. For some prototypes, this meant that 

development feasibility worsened. 

• For ease of comparison, some of the fee scenarios discussed at the Commission and at the Land 

Use & Transportation Committee were consolidated. 

• Additional prototypes from draft Central SoMa feasibility study were added to illustrate the 

impact of the fee on project types not represented in the TSF feasibility study. 

Residential prototypes: Staff evaluated the following TSF fee scenarios, in order of cost: 

• $6.19/GSF +eliminate area plan credit 

• $7.74/GSF (AS PROPOSED) 

• $7.74/GSF +eliminate area plan credit {COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION) 

• $8.74/GSF +eliminate area plan credit 

• $9.29/GSF +eliminate area plan credit 

• $10.21/GSF +eliminate area plan credit {33% of nexus; COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION) 

• $15.48/GSF +eliminate area plan credit 

Non-residential prototypes: Staff evaluated the following TSF fee scenarios: 

• $14.43/GSF 

• $18.04/GSF (AS PROPOSED) 

• $19.04/GSF 

• $21.65/GSF 

• $28.85/GSF (33% of nexus; COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION) 

• $36.08/GSF 
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Appendix: Updates to TSF Feasibility Analysis to Evaluate Recommendations of th& Planning Commission & Board of Supervisors [Updated 10/2/20l5} I 

TSF ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY STUDY - Updated 9/30/2015 

c..:> 
c.o 

Key to shading~ °:)i'i6'f3'!;~3.ri; < 5% change in RLV 

: i i!:~6k 5-9% change Jn RLV 

:;Hl}ltJ!{1&%'! > 10% change Jn RLV 

Impact .ofTSF on Residual land Value: Residential 

c..:> I s,ooo st I ~- I ~~~-~ I 50 feet I en 14. Mission 
units 

3. Outer Mission I 14,4oosf I 24 41,800 
65 feet 

unit:; sf 

I 24,3oosf I 60 86,000 
2. Van Ness Ave 

unit:; sf 
80feet 

60 60,550 
6.EastSoMa I 10,000 sf I 85 feet 

units sf 

128 161,00 
8, EastSoMa 15,000sf 160feet 

units Osf 

5. Central 
35,000sf 

156 154,70 
65feet 

Waterfront units Osf 

{NEW} Central 
15,000sf 

217 315,01 
400 feet 

So Ma units Osf 

9. Transit Center 15,000af 
229 332,80 

400feet 
units Osf 

High 

Low 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

High 

Medium 

Medium 

I L. I ... ,. I I 
$27 

$101 

$13.2 

$108 

$185 

$133 

$107 

Pag.e2-0f6 

I I 
'"·· 

J 
Project Infeasible 

due to low revenues 
relative to cost:; -

fee not supportable 

$7.74/GSF 

$9.29/GSF 
+no area plan credit 

$7.74/GSF 
+no area plan credit 

$10.21/GSF 
+no area plan ·Credit 

$8.74/GSF 
+no area plan criidit 

$7.'74/GSF 
+no area plan credit 
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Appendix: Updates to TSF feaslblllty Analysis to Evaluate Recommendations of the Planning Commission & Board of Supervisors (Updated 10/2/2015} I 

impact ofTSF on Residual Land Value: Non-residential Projects 

7. EastSoMa 35,000 sf I 249,300 sf I 160' High $128 $21.65/GSF 

10. Transit Center 20,000sf J 384,700sf I 400' High $132 $21.65/GSF 
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Appendix: Updates to TSF feasibility Analysis to £valuate Recommendations of th1> Planning Commission & Board of Supervisors (Updated 10/2/2015) I 

Projected TSF Revenues: Alternative Fee ~cenarios: Summary (UPDATED 10/2/151 

2:. Increase rat~s by $1' ,: , 
3. Commission recommendatlo.n: Eliminate area plan ct'3dit 

4.'Commlsslon· recommendatl.on: 33%-of Nex.us 

s. Tler by project size: for res>lOO units and non-res >lOOk sq ft 
1 ia: Fee fncre'ase ~.$1·' 1:.': •• • ,-,· i.,· · ·~; '· :·;·::·;· '.·.,,:·.;: >"' · .:' ,' 

. . 
b. Fee Increase= $3 

::'..c. Fee l,ncrease:= $5. : · .·:.,·.'•·':-:·,:" ·,_-,: r.:· .:· 

d. Fee increase =33% of nexus 
,6;T1erbyj:iro)ecthelght/.constmctlon type·· '· .'. ,:.,:. 

a. Below 55' (base); 55'-85' (+$1); 85' and up (+$2) 
' b. Be.low 55' (base);,55'·851 (+$3)) 85'.and up (-1;$5).· .:· · .. 

7. Three tiers by project size (UPDATED 10/2/15] 
Residential: 21-50 units ($7.74), 51-99 units ($8.98), 100+tmits {$10.21) 
Non-res: <40k GSF ($21.86}, 40-lOOk GSF {$25.36], >100,000 GSF ($28.85) 

"" $8.84'" '.$19.04 

$7.74 $18.04 
' $10:£1 ,, $28.85 

.,$7.7fc$8.8~ .·$18.04.-$19.04· 
$7.74- $10.84 $18.04-$21.04 

.. : $7.74_ -$12.84 . : '· . ' .. $18.04 ~ $23.0~ 

$7 .74-$10.21 $18.04- $28.85 

$7.74-$10.74 $18.04- $2.0.04 

. $7"74-$12.84' . '$18.04 7 $23.04 

$7.74-$10.21 $£1.86 - $28.85 
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.$L3bn ._ $511mn : 

$1.2bn $453mn 

$1.7bn $9S4mn 

;$L2bn .. ·$497m.n ·: · 

$1Abn $652mn 

$1.&f>n $B07mn." ·· · 

$1.Gbn $884mn 

$1.3bn $535mn 
'.$1.5bn . ", .' $722mn ' " · · ·· 

$1.7bn $948mn 

·s:umn: 

$LOmn 
- $57mn :.1 $17 .Bmn. 

$42mn·'.. ·" ·':"'· "" $16mn · ."'$2..Gmn·" ';,• 

$47mn $22mn $7.7mn 

'-$52mn $271)1n,. "$12.9mn :· 

$54mn .$29mn $1S.Smn 
.:·· ":'· 

$43mn $18mn $3.8mn 

$51mn ' . $24n1n,: · ·· "'·'$10.1mn···· 

$57mn $32mn $17.6mn 
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Appandlx: Updates to TSF Feaslblllty Analysis ta Evaluate Recammandatlons of the Planning Commission & Board of Supenrlsors (Updatad 10/2/2015) I 

Projected TSF Revenues: Alternative Fee Scenarios: Detalled (UPDATED 10/2/15) 

Non-resldentfa/ 

/lesidonlial 

Non-residential 

mr~~r.mli!i~R!ilt~~ygaii 

ffJ 

Residential 
Non-residential 

Resident/a/ 

Residential 

Nor1-rasidentfal 

Non-residmrtial 

$7.74-$8.84 

$11!.04 - $19.04 

$740,524,000 

$445,370,000 

$778,547,000 

$402,191,000 

$760,829,000 

$504,749,000 

$432,985,000 

$776,764,000 

$1,187,980,000 
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$400,885,000 

$95,950,000 

$24,6114,000 

514,846,000 

$25,952,000 

$13,406,000 

$25,361,000 

$14,433,000 

Sz5,B92,ooo 

$39,599,000 

c\':Net increase' > 
.·~~~i:f :;:ir~i.d: 
:!M111ma,'ll~llffil;lfl!ilff!t"'·'· 

;;,i&-~-~ 
$1,994,000 

!IB~D!~.~'.W!.1i 
$13,776,000 $1,797,000 

-~'3,257,000 $1,263,000 

•:Jl-ijj.~J ~~!ilm.o,\ 
$12,336,000 $357,000 

$2,707,000 $713,000 

·~'fi mfj~~t$:l,7:(8iT1ti';; 
··~-~~,.,.,-,,,,.·;-'·l'.:.t·'i!flr'PfN! 

sIS, 755,ooo 1 s3,775,ooo 
$16,028,000 

$3,198,000 

$1,384,000 

$1,204,000 

$14,947,000 
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Appendix: Updates to TSF Feasibility Analysis to Evaluate Recommendations of the Planning Commission & Board of Supervisors (Updated 

10/2/2015} f 

PROJECTSfZEj 

Proiects < 100 units 

Proiects > 100 units 

TOTAL 

Jf{;FSY~;~~f~. 
Proiects < 100k 

Proiects > 1001< 

TOTAL 

4,170,000 

23,628,000 

27,798,000 

i!~gw:nu~;~r~HF!~~Jff~f; 
:~l~~11T:ota1;G$~'i'l1; 

2,571,000 

20,428,00 

22,999,000 

PROJECT HEIGHT {CONSTRUCTION TYPE: 

upto55' 35 6,253,000 

55'-85' 69 10,267,000 

Above BS' 51 11,278,000 

TOTAL 155 27,798~000 

. -~r~1~1wr~rm~~w~~'W~r1~~~J't~i~w~~€!i 
15% 

85% 

1{10.00% 

.1b'f!~;g~·~1~?A~W~~~YU~H~l~.lt~·~tr~i·~~*~JH~.i~~ 
11% 

89% 

100.00% 

22% 6,253 179 

37% 10,267 149 

41% 11,278 221 

100.0% 27,798 

uctionType (ZOlS Q2} 

if i~r~i~r £~~~it.1ii~ \ 
up to SS' 83 2,550,000 12% 31,000 475 

55'-85' 81 7.240000 33% 89.000 415 

Above BS' 81 12,306,000 56% 152,000 210 

TOTAL 245 22,096,000 100.0% 
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24 560 
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72,856 
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TSF: RESIDENTIAL PIPELINE & ESTIMA. .iRANOFATHERING RATES 10/2/'lS 

Table L Residential Projects Under Review: Filed after 7 /21/15 

75 Arkansn Street 51> 56,882 8,1.79 $195,860 $587,816 $391,956 

603 Tennessee St. 24 27,744 0 $107,369 $214,739 $107,369 

400 Divisadero St. 130 148,000 8,000 $616,530 $1,289,840 $673,310 

3620 Cesar Chavei. 28 24,600 0 $36,842 $190,404 $153,562 

719 Larkin 42 48,552 1,500 $209,781 $402,852 $193,071 

830 Eddy St. 120 13S-,720 0 $536,846 $1,073,693 $536,846 

793 South Van Ness 54 62,42.4 4,867 $312,590 $570,962 $258,372. 

950 Tennessee St. 12.9 87,777 0 $70,406 $679,394 $608,988 

2918-2924 Mission St. 38 36,600 7,400 $211,674 $416,780 $205,106 

TOTAL $4,044,259 $9,304,134 } i: $5,25~)!15 

Table 2. Residential Projects Under Review: Filed 7 /1/14-7 /21/15 (Commission Recommendation: 75% ofTSF rate} 

PIER70 1,100 1,271,600 l 2,492,050 I $7,413,142 $9,873,688 $2,460,546 

2070 BRYANT ST 271 313,276 0 $512,869 $1,119,059 $606,189 

1601 MISSION ST 220 254,320 l 9,900 ! $930,208 $1,422,317 $492,109 

975 Bryant Street 195 225,420 0 $404,742 $840,930 $436,188 

390-0lSTST 170 196,520 0 $772,394 $1,152,660 $380,266 

1515 SOUTH VAN NESS AVENUE 160 184,960 \ 1,024 ! $259,677 $617,574 $357,898 

88 ARKANSAS ST 146 168,776 j 3,2..75 i $367,867 $694,449 $326,582 

429 Beale Street and 4E!O Main Street 140 161,840 0 $891,897 $1,205,057 $313,160 

555 Howard St 127 146,812 0 $209,072 $493,153 $284,081 

2675 FOLSOM ST 117 135,252 0 $688,373 $950,086. $it61,713 

1145 Polk Street 54 62,424 0 $0 $61,087 $61,087 
2444 LOMBARD ST 53 61,2611 i 2,000 i $101,777 $220,330 $118,554 

555 GOLOEN GATE AV 52. 60,112 ! 1,000 i $2,753 $119,070 $116,3U 

3314 CESAR CHAVEZ ST so 57,800 I oi $36,096 $147,939 $111,843 

272 SUTTER.ST 45 52,020 i 16,000 i $112,700 $213,359 $100,659 

23007THST 44 50,864 ! 415 I $303,414 $401,836 $98,422 

22..38 - 22..54 MARKET ST 41 47,396 ! s,573 / $135,489 $227,200 $91,711 

875 CALIFORNIA ST/ 770 POWElLST 41 47,396 0 $323,387 $415,098 $91,711 

915 - 935 Minna Str.,et 37 42,772 Q $165,528 $248,2.91 $82,764 

1726 • 1730 Mission Street 36 41,616 0 $222,226 $302,753 $80,527 

469 EDDY ST 34 39,304 i 2,600 i $154,706 $230,760 $76,053 

240 PACIFIC AV 31 35,836 2,018 $1.22,045 $191,388 $69,343 

475MLNNAST 30 34,680 0 $134,212 $201,317 $67,106 

24110THST 28 32,368 18,130 $0 $58 999 $58,999 
198 VALENC!AST 28 32,368 0 $94,961 $157,593 $62,632 

3140 16lli ST 28 32,368 6,715 $131,979 $194,611 $62,632 

1598 BAY ST 28 32,368 0 $1.28,547 $191,179 $62,632 

2140 - 2144 Market Str<>et 27 31,212 1,150. $19,487 $79,883 $60,395 

OCTAVIA BLVD PARCEL T (Centrat 2& 30,056. 0 $116,317 $174,475 $58,158 
Fr ... way) 
300 Octavla Street 24 27,744 1,606 $108,975 $162,660 $53,685 

3355 GEARY BL 23 26,588 0 $48,264 $99,711 $51,448 

2670 Geary Boulevard 21 24,276 0 $37,974 $84,948 $46,974 

TOTAL $14,951,079· $22,553,462 ; ;/ ; :$7~60t,31i3 

NOTES: 

1. TSFva!ues are preliminary estimates based on project desaiptions in the development pipeline at time ofapplication filing, and may not reflect the most 
current project proposal on file. 
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TSF: RESIDENTIAL PIPELINE & ESTIMA .iRANDFATHERING RATES 10/2/15 

Table 3. Residential Projects Under Review: Filed before 7 /1/14 (Commission Recommen.dation: 50% of TSF rate) 

P!ER48 1500 1734000 1950000 $34,849,080 

150VANNESSAVE 429 495924 -127558 $78,564 

1979 MISSION ST 351 405756 (} $1,570,27,6 

800 INDIANASTREET 340 393040 0 $937,394 

950 MARKITST 305 352580 169834 $3,815,189 

1065 MARKET ST 304 351424 -526 $1,352,421 

5001STST 292 337552 1704000 $25,895,045 

130116TH STREET 276 319056 0 $946,791 

1634-1690 PINE ST 260 300560 6656 .$1,259,358 

1395 22nd St 251 290156 0 $1,122,904 

1800 MISSION ST 207 239292 0 $0 

1200 17TH STREET 200 231200 171013 $2,579,162 

75 HOWARD ST 186 215016 17900 $1,090,409 

1028 MARKET ST 186 215016 9675 $971,722 

1540 MARKET ST 180 208080 -13252 $614,643 

2070 BRYANT ST 177 204612 Q .$418,848 

1125 MARKET ST 164 189584 3005 $777,052 

950 MASON STREET 160 184960 -295000 $0 

1140 FOLSOM STREET 1211 147968 -9081 $441,597 

1298 HOWARD STREET 121 139876 10050 $686,342 

2171 THIRD ST 109 126004 3143 $356,530 

1550 MARKET ST 109 126004 -16928 $243,364 

1075 MARKET ST ·go 104040 -15500 $178,970 

750 HARRISON ST 77 89012 2826 $345,539 

1335 FOl.SOM ST 65 75140 Q $248,270 

777 TENNESSEE STREET 59 68204 0 $148,319 

807 FRANKLIN ST 50 57800 0 $223,686 

651GEARYST 46 53176 -8010 $90,207 

1174 FOLSOM ST 42 48552 7901 $318,170 

901 TENNESSEE STREET 39 45084 0 $107,335 

2230 3RD STREIT 37 42n2 -3201 $119,337 

4S5 CAMBRIDGE ST 32. 36992 0 $143,159 

22. FRANKUN ST 28 32368 4323 $187,645 

233-237 SHIPLEY ST 22 25432 0 $84,434 

TOTAL ·:~:::: ,,. __ ,·:::.1 t'!. $s2;2cl1;m · 

NOTES: 

1. TSFvalues are preliminary estimates based on project descriptions in the development pipeline at time of application filing, and may not reflect the most 
current project proposal on file. 



Chen, Lisa (CPC) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

Chen, Lisa (CPQ 
Tuesday, October 13, 2015 5:16 PM 
Cohen, Malia (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Wiener, Scott; Avalos, John (BOS); Christensen, 
Julie (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Johnston, Coner (BOS); Power, Andres; Tugbenyoh, 
Mawuli (BOS); Pollock, Jeremy (BOS); Yadegar, Danny (BOS); Burns, Kanishka (BOS); 
Wheaton, Nicole (MYR) 
Ruiz-Esquide, Andrea (CAD; Wise, Viktoriya (MT A); Bose, Sona Ii (MTA); Michael 
Schwartz (michael.schwartz@sfcta.org); Teague, Corey (CPC); Auyeung, Dillon 
Revised: TSF - Revenue projections for October 5th Land Use & Transportation 
Committee Amendments ( 
TSF Response to BOS_LUT Committee Amendments 10 13 15.pdf; TSF Response to 
BOS_LUT Committee Amendments 10 13 lS_track changes.pdf; Appendix_TSF 
Residential Pipeline projections_lO 08 15.pdf 

Good afternoon Supervisors, legislative aides, and Nicole, 

There has been a request that the Planning Department provide more detailed projections on the potential impact of modifying the 
TSF fee applicability for institutions (hospitals and universities), so in response please find attached a revised version of the memos 
on the October 51

h TSF amendments. 

As always, please let us know if you have further questions. Thank you. 

Kind regards, 

Lisa Chen 
Planner, CityvJide Planning Division 

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Phone: 415-575-9124 Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email:lisa.chen@sfgov.org 
Wsb:www.sfplanning.org 

.~Q: l!~'~ :,~: ti'. fl§:: 
-.:_ ..... ..;....:..~· 

From: Chen, Lisa (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, October 08, 2015 11:57 PM 
To: Cohen, Malia (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Wiener, Scott; Avalos, John (BOS); Christensen, Julie (BOS); Breed, London 
(BOS); Johnston, Conor (BOS); Power, Andres; Tugbenyoh, Mawuli (BOS); Pollock, Jeremy (BOS); Yadegar, Danny 
(BOS); Burns, Kanishka (BOS); Wheaton, Nicole (MYR) 
Cc: Ruiz-Esquide, Andrea (CAT); Wise, Viktoriya (MTA); Bose, Sonali (MTA); Michael Schwartz 
(michael.schwartz@sfcta.org); Teague, Corey (CPC); Auyeung, Dillon 
Subject: TSF - Revenue projections for October 5th Land Use & Transportation Committee Amendments (ATTORNEY­
CUENT PRIVILEGE) 

Dear Supervisors, legislative aides, and Nicole, 

In response to the October 5th Land Use and Transportation Committee hearing on establishing a new citywide Transportation 
Sustainability Fee (TSF), staff from the Planning Department and SFMTA have prepared information on the fiscal impact of the 
amendments made to the proposed legislation, attached. Also attached is an updated list of residential pipeline projects and 
projected revenues. 
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Please let us know if you have any further questions or would like to discuss any of the findings. Thank you. 

Kind regards, 

Lisa Chen 
Planner, Citywide Planning Division 

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Phone: 415-575-9124 Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email:lisa.chen@sfgov.org 
Web:www.sfolanning.org 

.J!l ~~:i t~. {~~: i~~;! 
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Chen, Lisa (CPC) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Hi Conor, 

Chen, Lisa (CPC) 
Tuesday, October 13, 2015 5:37 PM 
Johnston, Conor (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Wiener, Scott; Avalos, 
John (BOS); Christensen, Julie (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Power, Andres; Tugbenyoh, 
Mawuli (BOS); Pollock, Jeremy (BOS); Vadegar, Danny (BOS); Burns, Kanishka (BOS); 
Wheaton, Nicole (MYR) 
Ruiz-Esquide, Andrea (CAT); Wise, Viktoriya (MTA); Bose, Sonali (MTA); Michael 
Schwartz (michael.schwartz@sfcta.org); Teague, Corey (CPC); Auyoung, Dillon 
RE: Revised: TSF - Revenue projections for October 5th Land Use & Transportation 
Committee Amendments ( 

The previous numbers from Oct 8th are from the TSF Nexus Study, which combined all Cultural, Institutional, and 
Educational uses - in other words, it overestimated the amount of revenue loss from universities. We were asked to 
refine the analysis to separate out just the universities, hence the lower value. The revised numbers are reasonably close 
to what we would expect, based on 10 years of prior development. 

Let me know if you have further questions. Thank you. 

Best, 

Lisa Chen 
Planner, Citywide Planning Division 

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Phone: 415-575-9124 Fax: 415-558-6409 
Ema ii: lisa. chen@sfoov.org 
Web:www.sfplanning.org 

~II: t•~" te~ tJl'. rJ¥JJ 
From: Johnston, Conor (BOS) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2015 5:25 PM 
To: Chen, Lisa (CPC); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Kim,· Jane (BOS); Wiener, Scott; Avalos, John (BOS); Christensen, Julie (BOS); 
Breed, London (BOS); Power, Andres; Tugbenyoh, Mawuli (BOS); Pollock, Jeremy (BOS); Yadegar, Danny (BOS); Burns, 
Kanishka (BOS); Wheaton, Nicole (MYR) 
Cc: Ruiz-Esquide, Andrea (CAT); Wise, Viktoriya (MTA); Bose, Sonali (MTA); Michael Schwartz 
(michael.schwartz@sfcta.org); Teague, Corey (CPC); Auyeung, Dillon 
Subject: RE: Revised: TSF - Revenue projections for 'october 5th Land Use & Transportation Committee Amendments 
( 

Lisa, why are the numbers changing so much on these items1 e.g. $3M annual drop on universities? 

Conor Johnston 
Office of Supervisor London Breed 
President of the Board of Supervisors 
415-554-6783 
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Sign up for Supervisor Breed's newsletter here 
or visit her website here . 

. From: Chen, Lisa (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2015 5:16 PM 
To: Cohen, Malia (BOS} <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS} <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott 
<scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS} <john.avalos@sfgov.org>; Christensen, Julie (BOS} 
<Julie.Christensen@sfgov.org>; Breed, London (BOS} <london.breed@sfgov.org>; Johnston, Conor (BOS} 
<conor.johnston@sfgov.org>; Power, Andres <andres.power@sfgov.org>; Tugbenyoh, Mawuli (BOS} 
<mawuli.tugbenyoh@sfgov.org>; Pollock, Jeremy (BOS) <jeremy.pollock@sfgov.org>; Yadegar, Danny (BOS) 
<danny.yadegar@sfgov.org>; Burns,,Kanishka (BOS) <kanishka.burns@sfgov.org>; Wheaton, Nicole (MYR} 
<nicole.wheaton@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Ruiz-Esquide, Andrea (CAT} <andrea.ruiz-esquide@sfgov.org>; Wise, Viktoriya (MTA} <viktoriya.a.wise@sfmta.com>; 
Bose, Sona Ii (MTA} <sonali.bose@sfmta.com>; Michael Schwartz (michael.schwartz@sfcta.org} 
<michael.schwartz@sfcta.org>; Teague, Corey (CPC) <corey.teague@sfgov.org>; Auyoung, Dillon 

<Dillon.Auyoung@sfmta.com> 
Subject: Revised: TSF - Revenue projections for October 5th Land Use & Transportation Committee Amendments 
(ATIORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE} . 

Good afternoon Supervisors, legislative aides, and Nicole, 

There has been a request that the Planning Department provide more detailed projections on the potential impact of modifying the 
TSF fee applicability for institutions (hospitals and universities), so in response please find attached a revised version of the memos 
on the October 5th TSF amendments. 

As always, please let us know if you have further questions. Thank you. 

Kind regards, 

Lisa Chen 
Planner, Citywide Planning Division 

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Phone: 415-575-9124 Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email:lisa.chen@sfgov.org 
Web:www.sfplanning.org 

JI_ ::~~J IJ~j f.~, r'~j 

From: Chen, Lisa (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, October 08, 2015 11:57 PM 
To: Cohen, Malia (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Wiener, Scott; Avalos, John (BOS); Christensen, Julie (BOS); Breed, London 
(BOS); Johnston, Conor (BOS); Power, Andres; Tugbenyoh, Mawuli (BOS); Pollock, Jeremy (BOS); Yadegar, Danny 
(BOS); Burns, Kanishka (BOS); Wheaton, Nicole (MY.R) 
Cc: Ruiz-Esquide, Andrea (CAT); Wise, Viktoriya (MTA); Bose, Sonali (MTA); Michael Schwartz 
(michael.schwartz@sfcta.org); Teague, Corey (CPC); Auyoung, Dillon 
Subject: TSF - Revenue projections for October 5th Land Use & Transportation Committee Amendments (ATTORNEY­
CLIENT PRIVILEGE) 

Dear Supervisors, legislative aides, and Nicole, 
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In response to the October 5th Land Use and Transportation Committee hearing on establishing a new citywide Transportation 
su·stainability Fee (TSF), staff from the Planning Department and SFMTA have prepared information on the fiscal impact of the 
amendments made to the proposed legislation, attached. Also attached is an updated list of residential pipeline projects and 
projected revenues. 

Please let us know if you have any further questions or would like to discuss any of the findings. Thank you. 

Kind regards, 

Lisa Chen 
Planner, Citywide Planning Division 

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 941°03 
Phone: 415-575-9124 Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email:lisa.chen@sfgov.org 
Web:www.sfolannjng.org 

,·9: :'~• :r~· /Ii ~_:·,r~_:,_1 
''··---~· : . : ~---'···-. -··-· 
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TSP. Impact of October 5th Land Use & Transportation Committee Amendments (UPDATED 10/13/15} 

Dear Supervisors Cohen, Kim, Wiener, Avalos, Breed, and Chrisrensen, 

In response to the October 5th, 2015 Land Use and Transportation Committee hearing on·establishing anew 
citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF), staff from the Planning Department andSFMTAhave 
prepared information on the fiscal impact of the amendments made to the proposed legislation. Please let us 
lmow if you would like to discuss any of the information presented below. 

The combined impact of all of these amendments is an increase-of approximately $153.0 $f;W4-million over 30 
year:t qr $5 1$&1. milliqn qnnrmlfx. t:rtmmarized below. 

Thisw-0u1d bring total projected TSF revenues to $1.3 billion over 30 years. or$19million annually. TI1is 
represents awroximateJy $570 rm1lkm in net llffi'!l"trans09rtati-On revenue above existin~ TIDF .. sJ:tElHllflriaed 
asfollews: 

TSF Revenue Generation: land Use & Transportation Committee October 5t4 Amendmenb 

Tler by project size: for res >100 units & non-res >100k sq ft $55.5mn $1.9mn 

No grandfathering for projects fifed after 7/21/15 $4.9mn $U.2mn 

Eliminate area pfan exemption $53.Gmn $1.8mn 
Increase PDR fee trigger to 1500 sq ft Negligible Negligible 
Apply TSf to hospltafs 

Exempt post-secondary educationat uses 

TOTAL 

Total TSF Revenue Generation with October 5th Amendments 

TSF as proposed 

With October 5tti amendments $1,a~bn $57~m 
n 

$14mn 

$~mn $1g7nm $~.lmn 

1. Amendment: Increase the fee rates for large projects, defined as residential uses >99 units or non­
residential uses >100k sq ft. For all gross square feet over this threshold (i.-e. any units above 99 
units and all nonresidential square footage above 100ksq ft), projects would pay an additional 
$1/square foot, or $8.74 for residential and $19.04 for nonresidential 

Page I of3 
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TSF: Impact of October 5th land Use & Transportation Committee Amendments {UPDATED lQ/13/15) 

Increasing the fee for laill:e projects would result in an increase of approximately $SS million dollars over 
30 vears: or $1,,9 million dollars annuallv. as follo~'S. 

TSF Revenue Generation: Fee Increase for large Projects 

· :,.irj'~re~i~:,', 

. .... .. ~· i!:ii t.~~~if~l!., 
Rates as proposed 

Tier hy project size: for res > 100 
units and non-res >100ksq ft 

$1.2bn 

$420mn $39mn $14mn 

$475mn $41mn $16mn $1.9mn 

2. Amendment: Amend grandfathering such that residential projects that filed a development 
application after the introduction date of the Ordinance Quly 21 :.:t, 2015) would receive no 
grandfathering and would pay 100% of the TSF rate. 

Currently,. there are 10 residential projects in the pipeline that filed after July 217t, 2015. If these projects 
were to pay the TSF in full, this would result in an additional $4.9 million above the Ordinance as 
proposed, as follows. See the appendix: for a list of residential projects in the pipeline. 

TSF Residential Grandfathering (2015 Q2 Development Pipeline}1 

Proposed 
Revenue 

Proposed 
Revenue 

Project status rate 
gene.ration 

Project Status Rate 
generation 

($/GSF) {$/GSFJ 

Entitled . $0 $0 Entitled $0 $0 

Under review $3.87 $S4.0mn Under review, filed $3.87 $49.lmn 
before 7 /"11/15 
Under review, fl1ed after $7.74 $9.8mn 
7/21/15 

: ;,'.; S5s~9rrl'if: 
·i; ::;:~:: :::::>~:;:·~::F~:~: ~ .. , 

inl'r·P.iT~,.- • ,,;:\::f '$4;9fiih·· 

3. Amendment: Eliminate the Area Plan credit for residential uses, such that projects would pay both 
the TSF and area plan transportation fees in fiill. 

1 Based on amended fee rates f mdudingfee increase for projects> 100 units or 100k sq ft). 
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, TSF: Impact of October 5th Land Use & Transportation Committee Amendments (UPDATED 10/13/15) 

Based on projected development, removing the area plan credit would generate approximately lli 
million annuallv. or $32.1 million through 2040. 

In addition, projects in the current development pipeline would contribute an additional $21.5 million. 
bringing the total to $53.6 million. 

4. Amendment: Increase the PDR fee trigger from 800 GSF to 1500 GSF 

The impact of modifying the PDR fee trigger is minimal. Based on building permit data for completed 
projects over the last 10 years, out of 433,000 square feet of PDR development added in the City over this 
period, only one project fell under the 1,500 square foot threshold. 

Based on the TSF Nexus Study, the City is projected to add &76.1 million square feet ofnew PDR 
development through 2040 that would be subject to the TSF. comprising about 1 % of total non­
residential development 

5. [updated: 10/13/15] Amendment: Apply the TSF to hospitals 

Based on the TSF Nexus Study, the City is projected to add .lZ_&&-million square feet of new hospital 
development through 2040 that would be subject to the TSF. eF-representing less than 1 % of total non­
residential development Applying the fee to hospitals would raise an additional $BJ+$57.8 million 
dollars over 30 years. or rough Iv $J.&$1.9 million annual{v.Z. 

6. [updated: 10/13/15] Amendment: Exempt post-secondary educational uses 

The TSF Nexus Study projects that the City will add roughly +..frS.8 million square feet of Cultural, 
Institutional, and Educational uses through 2040 that would be subject to the TSF. representing a little 
over 1 % of nonresidential development Based on completed projects from 2000-2010. private nonprofit 
universities may be expected to account for approximately 18% of this amount. or 1.0 million square feet 

Exempting these uses from the fee would result in a revenue loss Qfapproximatelv $18.8 ~million 
dollars over 30 vears. or $630.0006.6 millioR annuallv. 

Please note that this category combines post secondary educational uses with other uses that would also 
be mrnmpt, such as museums and private schools. Thus, this figure likely overestimates the impact of the 
post secondary education mrnmption. 

In addition, these projections do not differentiate between student housing and other types of post­
secondary educational uses, such as instructional spaces. 

2 Please note that previous projections for institutional uses (hospitals and post-secondary institutions) were based 
on data for 10 years of completed projects. In this updated analysis, the TSF projections use the higher figures for 
land use and employment from the TSF Nexus Study, for the sake of consistency. These projections utilize ABAG 
projections combined with Planning Department Land Use Allocation figures. 
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Chen, Lisa (CPC) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Chen, Lisa (CPC) 
Friday, October 02, 2015 10:49 AM 
'Malia.Cohen@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com'; 'Jane.Kim@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com'; 
'Scott.Wiener@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com'; Avalos, John (BOS); Power, Andres; 
'Mawuli.Tugbenyoh@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com'; 
'Jeremy.Pollock@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com'; Yadegar, Danny (BOS); 
'Nicole.Wheaton@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com' 
Teague, Corey (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (MTA); 'Andrea Ruiz-Esquide' 
TSF - Responses to Land Use Committee Questions ( 
TSF Response to BOS LU Committee Questions 10_2_15_update_final.pdf; 
Appendix_TSF Updates to Feasibility Study 10_2_15 update_fin.pdf; TSF Residential 

. grandfathering_lO 05 15_ATTY-CUENT PRIVILEGE_final.pdf 

Dear Supervisors, legislative aides, and Nicole, 

As a follow up to the materials transmitted yesterday, Planning Department and SFMTA staff have prepared additional 
information in response to questions raised at Monday's Land Use Committee hearing on the Transportation Sustainability 
Fee (TSF). Please see the revised documents.attached, which include: 

• An updated response to questions, with added information on the potential impact of tiered Non-residential 
grandfathering rates. (page 3) 

• An updated appendix, with added information on the projected TSF revenues for an additional 3-tier fee structure. 
(pages 4-5) 

• A list of residential projects in the pipeline that fall under the grandfathering triggers. 

Please let me know if you have any questions. Thank you. 

Regards, 

Lisa Chen 
Planner, Citywide Planning Division 

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Phone: 415-575-9124 Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email: lisa .chen@sfgov.org 
Web:www.sfplanning.org 

tfJ._, {~~!: :::~ l~~~i'. !,_~_:! 

From: Andrea Ruiz-Esquide [mailto:Andrea.Ruiz-Esquide@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, October 01, 2015 10:17 AM 
To: Chen, Lisa (CPC); Teague, Corey (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (MTA) 
Subject: Fw: TSF - Responses to Land Use Committee Questions 

FYI 

1 

3951 



Andrea Ruiz-Esquide 
Deputy City Attorney 
City Hall Room 375 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Tel: (415) 554-4618 
Fax: (415) 554-4757 
email: andrea.ruiz-esquide@sfgov.org 
- Forwarded by Andrea Ruiz-Esquide/CTYATT on 10/01/2015 10:16 AM -

From: Andrea Ruiz-Esquide/CTYATT 
To: Malia.Cohen@sfgov1.onmicrosoft.com. Jane.Kim@sfgov1.onmicrosoft.com. Scott.Wiener@sfqov1.onmicrosoft.com, 
Mawuli.Tugbenyoh@sfqov1.onmicrosoft.com, Jeremy.Pollock@sfaov1.onmicrosoft.com, Danny.Yadeqar@sfgov.org. Nicole. Wheaton@sfgov1.onmicrosof!.com, 
Cc: Sonali.Bose@sfmta.com 
Date: 10/01/201510:16 AM 
Subject TSF - Responses to Land Use Committee Questions 

Dear Supervisors, legislative aides, and Nicole, 

Planning Department and SFMTA staff have prepared answers to the questions you posed during last Monday's Land 
Use Committee hearing on the Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF). Please see the documents attached. 

We are still working to provide you some information on other questions you have posed, specifically: 

• additional information on grandfathering; 
• list of projects that fall under the grandfathering triggers; 
• list of projects that would be subject to the TSF triggers if the initial date was moved to date of introduction; 
• different iteration of fee projections. 

Supplemental materials with answers to these questions will be sent to you this afternoon. 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Andrea 

Andrea Ruiz-Esquide 
Deputy City Attorney 
City Hall Room 375 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Tel: (415) 554-4618 
Fax: (415) 554-4757 
email: andrea.ruiz-esquide@sfgov.org 
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Supervisors Cohen, Kim, Wiener and Avalos, 

Thank you for your thoughtful comments at the September 28th, 2015 Land Use and Transportation 
Committee hearing on establishing a new citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF). Staff has 
prepared additional information in response to key questions raised at this hearing. Please let us know if you 
would like to discuss any of the information presented below. 

1. Would it be possible to exempt hospitals from the TSF based on some criterion other than their 
non-profit status? 

During the !frafting of the TSF Ordinance, staff worked with the San Francisco Department of Public 
Health (SFDPH) to create an exemption that would apply to medical uses primarily serving vulnerable 
populations including but not limited to: Medi-Cal beneficiaries, uninsured residents, limited English 
speakers, and populations with documented high rates of health disparities, as defined in the Health Care 
Services Master Plan. Below is an outline of the process that would allow for such an exemption. 

Review Process for Medical Uses 
When a medical service provider submits an application to the Planning Department for a development 
project, there are two separate processes through which the project could be found to be exempt from 
the TSF. A project may satisfy the requirements of one or both in order to receive an exemption. 

• Charitable Exemption Process: The project is exempt from TSF if both of the following are 
satisfied: (1) the medical service provider is a non-profit organization developing on land that is 
tax-exemptl; and, (2) the medical service provider occupies <50,000 sf of site area or <100,000 sf 
of site area in C-3 districts (the minimum threshold for requiring a full Institutional Master Plan). 
In other words, if the project does not require a full Institutional Master Plan, it would not need 
to pay the TSF. If, however, the project does require a full Institutional Master Plan, certain 
medical use projects would be exempt from the TSF as outlined in #2 below. 

• Healthcare Services Master Plan Consistency Determination Process: A TSF exemption will 
be granted to projects that the SF Health Commission or SFDPH staff (as applicable) find to be: 
(1) Consistent with the Health Care Services Master Plan Health Care Services; and, (2) Eligible 
for Development Incentives under such plan. The process varies depending on project size: 

a. Projects requiring HCSMP review(> 10,000 GSF of new construction, or >5,000 GSF 
change ofuse): These projects will undergo the usual HCSMP Consistency Determination 
process. The Planning Department will grant a TSF exemption if the SF Health 
Commission issues a "Finding of Consistency" with the HCSMP, together with the 
determination that the use is "Eligible for Development Incentives" under such plan. 

b. Administrative review for smaller projects ( <10,000 GSF of new construction, or 
<5,000 GSF change of use): These projects are not currently required to undergo the 
HCSMP Consistency Determination process. The project sponsor must file an exemption 
application with the Planning Department The Planning Department will grant a TSF 
exemption if SFDPH staff i~sue a "Finding of Consistency' with the HCSMP, together with · 
the determination that the use is "Eligible for Development Incentives" under such plan. 

The TSF ordinance could be amended to state that any project that requires an Institutional Master 
Plan under Section 304.5 of the Planning Code shall not be eligible for charitable exemptions except if 
it is a medical use that is found by the SF Health Commission or the SFDPH to be consistent with the 
Health Care Services Master Plan and eligible for Development Incentives under this Plan. Projects 
would be required to remain eligible for Development Incentives for at least 10 years. If the property 

1 Projects will need i:o submit an application for a Charitable Exemption in order to verify non-profit status (or undergo a similar 
process, to be determined). 
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or portion thereof ceases to be eligible for Development Incentives within the 10-year period, the 
property owner will be required to pay the TSF. 

2. What is the best way to treat post-secondary educational institutions when they are providing 
student housing? 

As currently proposed, the TSF would apply to all projects of non-profit post-secondary educational 
institutions that require an Institutional Master Plan under Section 304. 5 of the Planning Code. Given the 
recent legislation that encourages universities to create new student housing, the TSF Ordinance could be 
amended to exempt student housing proposed by non-profit post-secondary educational institutions 
from the fee. Section 411.A.3(b) of the ordinance already sets forth a number of proposed exemptions in 
support of existing City policies. The Section could be amended to include an exemption for non-profit 
student housing as defined in Article 2 of the Planning Code. 

Planning Code Definition of Student Housing: A Residential Use characteristic defined as a 
living space for students of accredited Post-Secondary Educational Institutions that may take 
the form of Dwelling Units, Group Housing, or SRO Unit and is owned, operated, or otherwise 
controlled by an accredited Post-Secondary Educational Institution. Unless expressly 
provided for elsewhere in this Code, the use of Student Housing is permitted where the form 
of housing is permitted in the underlying Zoning District in which it is located. Student 
Housing may consist of all or part of a building, and Student Housing owned, operated, or 
controlled by more than one Post-Secondary Educational Institution may be located in one 
building. 

3. How would incorporating the grandfathering provisions recommended by the Planning 
Commission affected the projected revenue? In addition, how would revenu!'? be affected if 
projects that were filed after the introduction date of the Ordinance Uuly 21st, 2015) received no 
grandfathering? 

The Planning Commission recommendations on TSF grandfathering were as follows: 

• Residential projects: 
a. Entitled projects: 100% grandfathering (as proposed) 
b. Projects under review: 

• Filed before 7 /1/14: 50% rate 
• Filed after 7 /1/14: 75% rate 

• Nonresidential projects: Fully grandfathered; pays TIDF rates (as proposed) 

The impact of these proposed changes is as shown in the table below. Amendingthe proposed ordinance 
would generate an additional $1 ZS million. 
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TSF Residential Grandfathering-

Proposed 
Revenue 

Proposed 
Revenue 

Project status rate 
generation 

Project Status Rate 
generation 

($/GSF} ($./GSF} 

Entitled $0 so Entitled $0 so 
Under review $3.87 $50.0mn Under review, filed $3.87 $37.Smn 

before 7 /1/14 
Under review, filed after $5.81 $30.0mn 
7 1/14 

-

At:the Land Use & Transportation C-0mmittee hearing, Supervisors expressed interest in exploring 
additional grandfathering options: 

• Residential projects: Same as above, but do not grandfather projects that were filed after the date 
of Ordinance introduction Guly21,Z01S} 

Curreritly; there are 14 pro~ in the pipeline thatfiled after July 21..t, 2015. Jf these projects were t.o 
pay the TSF in full, this would result in an additional $Z 1 mjllion above the Ordinance as proposed (ie.. 
50% TSP rate for residential; TIDF rates for non-residential). These projects were added after the 
grandfathering analysis was completed, and thus do not over1ap with the amounts above. 

{UPDATED 10/2/15: No:n-residentialgrandfatherfnD.J At the September 28lh Land Use & 
Transportation hearing. Supervisors expressed interest in potentially applying a tiered ,grandfathering 
structure for non-residential uses as weU,·similarto the Planning Cmnmission recommendation for 
residential uses (50% of the fee difference forunentltled projects that filed before 7 /1/14, 75% of the fee 
difference thereafter}. Modifying the proposal would potentially generate an additional $10 million in 
revenues, as follows. 

Non-Residential Grandfathering 

Projed: status 
Rate Revenue 

Project status 
Rate Revenue 

{$/GSF) generation {$/GSF} generatlon 

Entitled 11Dfrates $45.3mn Entitled $453mn 
($12.12-
$1459 

Under review $66.7mn Under review, filed before $72.Srnn 
7 /1/14 {SO°Ai of difference} 
Under review, filed after $4.6mn 
7 /1/14 {79'...U of difference} 
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4. What is the effect on feasibility if the Plan Area credit were to be eliminated? How much TSF 
revenue would this generate? 

(See Appendix B for additional information on updates to the feasibility analysis in response to questions 4-
6. Please note that some updates may have caused changes in feasibility as compared to the published study 
on the TSFwebsite.) 

Three prototypes evaluated TSF Economic Feasibility Study were residential prototypes that would 
receive an Area Plan fee credit under the proposed TSF ordinance. We also analyzed an additional large 
residential prototype studied under the Central So Ma draft feasibility study (which falls under the 
Eastern Neighborhoods area plan). · · 

If the credit were to be eliminated. all4 protozypes would continue to remain feasible. as measured by 
percent change in residual land value (RLV). The change in RLVwould range from 1-2%. 

5. What is the effect on feasibility ifTSF rates were tiered based on project size and/or construction 
type (i.e. mid-rise vs. high-rise construction)? 

In order to help answer this question, staff made adjustments to the findings of the feasibility study to 
evaluate whether there is a clear relationship between project size, economic feasibility, and the ability to 
absorb higher fee ievels. Our findings indicate: 

• Residential: Based on analysis of 8 residential prototypes, we found no clear correlation between 
residential project size (whether measured by unit count or square footage] and economic 
feasibilizy. Charging variable rates would have uneven impacts on project feasibility. Even 
though high-rise projects can charge higher rents and sales prices, they also incur higher 
construction and other costs, so they may not be more feasible nor more profitable on a per 
square footage basis than medium- or low-rise construction. 

• Non-residential: Staff examined the 2 large office prototypes in the TSF Feasibility Study; as 
well as a medium office prototype from the Central SoMa draft feasibility study. We found that 
the two larger office prototypes (400' and 160') performed similarly well, while the medium 
office project was more sensitive to the impact of higher.fees. 

o This is consistent with the findings of the TSF and Central So Ma feasibility studies, which 
indicate that large office projects are more feasible and prevalent than smaller projects. 
This is reflected in the current development pipeline, in which 89% of nonresidential 
development is > lOOk square feet Given the predominance oflarger office projects, a 
single fee rate may make more logical sense. 

See Appendix B for additional information on project sizes in the current development pipeline, as well as 
TSF revenue projections based on different tiered proposals. 

6. What are the maximum TSF rates that could be charged based on economic feasibility? What 
would be the impact on feasibility if the TSF rates were increased to 33% of the nexus? 

The prototypes indicate that project feasibility is-determined by a number ofrelated factors, including 

but not limited to: lot size, land use controls (particularly height and density limits), geographic location, 

and project size. No single factor explains the variability in project feasibility. 
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Supportable TSF rates for each prototype are listed in the tables below. The support.able rate was 

determined by examining the impact of the fee on a number of financial indicators, the primary cme being 
impact on RLV.2 The key:findingsinclnde: 

• The majority (7 of 8) of residential proto1YJlescould support a fee of$Z74/GSFwith elfminati'on 

of the area plan credit. If the fee were increased to $8.75/GSF, half of the prototypes could 

become infeasible. 

• The Z large office projects could support a fee oU21.6S/GSF. The smaller project could support a 

fee of$19.04/GSF. 

• 33% of the TSF Nexus rate would represent$10.Z1/GSF for residential and $28.85/GSF for non­
residential projects. Fees at these levels could be supported by 2 out ofthe 8 residential 
prototypes. and 0 outofthe 3 non-residential prototypes. 

TSF Economic Feasibility: Residential Prototypes 

4. Missi-On 15units 22,264sf 50' High $188 
$10.21/GSF 

+no area plan credit 

Project infeasible due to 

3. Outer Mission 24units 41,800sf low $27 
low revenues relative to 

costs: fee not 
supportable 

Z. Van Ness Ave 60units 86,000sf 80' Medium $101 $7.74/GSf 

6.EastSoMa 00 units 60,550sf 85' Medium $132 
$9.29/GSF 

+no area plan credit 

8.EastSoMa 128units 161,000sf 160' Medium $108 
$7.74/GSF 

+no- area plan credit 

5. Central Waterfront 156untts 154,700sf 65' High $185 
$10.21/GSF 

+no area plan credit 

(NEW) Central SaMa 217units 315,010sf Medium $133 
$8.74/GSF 

+ no area plan credit · 

9. Transit Center 229units 332,800sf 400' Medium $107 $7.74/GSF 

2 Supportable'< TSF rate developed based on the following .financial indicators::% cllange .in Residual Land Value {RL V), RLV per 
unit, Return on Cost, and Developer Margin as% af Total Costs.. 
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TSF Economic Feasibility: Non-residential Prototypes 

(NEW} Central SoMa 15,000 sf 92,000 sf 85' Medium $87 $19.04/GSF 

7. EastSoMa 35,000 sf 249,300 sf 160' High $128 $21.65/GSF 

1-0. TransitCenmr 400' Jfrgh $132 $21.65/GSF 
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Appendix: Updates to TSF Feasibility Analysis to Evaluate Recommendations of the Planning 

Commission & Board of Supervisors (Updated 10/2/2015) I 

Notes on updates to feasibility study: 

• In order to facilitate more consistent comparison across prototypes and fee scenarios, Staff 

updated the TSF economic feasibility analysis as follows: 

o Prototypes were re-ordered by project size (ascending based on# of units or building 

square footage). 

o The analysis eliminated the fee credit for prior uses on site {i.e. an existing retail or 

warehouse building). Each prototype now reflects a development project on vacant 

land under current market conditions. For some prototypes, this meant that 

development feasibility worsened. 

• For ease of comparison, some of the fee scenarios discussed at the Commission and at the Land 

Use & Transportation Committee were consolidated. 

• Additional prototypes from draft Central SoMa feasibility study were added to illustrate the 

impact of the fee on project types not represented in the TSF feasibility study. 

Residential prototypes: Staff evaluated the following TSF fee scenarios, in order of cost: 

• $6.19/GSF +eliminate area plan credit 

• $7.74/GSF {AS PROPOSED) 

• $7.74/GSF +eliminate area plan credit (COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION) 

• $8.74/GSF +eliminate area plan credit 

• $9.29/GSF +eliminate area plan credit 

• $10.21/GSF +eliminate area plan credit (33% of nexus; COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION) 

• $15.48/GSF +eliminate area plan credit 

Non-residential prototypes: Staff evaluated the following TSF fee scenarios: 

• $14.43/GSF 

• $18.04/GSF (AS PROPOSED) 

• $19.04/GSF 

• $21.65/GSF 

• $28.85/GSF (33% of nexus; COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION) 

• $36.08/GSF 
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Appendix: Updates to TSF Feasibility Analysis to Evaluate Recommendations of the Planning {:ommlsslon & Board of Supervisors [Updated 10/2/2015) f 

TSF ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY STUDY - Updated 9/30/2015 

CA) 

c.o 
en 

Key to shading: < 5% change jn RLV 

,'::'
1'i':l6?/{ 5-9% change In RLV 

mmlh'tl~~j > 10% change Jn RLV 

Impact ofTSF on Residual Land Value: Residential 
Projects 

0 I 4. Mission I 6,000 sf , 
units sf 

3. Outer Mission I 14,4oosf I 24 41,800 
65 feet 

units sf 

2. Van Ness Ave I 24,300sf I 60 86,000 
BO feet 

units sf 

6.EastSoMa I 10,000 sf I 60 60,550 
85feet 

units sf 

8. EastSoMa 15,000sf 
128 161,00 

160feet units Dsf 

5. Central 
35,000sf 

156 154,70 
65feet 

Waterfront units Osf 

{NEWJ Central 
15,00Dsf 

217. 315,Dl 
4DOfeet 

SoMa units Dsf 

9. Transit Center I 15,ooost I 229 332,80 
400feet 

units Osf 

Low 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

High 

Medium 

Medium 

$27 

$101 

$132 

$108 

$185 

$133 

$107 
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Project 1nfeaslble 
due to low revenues 

relative to costs -
fee not supportable 

$7.74/GSF 

+ no area plan credit 

$8.74/GSF 
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Appendix: Updates to TSF Feaslblllty Analysis to Evaluate Recommendations of the Planning Commission & Board of Supervisors (Updated 10/2/2015) I 

Impact of TSF on Residual land Value: Non-residential Projects 

7. EastSoMa 3s,ooo sf I 249,300 sf I 160' High $128 $21.GS/GSF 

10. Tt"ansit Center 20,000 sf I 384,700 sf I 400' High $132 $21.GS/GSF 
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Appendix: Updates to TSF feasibility Analysis to Evaluate Recommendations of the Planning {;ommlsslon & Board of Supervisors {Updated 10/2/2015) ( 

Projected TSF Revenues: Alternative fee Scenarios: Summary [UPDATED 10/2/15] 

.2' Increase rates by $1 ·. 

3. Commission recommendatlo.n: .Eliminate area plan credit 

it: Commlsslon'recorrimendatlon::ago/n'.of 1-!exlls .: · .i· .. ::·· 

5. Tier by pmject size: for res>100 units and non-res >lOOk sq ft 
· .;;,. Fee lncreas!' = $1 :t;·-: ·n ''1:· ····' 

b. Fee Increase= $3 
:.;· "· . c. Fee il)cf~ase .= $5'; · .. ·::,. 

cl. fee int:rease = 33% of nexus 
6. Tier by pro)ect hefglit'/ ~onstructlon type·. 

a. Below 55' (base); 55'-85' (+$1); 85' and up (+$2) 
b~·Below SS~ (base); 55'-SS! (+$3); 85': and,up (+$5) · 

7. Three tiers by project size (UPDATED 10/2/15) 
Residential: 21-50 units ($7.74), 51-99 units {$8.9S), 100+units ($10.21) 
Non-res: <40k GSF ($21.86}, 40-lOOk GSF ($25.36), >100,000 GSF ($28.85 

'-·- .. -, ... .,,. - .... ,. 

. $8.84. 

$7.74: 
·:, :. •· $10.21··:' 

.. ·:; $7.74•$8.84'· ... · 

$7.74-$10.84 

.. $7.74-$12.s4 . , 

$7.74-$10.21 

$7.74-$10.74 
·, $7.74-$12,84 

$7.74-$10.21 

· : $1s.o4: $19,.04 · . I ,$1.2bn .. · 
$18.04 - $21.04 I $1Abn 

$18.04·-$23.04 : I · $1.Glm 

$18.04 - $28.85 $1.Gbn 

$18.04- $20.04 $1.3bn 

' $18.04 - $23 .04 ' $1.Sbn . 

$21.86 - $28.85 $1.7bn 
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':Net lncrease·.above 
Y~r~~·~;~~1~~~~~·1i••· 
·~·~·~:;;':::':/~:~.~~=1i .. :·~~:<; ;:. ;•' ~~:~ .... :.·::-

·$3"1mn 

$1~0m~ 
$57mn $32mn $17,Bm"c• 

-- ---

$42nir1· 
,, 

$16mn , $2.6nm· .. $497mn 

$652mn $47mn $22mn $7.7mn 

. . $B07mn $52mn $27mn .. . ... $12.9rnn · . 

$884mn $54mn $29mn $15.5mn 
.• .. .. ·,' 

$535mn $43mn $18mn $3.Smn 
.. $72.2mn· ·$51mn ·.· · .. $24mn • ·· .' .. ·. $_10.lmn ;:. 

$948mn $57mn $32mn $17.Gmn · 
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Appendix: Updates to TSF Feaslblllty Analysis to £valuate Recommendetlons of the Planning Commission & Board of Suparvlsors (Updated 10/2/2015) ( 

Projected TSF Revenues: Alternative Fee Scenarios; Detailed (UPDATED 10/2/15] 

~;;~r:::~!r·~}~f 
~'~'1!tll¥i 
l:l1.mlilll1o."w.l~'lt~ 

R•sidentia! $8.841 $445,370,000 $413,270,000 I 514,1146,000 $13,716,000 I $1,797,000 
Non-resident/al $19.04 $778,547,000 . $97,709,000 $25,952,000 $3,257,000 $1,263,0DD 

11.itirf)ill,~~-;~Iiiij,\ 

,i];J£fi§ll.~lgU\tl\&~~~~~~~~~-~llliff£11t~~Wl~~il!~~fo.f>Mz~JTI.1J]lif~~~~mrjtmil!J.:~-l~~~~Ji:.aID,fil JmmB,~~J2BiXit 

I Resldenaal S7.74 S402,191,000 $370,091,000 $13,406,000 $1.2,336,0DO S357,DDO 

Non-resicfe11tial $18.04 $750.829,000 $81,205,000 $25,361,00D $2,707,000 $713,.00D 

1m1t~Jblii1~'111~~w~~~1~8'~1~mfili~~-§J~wm1~iliD~~-~~ru;m11~1;:~Jnfil 
Res/de11t/af $10.21 $504,149,0DO $472,649,000 $16,825,00D $15,755,000 $3,776,DDO 

Non-residential $28.85 $1,157,441,000 $480,854,000 $38,581,000 $16,028,00D $14,034,000 

Non-residen.tfal 

Residential $7.74-$10.84 $515,462,000 $483,362,000 $17,182,00D $16,11.2,000 $4,133,000 

11/on-residen.tlal $18.04-$2Ul4 $B49,30.5,000 · $168,252,000 $28,310,000 $5,608,UOO $3,514,000 

Residential $7.74 - $12.84 $572,470,000 $540,370,000 $19,082,000 $18,012,000 $6,033,000 

Non-residential $18.04-$23.04 $943,235,000 $266,423,000 $31,441,00D $8,881,UOO $6;887,000 

Residential $7.74 -$10.21 $486,905,000 $454.805,000 $16,230,000 $15,160,0DO $3,181,0DO 

NDn~resiclential $18.04- $28.85 $1,110,675,000 $429,143,000 $37,023,000 514,305,000 $12,311,000 

Page5 of6 



CA:> 
co 
m 
.,s:.. 

Appendix: Updates to TSF feasibility Analysis to Evaluate Recommendations ,ofihe Planning Commission & Board of Supervisors (Updated 

10/2JZ01sJ I 

PROJECT srzE; 

.. ,,., grrf~•w~~~r:~~.~~~mw~~t~ 
15% 

85% 

TOTAL 27,798,000 100.00% 

Nonresidential Pro ect Stze fn Current Pipeline· 2015 Q2 
·"·~~~~.,.,,,,n·'"'·'"'"""""""''"'~-,,~rn:.,.<,,,, .•. , :f~:lit1ini~.H*1~~·?g~~~W·$t1?Slf~J~jl j1i~t~Uf.~·~~~1J.lfj~~~Hi~~:~~f·ft:HHUU}tt~;,;~l:,:{~1~f~f.tF~~lil~w:::.¥ffNJ~:ii~·i~NtJ:W{'.~tf.Hl~ 

:1!11;11i1!mifif:otaf:G i:=.f<' 1.if1Jl!•ilt~,o!itQtalinqh,~tes qehtl.a 1deye!opment,,. 

Proiects < 100k 2,571.000 11% 

Profects > 100k 20,428,00 89% 

TOTAL 22,999,000 100.00% 

PROJECT HEIGHT f CONSTRUCTION TYPE: 

up to SS' 35 6,253,000 22% 6,253 179 21 450 

55'-85' 69 10,267,000 37% 10,267 149 24 560 

Above85' 51 11,278,000 41% 11,278 221 26 688 

TOTAL 155 27,798JIOO 100.0% 27,798 

55'-85' 81 7.240.000 33% 415 700.456 

Above85' 81 12,306,000 56% 152,000 210 1,970,000 
TOTAL 245 22,096,000 100..0% 
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TSF: RESIDENTIAL PIPELINE & ESTIMA ;RANDFATHERING RATES 10/2/'l!S 

Table 1. Residential Projects Under Review: Filed after 7 /21/15 

636-54& Fourth St. 427 493,612 3,16S $3,S77,6S3 $2.,131,294 

75 Arkansas Street 50 56,882 8,179 $195,860 $587,816 $391,956 

603 Tennessee St. 24 27,744 0 $107,369 $214,739 $107,369 

400 Divisadero St. 130 148,000 8,000 $616,530 $1,289,840 $673,310 

3620 Cesar Chavez 28 24,600 0 $36,842 $190,404 $153,562 

719 larkin 42 48,552 1,500 $209,781 $402,852 $193,071 

830 Eddy St. 120 138,720 0 $536,846 $1,073,693 $536,846 

793 South Van Ness 54 62,424 4,867 $312,590 $570,962 $258,372 

950 Tennessee St. 129 87,777 0 $70,406 $679,394 $608,988 

2918·2924 Mission St. 38 36,600 7,400 $211,674 $416,780 $205,106 

TOTAt $4,044,259 $9,304,134 :,:b//:$5,259,875 

Table 2. Residential Projects Under Review: Filed 7 /1/14-7 /21/15 {Commission Recommendation: 75% ofTSF rate) 

PIER 70 1,100 1,271,600 i 2,492,050 I $7,413,142 $9,873,688 $2,460,546 

2070 BRYANT ST 271 313,276 0 $512,869 $1,119,0S9 $606,189 

1601 MISSION ST 220 254,320 i 9,900 t $930,208 $1,422,317 $492,109 

975 Bryant Street 195 225,420 a $404,742 $840,930 $436,188 

390-0lSTST 170 196,520 0 $772,394 $1,152,660 $380,266 

1515 SOUTH VAN NESS AVENUE 160 184,960 I 1,024 i $259,677 $617,574 $357,898 

88 ARKANSAS ST 146 168,776 l 3,275 \ $367,867 $694,449 .$326,582 

429 Beale Street and 430 Main Street 140 161,840 0 $891,897 $1,205,0S7 $313,160 

555 Howard St 127 146,812 0 $209,072 $493,153 $284,081 

2675 FQ!SOM ST 117 135,252 0 $688,373 $950,086 $2.61,713 

1145 Polk Street 54 62,424 0 $0 $61,087 $61,087 
2444 LOMBARD ST 53 61,268 ! 2,000 t $101,777 $220,330 $118,554 

SSSGOLDEMGATEAV 52 60,112 i 1,QOO t $2,753 $119,070 $116,317 

3314 CESAR CHAVEZ.ST 50 57,800 i o\ $36,096 $147,939. $111,843 

272 SUTTER ST 45 52,020 1 16,-000 $112,700 $213,359 $100,659 

23007THST 44 S0,864 i 415 i $303,414 $401,836 $98,422 

2238 • 2254 MARKET ST 41 47,396 l 5,573 I $135,4$9 $227,200 $91,711 

!!7S CAUFORNIA ST/ 770 POWEtlST 41 47,396 0 $323,387 $415,09!! $91,711 

915 • 935 Minna Street 37 42,772 0 $165,528 $248,291 $82,764 

1726 • 1730 Mission Street 36 41,616 0 $222,226 $302,753 $80,527 

469EDOYST 34 39,304 i 2,600 ! $154,706 $230,760 $76,053 

240 PAOFIC AV 31 35,836 2,018 $122,045 $191,388 $69,343 

47SMINNAST 30 34,680 0 $134,212 $201,317 $67,106 

24110TH ST 28 32,368 18,130 $0 $58999 $58,999 
198 V ALENC!A ST 28 32,368 0 $94,961 $157,593 $62,632 

314016THST 28 32,368 6,715 $131,979 $194,611 $62,632 

1598 BAY ST 28 32,368 0 $128,547 $191,179 $62,632 

2140 • 2144 Market Street 27 31,212 1,150 $19,487 $79,883 $60,395 

OCTAVIA BLVD f>ARCEl T (Central 26 30,056 0 $116,317 $174,475 $58,158 
Freeway) 
300 Octavia Street 24 27,744 1,605 $108,975 $162,660 $53,685 

3355 GEARY Bl 23 26,588 0 $48;264 $99,711 $51,448 

2670 Geary Boulevard 2.1 24,276 0 $37,974 $84,948 $46,974 

TOTAL $14,951,079 $22,553,462 
··.·-.. , 

; :: $7 )ioi;3ii3 ·-1·:-<',-

NOTES: 

1. TSFvalues are preliminary estimates based on project desaiptions in the development pipeline at time of application filing, and may not reflect the most 
current project proposal on file, 
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TSF: RESIDENTIAL PIPELINE & ESTIMA .:iRANDFATHERING RATES 10/2/lS 

Table 3, Residential Projects Under Review: Filed before 7 /1/14 (Commission Recommendation: 50% of TSF rate) 

PIER48 · 1500 1734000 1950000 $34,849,0llO 

150VAN NESS AVE 429 495924 ·127558 $78,564 

1979 MISSION ST 351 405756 0 $1,570,276 

800 INDIANA STREET 340 393040 0 $937,394 

950 MARKET ST 305 352580 169834 $3,815,189 

1066 MARKET ST 304 351424 ·526 $1,352,421 

5001STST 292 337552 1704000 $25,1195,646 

130115TH STREET 276 319056 0 $946,791 

1634-1690 PINE ST 260 300560 6666 $1,259,358 

139522nd St 251 290156 0 $1,122,904 

1800 MISSION ST 207 239292 0 $0 

1200 17TH STREET 200 231200 171013 $2,579,162 

75HOWARDST 186 215016 17900 $1,090,409 

1028 MARKET ST 186 215016 9675 $971,722 

1540 MARKET ST 180 208080 ·13252 $614,D4::l 

2070 BRYANT ST 177 204612 0 $418,848 

1125 MARKET ST 164 189584 3005 $777,0SZ 

950 MASON STREET 160 :184960 ·295000 $0 

U40 FOLSOM STREET 128 147968 ·9081 $441,597 

.1298 HOWARD STREET 121 139876 10050 $686,342 

2171 THIRD ST 109 126004 3143' $::l56,530 

1550 MARKET ST 109 126004 -16928 $243,364 

1075 MARKET ST 90 104040 -15500 $178,970 

750 HARRISON ST 77 89012 2826 $::l4S,539 

1335 FOLSOM ST 65 75140 Q $248,270 

777 TENNESSEE STREET 59 68204 0 $148,319 

807 FRANKLIN ST 50 57800 0 $223,686 

651GEARYST 46 53176 ·8010 $90,207 

' l174FOLSOM5T 42 48552 79£>1 $318,170 

9C11 TENNESSEESTR.EET 39 45084 Q $107,335 

2230 3RD STREET 37 42n2 -3201 $ll9,337 

495 CAMBRIDGE ST 32 36992 0 $143,159 

22 FRANKLIN ST 28 32368 4323 $187,645 

233-237 SHIPLEY ST 22 25432 0 $84,434 

TOTAL ;'.,;':; ~:: '~ ~>:::;/$82;:2oi;'iM. 

NOTES: 

1. TSF values are preliminary estimates based on project descriptions in the development pipeline at time of application filing, and may not reflect the most 
current project proposal on file. 



Chen, Lisa (CPC) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject 
Attachments: 

Chen, Lisa (CPQ 
Friday, October 02, 2015 3:03 PM 
'Malia.Cohen@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com'; 'Jane.Kim@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com'; 
'ScottWiener@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com'; Avalos, John (BOS); Christensen, Julie (BOS); 
Power, Andres; 'Mawuli.Tugbenyoh@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com'; 
'Jeremy.Pollock@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com'; Yadegar, Danny (BOS); Burns, Kanishka 
(BOS); 'Nicole.Wheaton@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com' 
'Andrea Ruiz-Esquide' 
TSF - Additional information on area plan credits ( 
TSF residential area plan fee credit examples_lO 02 15.pdf 

Dear Supervisors, legislative aides, and Nicole, 

The Planning Department and SFMTA have received an additional request for more information on the area plan credit 
as currently proposed in the TSF. In response, please find attached a document that outlines what the credit would be in 
each area plan, as well as example calculations for a few projects currently in the pipeline. 

Thank you. 

Best, 

Lisa Chen 
Planner, Citywide Planning Division 

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Phone: 415-575-9124 Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email:lisa.chen@sfoov.org 
Web:www.sfplanning.org 

~Jj~ :~~-'. (t=j~. :lit r;·~,) 

From: Chen, Lisa (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, October 02, 2015 10:49 AM 
To: 'Malia.Cohen@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com'; 'Jane.Kim@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com'; 
'Scott.Wiener@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com'; Avalos, John (BOS); Power, Andres; 
'Mawuli.Tugbenyoh@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com'; 'Jeremy.Pollock@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com'; Yadegar, Danny (BOS); 
'Nicole.Wheaton@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com' 
Cc: Teague, Corey (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (MTA); 'Andrea Ruiz-Esquide' 
Subject: TSF - Responses to Land Use Committee Questions ( 
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Dear Supervisors, legislative aides, and Nicole, 

As a follow up to the materials transmitted yesterday, Planning Department and SFMT A staff have prepared additional 
information in response to questions raised at Monday's Land Use Committee hearing on the Transportation Sustainability 
Fee (TSF). Please see the revised documents attached, whic~ include: 

• An updated response to questions, with added information on the potential impact of tiered Non-residential 
grandfathering rates. (page 3) 

• An updated appendix, with added information on the projected TSF revenues for an additional 3-tier fee structure. 
(pages 4-5) 

• A list of residential projects in the pipeline that fall under the grandfathering triggers. 

Please let me know if you have any questions. Thank you. 

Regards, 

Lisa Chen 
Planner, Citywide Planning Division 

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Phone: 415-575-9124 Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email:lisa.chen@sfqov.org 
Web:www.sfplanninq.org 

.~Q.. ,~~!:. L~l f~E ::i$1! 

From: Andrea Ruiz-Esquide [mailto:Andrea.Ruiz-Esquide@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, October 01, 2015 10: 17 AM 
To: Chen, Lisa (CPC); Teague, Corey (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (MTA) 
Subject: Fw: TSF - Responses to Land Use Committee Questions 

FYI 

Andrea Ruiz-Esquide 
Deputy City Attorney 
City Hall Room 375 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Tel: (415) 554-4618 
Fax: (415) 554-4757 
email: andrea.ruiz-esquide@sfqov.org 
--- Forwarded by Andrea Ruiz-Esquide/CTYATT on 10/01/2015 10:16 AM --

From: Andrea Ruiz-Esquide/CTYATT 
To: Malia.Cohen@sfgov1.onmicrosoft.com. Jane.Kim@sfgov1.onmicrosoft.com. Scott.Wiener@sfgov1.onmicrosoft.com, 
Mawuli.Tuqbenyoh@sfqov1.onmicrosoft.com, Jeremy.Pollock@sfqov1.onmicrosoft.com, Danny.Yadeqar@sfqov.org, Nicole.Wheaton@sfqov1.onmicrosoft.com, 
Cc: Sonali.Bose@sfmta.com 
Date: 10/01/2015 10:16 AM 
Subject TSF - Responses to Land Use Committee Questions 

Dear Supervisors, legislative aides, and Nicole, 

Planning Department and SFMTA staff have prepared answers to the questions you posed during last Monday's Land 
Use Committee hearing on the Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF). Please see the documents attached. 
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We are still.working to provide you some information on other questions you have posed, specifically: 

• additional information on grandfathering; 
• list of projects that fall under the grandfathering triggers; 
• list of projects that would be subject to the TSF triggers if the initial date was moved to date of introduction; 
• different iteration of fee projections. 

Supplemental materials with answers to these questions will be sent to you this afternoon. 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Andrea 

Andrea Ruiz-Esquide 
Deputy City Attorney 
City Hall Room 375 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Tel: (415) 554-4618 
Fax: (415) 554-4757 
email: andrea.ruiz-esguide@sfgov.ord 
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Proposed Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) 

TSF Residential Fee Options in Area Ptans I Updated 10/2/2015 

Residential Transportation & Complete Streets Fees under Proposed TSF - Summary 

Outside area plans No transportation foes TSF TSF 

Area plan fees Area plan foes 
Ar~ plan fees 

{transit/complete 
{transit/complete 

Inside area plan$ (transitjcomplete 
streets} 

streets} 
Less: 1SF fee reduction 

streets components) + + TSF 
TSF 

Outside Area Plans $0.00 $7.74 $7.74 

Eastern Neighborhoods 

Tierl $3.98 $0.97 $10.75 $11.72 

Tierl $5.97 $1.46 $12.25 $13.71 

Tier3 $7.96 $1.94 $13.76 $15.70 

Balboa Park $4.86 $1.17 $11.43 $12.60 

Market & Octavia $7.21 $2.4-0 $1254 $14.95 

Van Ness & Market sucf $12.01 $4.00 $15.75 $19.75 

Visitacion Valley Plan Area $2.50 $0.00 $10.24 $10.24 

Rincon Hill Plan Area $8.25 $0.00 $15.99 $15.99 

Transit Center District Plan2 

Tier 1 (FAR below 1.-9} $4..39 $0.00 $12.13 $12.13 

Tier 2 (FAR 1:9 to 1:18) $10.97 $0.00 $18.71 $18.71 

Tier 3 (FAR above 1:18} $14.26 $0.00 $22.00 $22.00 

Notes: 
L Van Ness & Market SUD projects pay same rate as Market & Octavia for building FAR< 9:1, and the Van Ness 
& Market:Jee for FAR > 9~1. 
2. Transit Center is not eligible for a fee credit as the Transit Center Transportation & Street lmprovement fee 
was established to deliver projects associated with areas devefoped to such a high degree of density. A portion 
of the fee is afso designated as a CEQA mitigation measure (the Transit Delay Mitigation Fee).. 
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Proposed Transportation Sustainability Fee {TSF) 

TSF Residential Fee Options in Area Plans I Updated 10/2/2015 

Summary of Current Residential Area Plan Fees 

Eai;tern Neighborhoods 

ner1 $9-71 $0.97 $3.01 

ner2 $1456 $1.46 $4.51 

Tier3 $19.42 $1.94 $6.02 

Balboa Park $9.71 $1.17 $3.69 

Market & Octavia: $10.92 $2.40 $4.80 

Van Ness & Market SUD $18.20 $4.00 $8.01 

Visitacion Valley P[an Area $5.56 $0.00 $2.50 

Rincon Hfil Pfon Area $10-44 $0.00 $8.25 

Transit Center District Plan1 

uer 1 FAR below £9} $4.39 $4.3g1 $0.00 

Tier 2 (FAR 1:9-ro 1:18) $10.97 s10.9r $0.00 

Tier 3 (FAR above 1:18} $14.26 $14.261 $0.00 
Notes: 
1. The Transit Center Transportation & Street Improvement Fee does not specify a percent allocation to transit & 
complete streets components, so the full amount of the fee is shown here as allocated to transit for illustr<1tive 
purposes only. 

Sample Ca1culafion: Area Plan fee Redu~on in Market & Octavia Area Plan {in Ordinance as 

Proposed) 

TSF {as proposed) 

MARKET AND OCTAVIA IMPACT FfE 

TRANSIT POIUlON OF MARKET AND OCTAVIA FEE (22%) 

Page2 
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$7.74 

+$10. 

$18.SG 

-$2.40 

$16.26 



(A) 

co 
-...! 
N 

Proposed Transportation Sustainability Fe.e {TSF} 

TSF Residential Fee Opt1ons in Area Plans i Updated 10/2/2015 

Sample TSF Resfdentlal Calculations~ Area Plan Fee Credit 

1:601 Mission Street I 200 I 229,705 Market & Octavia 22% $7.74 $10.92 -$2.40 

1301 lGth Street I 234 I 270,504 East em 10% $7.74 $9.71 -$0.97 $2,093,701 . $2,626,594 -$262.,659 
Neighborhoods Tier 1 

1140folsom 12.8 147,968 Ea stem 10% $7.74 $14.56 -$1.46 $1,145,272 $2,154,414 -$215,441 
Neighborhoods Tier 2 

3620 Cesar Chavez 28 24,600 Eastern I 10%l---:Si:7.·n-s14.s5 1 -$1.46 I . $190,404 I $358,176 I -$35,818 I 
Neighborhoods Tier 2 

Notes: 

1. TSF values are preliminary estimates based on project descriptions in the development pipeline attime of appllcation filing, and may not 

re.fleet the most current project proposal on file. 

$4,457,635 

$3,0844245 

$512,762 

2. TSF calculations above are for illustrative purp.oses only, to explain the residential Area Plan Fee Credit as proposed. They do not consider a 

credit for prior uses on slte7 nor take into ~onsideration the proposed grandfathering fee rates as proposed in the ordinance. 
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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 ("TSP")] . 

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. 
The proposed legislation incorrectly concludes that the TSP is not a "project" under the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA, Pub. Res. Code ["PRC"] §21000 et seq.; 14 Cal. 
Code Regs. ["Guidelines"] §15378(b)(4) ["The cre.ation 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 TSP 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 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 transportation 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) 61Cal.4th945.) 

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 Nol/an v. California Coastal Commission 
(1987) ["Nol/an"] 483 U.S. 825; Dolan v. City of Tigard ["Dolan''] (1994) 512 U.S. 374; and 
Ehrlich v. City of Culver City ["Ehrlich''](l996) 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 
rev~nue." (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 projects, 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, 
41lA.3,41 lA.5, 41lA.64,411A.6B, 41 lA.7; "San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee 
(TSP) 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 TSP 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 accounting 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 TSP 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 TSP Project is part of the .greater Transportation Sustainability Program ("TSP"), 
which proposes eliminating the critical need to a.nalyze 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. 

Accordingto the September 10, 2015 Planning Commission "Executive Summary" 
("ES") and the "Transportation Sustainability Fee: Economic Feasibility Study, Spring2015" 
("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 <?ftransportation 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) 1 

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 TSP 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 tci the CEQA Guidelines. (Guidelines, §15007 ["Amendments 
to the guidelines apply prospectively only."].) · 

By segregating the TSP 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: 

1 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 bf( 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 City relies does not excuse City from accurately analyzing 
transportation impacts and indeed reinforces CEQA's requirements 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.) Sof1:1eone 
also not identified would then determine "that developers are implementing the measure they 

. committed to and the program is effective." (Id.) 
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; Nol/an, 
supra, 483 U.S. 825; Dolan, supra, 512 U.S. 374; Ehrlich, supra, 12 Cal.4th 854.) The TSF 
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 
Mgmt. 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 impacts 
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 impacts 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 Proposition 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 no 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 majority 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 Fir.st" 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. 

5 
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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 should be rejected. 

Mary Miles 
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PROPOSE·D TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY 
FEE 

• Citywide transportation fee to ensure that new 
. . 

dev-elopment pays its fair share for impacts on the 

transportation system 

• Replaces existing citywide Transit Impact Develo.pment 
Fee (T.IDF) and expands a·pplicability to include market­
rat~ residential develqpment and· certain large · · 
institutions* 

• No chan£ie to statu,s quo for nonprofits 

*Exemptions apply 



NEXUS & ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY STUDIES 

The fee proposa~ was crafted to strike a balance 
between tvvo technical studies: 

•. ·TSF Nexus- Study: Analyzed the total .cost to the City of 
providing transportation infrastructure to serve the 

~ ·demand ·generat~d by new gro\Arth. 
en 

" 0 

.• TSF .Economic_ Feasnb.iU·ty Study: Evaluated how high 
.fees could be· set vvithoLit ·making new development 
projects_ too costly to build. 
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·PROPOSED FEE APPLICABILITY 

Applies to: 

•Most non-residential·developn1en~ (generally 

sa~e as existing Transit lmp·act Development 

. Fee) 

• Market-rate residential. developrnent creating 

21 or more· units 

• Large non-profit private L~.niversities \Nith. 

.. lnstitut~onai rvlaster Plan 
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, '. 

, . . . .... . .... 



w 
co 

PROPOSED FEE EXEMPTIONS 

Does not a.pply t'J: 
• Deed-restricted affordable··1.Jnits (80°/o ft~MI) & 1 OOo/o middle­

income housing (1509/o AMI) projE~cts 

» ·Required inclusionary units are not exempt 

• ·Residential developm~nt creating 20 or fevver units 

~ • Small business changes of use (<5,000 sf), except fo-rmula 
retail 

• Nonprofits (same rules as existirig 1·10F, except for large non­
profit private universities) 

"'1 
I' 

» Nonprofit hospitals continue. to be exernpt. The Board of Supervisors 
·may vote to apply TSF when California's Seismic Safety Law 
requirements are e><hausted (currently 2030 ). 
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PROJECTS IN THE PIPELINE - PROPOSED 

• Project~ with Pla11ning entit~ernen·ts: would not . 

pay TSF, put-would pay existing TIDF·(which does 

not apply to residential) 

• Residential projects wmth de·ve~opment. 
applications submitted: w~Julci pay 50°/o of TSF 

• NonWfresidential' projects vvmth tdeve~opment 
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applications s~bmitted: wo·uld 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 a·nd more ·reliable local transit 

• Roomier and faster regional transit (e.g. BART, Caltrain) 
. ' 

• Safer walking ·and "bicycling 
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OUTREACH TO AFFECTED STAKEHOLDER. 

• Community Advisory Committees 

• Small businesses 

• Develop1~ent community 

• Transportation advocates 

• Housing a·dvocates 

• Boards and Commissions 
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BOARD· & COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS 

SFMTA Board an·d Sn1all Business C~ornrnission: unanimou 
rec_ommend approval 

. Plann~ng Commission: unan.imously recommend approval with 
the following amendments for the Board to consider: 

• Apply a 50o/o grandfathering discount to projects with Planning applications 
prior to July 1, 2014; 25o/o discount for projects with applications after this 

~ d.ate 
co 
.i:::. 

• Exempt post-secondary institutions fron-1 the fee 

• Ren1ove the fee exen1ption for hospita_ls 

• Consider graduated fee rates up to 33o/o o'f nexus, based on project 
f<?asib_ility and/or remove the area plan fee credit 

.. 

• Require an updated feasibility study every 3 years, or as requested by 
i\/layor, Board, or Planning· Commission 
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TSf Amendments 
Currently proposed fees: 

GI Small residential fee is $7.74 (25% of the nexus) 
• Large residential fee is $8.74 for units above 100: (27% of the nexus for a 

200-unit building) 
• Small non-residential fee is $18.04 (only 20.6% of nexus) 
• ~arge non-residential fee is $19.04 (only 21.2% of nexus for 200,000 sq ft) 

~ Increase non-residential TSF: 
V • Non-residential 800-99,999 sf: raise fee $0.50 to $18.54 

• This is still only 21.2% of the nexus 
GI Non-residential all sf over 99,999: raise fee $4.00 to $23.04 

• This is still only 23.8% of the nexus. 
Rationale: 

GI The current proposal charges residential uses a significantly higher 
percentage of the fee justified by the nexus compared to non-residential.· 

• The nexus study shows that commercial developments generate almost three 
times the impacts on our transportation system. 

• The Planning Commission analyzed the fiscal feasibility of these proposed fee 
increases combined with Supervisor Yee's childcare impact fee, and found 
that the three commercial prototypes would still be feasible. 

(.;_'\ Tiered grandfathering residential 
V • Projects submitted between 7 /1/14 and 7 /21/15 pay 75% of the TSF. 

• (Currently they would pay 50% of the TSF.) 
Rationale: 

e1 This was recommended by the Planning Commission. 
• Projects that submitted application after July 1, 2014 knew that the City was 

in the process of implementing the TSF. 

ered grandfathering non-residential · 
~ Projects submitted before 7 /1/14 pay 50% of the difference between the 

.!J TIDF and the TSF. · · . 
~ ~Projects submitted between 7 /1/14 and 7 /21/15 pay 75% of the difference 

'cf ~o betweenthe TIDF and TSF. . 
• Projects submitted after 7 /21/15 would pay the full TSF. 

o (Currently all of these projects would pay only the TIDF, $14.43/sf) 
Rationale: 

GI This would make the grandfathering equitable for non-residential projects.· 

;:)Study Geographic-Based Fee Structure . L.:J.. Add new Subsection 411A.9. 
GI This was the ameD:dment Avalos intended to rriake at committee, but it was 

not fully incorporated. 
SEC. 411A.9. FURTHER STUDY OF ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY. 
The Board ofSuperyjsors hereby requests that the Controller and the 

Planning Departrrient·study the feasibility of creating a variable jmpact fee structure 
based on the economic feasibility of projects in different areas of tbe Citv. and report 
back to the Board within six months of the effective date of this Ordinance. 
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% Change in Residual Land Valu.e - Updated 10/30/15 
I<ev to shadimr: 
< 5% change in RLV -3% 
5-9% change in RLV -6% 
> 10% change in RLV -10% 

TSF ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY STUDY: NON-RESIDENTIAL PROTOTYPES 

FEASIBILITY OF TSF COMBINED WITH CHILD CARE FEE 

Project Size TSF Fee Scenario:% Change in Residual Land Value (RLV) 

AS PROPOSED 

Prototype Description for less than 
GSF Height 

100,000 sf: 

$18.04/GSF 

(NEW) Central SoMa* 92,000 sf 85' 
-5% 

7. EastSoMa 249,300 sf 160' --
10. Transit Center 384,700sf 400' --

AS PROPOSED 
for more than 

100,000 sf: 

$19.04/GSF 

--
-4% 

-5% 

$19.61 $20.61 
($18.04 TSF ($1 increase on 

+$1.57 Child TSF with Child 
care fee) care fee) 

-7% -9% 

.. -- --
-- --

+ 
Avalos proposal: 

800-99,999 sf: $18.54 TSF 

$20.61 $21.61 $22.61 
($19.04 TSF ($1 increase on ($2 increase on 

+$1.57 Child TSF with Child T5F with Child 
care fee) Care fee) Care fee) 

-- - -
-6% -6% -7% 

-6% -7% -7% 

$23.61 $24.61 $25.61 
($3 increase ($4 increase on ($5 increase on 

onTSFwith TSF with Child TSF with Child 
Child Care fee) Care fee) Care fee) 

-- -- --
-7% -8% -3% 

-8% -9% -9% 

+ 
Avalos proposal: 

100,000+ sf: $23.04 TSF 
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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 ftom real property taxation or possessory 
interest taxation under California Constitution, Article XIIL Section 4. as implemented by 
California Revenue and Taxation Code Section 214. However. aAJ': Hospitals and Post­
Secondarv Educational Institutions that requires an Institutional Master Plan.under Section 
304.5 o[the Planning Code shall not be eligible for this charitable· exemption. 
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TSF Amendments 

1. Eliminate area plan exemption 

2; Eliminate hospital ex~mption 

3. Create a three-tiered structure for the overall TSF 
• Residential: 

• 21~50 units: $7.74/square fqot (25% of the nexus) 
• 51-99 units: $8.98/square foot (29% of the nexus) 
• 100+ units: $10.21/square foot (33% of the nexus) 

• Non-residential: 
• 800-39,999 GSF: $21.86 /squarefoot(25% of the nexus) 
• 40,000-99,999 GSF: $25.36/square foot (29% of the nexus) 
• 100,000+ GSF: $28.85/square foot (33% of the nexus) 

4. Tiered grandfathering residential 
• Projects submitted before 7 /1/14wouldpay 50% of the TSF. 
• Projects submitted after 7 /1/14 would pay 75% of the TSF. 

5. Tiered grandfathering non-residential 
• Projects submitted before 7 /1/14 would pay' 50% of the difference between 

the TIDF and the TSF. 
• Projects submitted after 7 /1/14 would pay 75% of the difference between 

the TIDF and TSF. 

6. Study Geographic-Based Fee Structure 
• 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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Land 

All Parcels at $175k/door 
Total Land 

Hard Construction Costs 

Estimated Based on Current Market Conditions 
Total Hard Costs 

Soft Costs 

A&E 
Insurance 

Construction Interest 

Soft Costs - Other 
Total Soft Costs (excludes Government Fees) 

Planning Fees 

Planning Department 
DBI Fees 
Escalation 
Total Planning Fees 

Impact Fees 

Downtown C-3 Artwork 
lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program 

Market & Octavia Community Infrastructure Impact Fee 
Market & Octavia lnclusio.nary Affordable Housing Fee 

School Impact Fee 
Wastewater Capacity Charge (old method) 
Water Capacity Charge (old method) 

Van Ness and Market lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee 
Escalation 
Total Impact Fees 

Total Government Fees (As-ls) 

Total Development Costs (As-ls) 

Additional Proposed Fees 
Water Reuse Ordinance (estimate) 
Transportation Sustainability Fee (as proposed) 

Total Additional Proposed Fees 

Total Development Costs (As Proposed by Current Legislation) 

CCHO Proposed Fees 
Transportation Sustainability Fee (as proposed by CCHO) 
less Transportation Sustainability Fee (as proposed) 

Total Additional Fees (as proposed by CCHO) 

Total Development Costs (As Proposed by CCHO) 

Total 

357,887 

70,000,000 
70,000,000 

166,000,000 
166,000,000 

6,640,000 

4,150,000 
9,130,000 

14,940,000 
34,860,000 

800,000 
2,100,000 

290,000 
3,190,000 

1,660,000 

25,349,768 
3,908,122 
3,127,929 

910,403 
394,280 
146,191 

3,358,077 
3,885,477 

42,740,249 

45,930,249 

316,800,000 

1,550,000 
2,770,043 
4,320,043 

Per Unit 
400 

175,000 
175,000 

415,000 
415,000 

16,600 
10,375 
22,825 
37,350 

87,150 

2,000 
5,250 

725 
7,975 

4,150 

63,374 
9,770 
7,820 
2,276 
.986 

365 
8,395 
9,714 

106,851 

114,826 

792,000 

3,875 
6,925 

10,800 

321,100,000 803,000 

5,.536,507 
(2,770,043) 

2,766,464 

13,841 
(6,925) 

6,916 

323,900,000 810,000 

4000 
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Tier I Tier II Tier Ill Total 
Height Limit (ft) SS SS N/A All 

Planning Department Proposed Fees $/SF 
Grandfathered Proposed Fee $ 3.87 $ 3.87 $ 3.87 $ 3.87 
Permanent Proposed Fee $ 7.74 $ 7.74 $ 7.74 

CCHO Proposed Fees $/SF 
Grandfathered Proposed Fee $ 6.96 $ 9.28 $ 11.60 $ 9.45 
Permanent Proposed Fee $ 9.28 $ 12.37 $ 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 $ 13,765,590 $ 13,974,570 $ 17,039,610 $ 44,779,770 
Fee per Grandfathered Unit $ 3,870 $ 3,870 $ 3,870 $ 3,870 
Permanent Fee per Unit $ 7,740 $ 7,740 $ 7,740 $ 

CCHO Proposed Fees 

Total Fees for Grandfathered Units $ 24,756,720 $ 33,510,080 $ 51,074,800 $ 109,341,600 
Fee per Grandfathered Unit $ 6,960 $ 9,280 $ 11,600 $ 9,450 
Permanent Fee per Unit $ 9,280 $ 12,370 $ 15,470 

Minimum Total Fee Differential between Planning's 
$ 10,991,130 $ 19,53S,510 $ 34,035,190 $ 64,561,830 

and CCHO's Proposals** · 

Grandfathering Cost Differential per Unit Between 
$ 3,090 $ S,410 $ 7,730 $ S,580 

Two Proposals 

Permanent Cost Differential per Unit Between Two 
$ 1,540 $ 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 

Assumed Loan to Cost 

Debt/ Unit 

Assumed Interest Rate 

Monthly Debt Service (25 Year Term) 

Required Debt Service Threshold 

Required Monthly NOi I Unit 

Assumed Operating Expense Ratio 

Implied Monthly Rent to Cover Debt 

Implied Rent Assuming Required Equity Yield of 6% 

Required Equity Yield 

Equity Requirement 

Required Annual Cash Flow 

Add: Debt Service 

Required NOi 

Expense Ratio 

Implied Rent - Annual 

#of Months 

Implied Rent - Monthly 

4002 

800,000 

60.00% 

480,000 

4.75% 

2,737 

1.20 

3,284 

30.00% 

4,691 

6.00% 

320,000 

19,200 

32,839 

52,039 

30.00% 

74,341 

12 

6,195 



Amend~ent 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 ofa project located on a 
property or portion ofa property that will be exempt from real property taxation or possessory 
interest taxation under California Constitution, Article XIIL Section 4, as implemented by 
Calitornia Revenue and Taxation Code Section 214. However, aAJ': Hospitals and Post­
Secondarv Educational Institutions that requires an Institutional Master Plan-under Section 
304.5 ofthe Planning Code shall not be eligible for this charitable _exemption. 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Tuesday, November 03, 2015 9:50 AM 
BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

t6D'lqV 

Subject: File 150790 FW: TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE: Support Higher Fees and 
Simplified Payments 

From: WongAIA@aof.com [mailto:WongAIA@aol.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 03, 2015 4:54 AM 
To: wongAIA@aol.com 
Subject: TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE: Support Higher Fees and Simplified Payments 

TO: Board of Supervisors, Planning Department and Planning Commission 

SaveMuni 
Transportation Sustainability Fee: 
Support Higher Graduated Fees and Simplified Consolidated Payments 
Need data-driven solution rather than Darwinian bargaining. 
The City's nexus study determines that transit impacts caused by development could legally justify a residential fee of 
$30.93 per square foot. San Francisco is already the most densely populated large city in California and the second 
densest major city in the United States (after New York City). The Transbay/ Rincon Hill area alone will add 60,000 
people per day and 20,000 new daily car trips, degrading quality of life-especially without DTX (Downtown Caltrain 
Extension) and extra Muni transit. In reality, higher density and population will degrade existing Muni, streets, sidewalks, 
utilities and city infrastructure--passing on "hidden" costs to the taxpayers. Developers are thus heavily subsidized by 
public funds. · 

The concept of profitability needs to be quantified. 
Although wildly varied, the profit margins of past developments should be quantified, setting parameters for the new 
Transportation Sustainability Fee. What are actual profits of developments (like in publicly-held companies)? What 
constitutes an equitable rate of return on investment? Federal and state contracts, like personal service contracts, can set 
"profit" as a percentage of total contract or construction cost. What is the differential between equitable and actual rates 
of return? Variables that can affect the rate of return: 
• Within the same building envelope, a larger number of smaller units types. 
• Innovative housing concepts, like co~operatives, shared housing, micro-units, senior villages .... 
• Minimum or no parking requirements--planning neighborhood parking pods and public transit incentives. 
• Green and sustainability design with public subsidies. 
• Lowered land costs-maximizing use of public land and public air rights. 
• Objectives of for-profit versus non-profit companies: Affordable, middle-class, market-rate and luxury housing. 

City business should be a consolidated and simplified process---to reduce costs. 
All fees can be run through a single agency---with single billings and payments--to reduce redundancy, delays and 
administrative costs. Subsidies and discounts should be available, to adjust for the unique constraints of each 
development project and economic conditions. 

48 HILLS: Developers cry poverty; so sad 
http://www.48hills.org/2015/09/28/developers-crv-poverty-so-sad/ 
But city studies show that market-rate housing and commercial offices can pay a higher fee for transit impacts. 
Planning and transportation officials explained how they came up with the proposed fees, which are, at best, equal to a third of the actual costs that the 
developers are sticking on the city- which means on the Muni riders, the taxpayers, the people who pay for parking meters ... the rest of us will pick up 
the billion-dollar tab over the next 15 years to pay for the transit costs that developers are creating. 

CONTACT: Howard Wong, AIA, wongaia@aol.com 

SaveMuni = FRISC 
Fast, Frequent, Reliable, Inexpensive, Safe, Clean and "Cool". 
SaveMuni is San Francisco's only independent transportation think tank, 
dedicated to improving the entire Muni transit system in every neighborhood quickly and inexpensively-with best practices from around the world, 
transit-preferential streets, bus rapid networks and high benefit-to-cost infrastructure projects. · 
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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 

SAN 
FRANCISCO 
CHAMBERoF 
COMMERCE 

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 
11rge you to reconsider th.at amendment when the legislation comes before Land Use again on October 19, L.015. 

rransportation 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: Cle(k ofthe Board, to be distributed to all Supervisors; ~~W 5d Lee; Ed Reiskin, SFMTA; Gillian Gillett, Mayor's 
Office, Nicole Elliott, Mayor's Office · 



Young, Victor 

From: 
Sent: 
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 - Support 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: Fil~ No 15~790 - Support for higher Transportation Sustainability Fee 

I am a lifelong Bernal Heights, San Francisco resident ~nd I support the Transportation Sustainability Fee. 

Peter Distefano 
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_Young, Victor 

,om: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Monday, October 05, 2015 10:41 AM Sent: 

To: Young, Victor; Evans, Derek; Somera, Alisa (BOS} 
Subject: FW: File No 150790/AgE?nda Item 3 10/5/15 - Support for higher Transportation Sustainability 

Fee 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Follow up 
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, Sc9tt <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) 
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Yadegar, Danny (BOS) <danny.yadegar@sfgov.org>; Nicole Ferrara <nicole@walksf.org>i 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 Supervisors Wiener, Kim and Cohen comprisfug 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 

'knowledged decades of insufficient transportation infrastructure funding leading to the current $6 billion 
.. Jicit and a transit and street system completely unable to support c.urrent 4ensity 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: 

• Development must pay for a greater share of ifs impacts on the transportation system (with tiering 
so smaller, lower profit projects pay less than larger, high-profit projects); cur;rently, 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% fQr any project early in the application process (i.e., those 
which submitted initial paperwork after July 1, 2014); current projects -- whether one-day or four-years 
into the process -- get a 50% discount on their fees. 

Jur 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, 
Alice 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 ~4102 

. i 

SAN 
FRANCISCO 
CHAMBERoF 
COMMERCE 

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

Dear Supervisors Cohen, Kim and Wiener, 

The San Francisco Chamber of Commerce, representing ov~r 1,500 local businesses, has reviewed the 
SFMTA's proposed TransP.ortation 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){AL Application ofTSF, 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 XIII, 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 ellgible for this charitable exemption." 
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- I -

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 resid_ential, 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 ho"Y 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, M!=lyor's Office, Nicole Elliott, Mayor's Office 
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~vans, Derek 

rrom: 
Sent: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Tuesday, October 06, 2015 1:25 PM 

.. I 

To: BOS-Supervisors; Young, Victor; Evans, Derek; Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
Subject: Fije 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 Larg~r 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-
u se 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, ?-long with high-end housing 
l'lnd institutional growth pay in to the transit and housing issues we face as a city. Simple solutions like LRV 

ies up Geneva/Hamey to Balboa Park station's proposed future density of the Balboa Reservoir and Upper 
Yard proposed development, along with the many sites in the Dl 0 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 tr~it 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 
wortl+y 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, 

id well planned and designed station access. 

Sincerely 

A.Goodman 
1011 
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Dll 

Image *Tukwila Station Seattle and Plan which shows exactly the type of "cross-over" bridge needed to get 
LRV vehicles up arid over the cal trains and HSR site, recology expansion, and over HWY 101 to Candlestick 
and BVHP stations. while designillg 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. II Double door and longer bus designs which are critical to on/ off boarding of larger 
capacity communities. 
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n 11 Eighth Street 

San Francisco,. CA !-J • 7 

4r5.703.9500 

5212 Broadway 
Oakland, CA 946r8 

sro.594.3600 

CC@ CALIFORNIA COLLEGE OF THE ARTS 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 
City Hall . 
1 Dr. Carlton 8. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

18 September 2015 

RE: 150790 Citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee - Exemption Request 

Dear Supervisors Cohen, Wiener, and Kim:· 

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

I 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, I ask 
that you again consider the unique characteristics of the students at non-profit post­
secondary colleges in the c~ty. 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 21st century in San Francisco. It is · 
already more expensive here to acquire land, entitle 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 sh.uttle 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, I respectfully request that you consider extending the 
exemptions already in place to this group of non-profit post-secondary institutional uses. · 

~/1,N 
.~nning. · 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 

Richard Rabbitt <richard.rabbitt@stanfordalumni.Grg> 
Monday, September21, 2015 1:20 PM 
Ausberry, Andrea; Kim, Jane (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Wiener, Scott; Yadegar, Danny; 
Lee, Ivy (BOS); Lang, Davi (BOS); Bruss, Andrea (BOS); Chan, Yoyo (BOS); Tugbenyoh, 
Mawuli (BOS); Taylor, Adam (BOS); Power, Andres · 
Assessor, SF (ASR); Tseng, Margaret (ASR); david.yeung@boe.ca.gov 
TSF Agenda Item: Request that University of San Francisco not be exempted pending 
investigation into college exemption forms filed by USF with the SF Assessor 
Excerpts - USF's 2014 exemption claiming exclusive educational use of 23 .... pdf; List of USF 
cell sites (wireless communication sites).pdf; lta08054.pdf; USF _BOE 264AH_2011.pdf; 
USF _BOE 264AH_2013.pdf; USF _BOE 264AH_2012.pdf; USF 2014 College Exemption 
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 Co~ttee not adopt the recommendation of the 
Planning Commission that the TSF be amendeq 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 Wi"th 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. 

I. 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~8~ ~orm planned by the University of San 
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Francisco, are major trip gen-· ors and that this is precisely the ·;of major development that 
should be paying the TSF in light of the impact ori. transportation in San Francisco. 

At this Sept. 1 oth 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. ~SF should not ·get another exemption pending an investigation into 
whether it failed to disclose cell towe_r sites in its prior tax exemption claims. 

T have reviewed certain exemption forms that the University of San Francisco has filed with the 
an 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 in~ormation 
required by the Assessor ill 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 Francisc9 should be required to pay any appiicable property taxes that would 
have been assessed had the University filed accurate exemption forms. 

ID. Detailed :i;>iscussion of USF's Apparent Failure to Disclose Non-Exempt 
Uses 

A. USF's filed exemption forms.do not disclose that a portion of USF's 
properties are used for a non-exempt purpose (cell tower sites) 
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For an institution such as US1 avail itself of the property tax f .iption, it is required to file 
an annual form with the San }rancisco Assessor entitled "College £xemption Claim" that is to 
be filed under penalty of perjury. Copies of recent USF filings for prior years are attached to 

, this 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 of2350 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 ~e 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. 

RECEIVED 
FEB 1 8 001l 

FEB l! 20!~ 

~!~~~~~~;~~. -~10 A!3e~=~ 
~·psau.Ure•tlia.Jrdmi""""'in'.i-...y-mi1 
~JIJl!lr·.20tt..1tltt.") 
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L 
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om.::.of!Mld&M~ 

• C!lynndComt)'ofSanFrDntital 
fOr.OllftmS.Goodllllf>!aet,Room.1110 
&MFt•l!Cbco,Ci4M101 
WWW~.«G(415)~ 

, ·.··~~& &Dk'.1!1!!11'0 '!I ·•• 

tu~bt-~ 

•f---=0~----1 

J ... ... 

l.SGAort'$PMCEl.Rll.llllRCIRLEG.IL'31iSClll'llOff -/P'li°.1i~rr""iil°~wt~ 

.)·~~~- - ------ ~~---··-

6, ls lh• property tor which lh• exemption 1$ dalmed used excluslvoly for lhe purpos .. or educouon? 

GaYEs ONo · 

~-.-- -- - ~-·--
~i!=-·--Jm~~-·w·-·-·--·~dOI~--
~-6-"·--~"!ft:a --· 

FICATIOQ 
ti• ll"S Bfmo/CW*1miit.l/JaJIM~alj(/d~f-11,Wd"IJS•f1J 

· ~s:f,IM~fW#kiU1tbfkfo/tny~MdiiClfilf. 

1107 6 2350 Turk Bl Classrooms and FaC!Jlty Offices Owned 

1190 2195 Fulton St Classrooms and Faculty Offices Owned 

1145 2130 Fulton st Classroqm~ and FaC!Jlty Offices Owned 

B 1107 B 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 a PDF document listing certain past and current USF cell sites. It lists . 
~ll sites for 2350 Turk, 2195 Fulton, 2130 Fulton, and 2500 Turk. 

Existing sites: 

• Kendrick Hall, 2130 Fulton Street: six panel antennae, nush mounted, and one 
base tn'mscelver station rocated on the roof {199-7 Conditional Use permit). 

• Law library, 219s FultQn Street three panel antennae, fl1,1sh mounted, and one 
base transceiver station located on the roof (1997 Conditional Use permiti 

• Lone Mountain, Rossi Wing. 2500Turk. Boulevard: sixteen panel antennae, flush 
mounted, and one base transceiverstatlon located on the roof{2000 COndltlonal 
Use permit) • 

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

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

As noted 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 th~y ·are using their property for a charitable purpose) are 
not exempt with respect tq that portion of their property whiqh is being used for non-exempt 
pU:rpos~s (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 
'Sed for the non-exempt purpose should be assessed by the applicable County Assessor (and 
~nerefore the institution should p~y property tax attributable to such portion). 

. . 
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, D. Discussion witr avid 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 inst~tution, 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 Plll'.SUant 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 squ8:re 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 
another 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 wouJ.d 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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BO.E-264-AH (Pf) REV.10 (05-12) 

RECEIVED 

FEB 1 ~ 2Df4 
COLLEGE EXEMPTION CLAIM SAN FRANCISC 
This claim is filed for fiscal year 20 ..:!!_. - 20 15 Assessor-Recorder's 0 
(EXample: a person filing a Umely dalm In January 2011 
would enter "2011-2012.') 

This claim must be filed by &:OO p.m., February 1 S. 

C'A.AJMAWrNAMEANDMAl1.IN6AllJRESS 
(Ma/W ,,..,,...rycorlllciions to Ille (llftllodnomesndmtl/Jing •<1¢e"1 
r . . 
University of San Francisco 
C/O Dominic L Daher 
2130 Fulton Streel 
San Franclsea, CA94117-10BO 

L 

NAME OF CLAIMANT 
. Dominic L Daher, MAcc. JD, LlM 
TlltE OF CLAIMANT 

Director of Tax 
CORPORATE NAME Of lHE COLLEGE 

Unlverstty of San Francisco 
ADDRESS (81relll, CllY. county, St.I~. Zip Cod6) 

2130 Fullen Street. San Francisca, CA 94117-1080 
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER OR LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

VarloU$ • aee altllched 

J 

fEB 1 8 £NT'[) 

~oc!'UI\'J-r0 Carmen Chu, Assessor-Recorder 
~~ Office of the Assessor-Recorder 
~ · Qly and County of San Francisco 
~ 1.or. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 190 

•" San Francisco, CA 941 02 
www.sfassessor.org (415) 554-5596 

Received by 
(A!sesstll'•defion""J 

or 

on 

(CDl/lllyotr:JJY) 

(ciBIB) 

DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER 

( 415 ) 422-5124 

PATE PROPERlY WAS FIRST USEC BV OLAI ANT 

Various 

6. Is the property for which the exemption is claimed used ex.ctuslvely for the purposes of education'/ 

[{)YES 0Nq 

NAME 

Dominic L. Daher 
OAYTll.ll:TEl.EPHONE 

( 415. ) 422·5124 

8 1107 

1190 

8 1145 

B 1107 

6 

1 

3· 

8 

ntl.E 
Director of Tax 

TITLE 

Director of Tax ------DAIE 

.J.. lfo /Ii 

2350 Turk Bl dassrooms and Faculty Offices Owned 

2195 Fulton St Classrooms and Faculty Offices Owned 

2130 Fulton St Classrooms and Faculty Offices owned 

2500-2698 Turk Bl Classrooms and Faculty Offices Owned 
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The University of San Francisco 
Neighborhood Summary Update #14 

December 21, 2012 

Existing sites: 

• Kendrfck Hall, 2130 Fulton Street: six panel antennae, flush mounted, and one 
base transceiver station located on the roof (1997 Conditional Use permit), 

• Law Library, 2195 Fulton Street: three panel antennae1 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, ffush mounted, 
and one base transceiver station located on the roof (2000 Conditional Use 
permit. 

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

Institutional Master Plan 
Appendix3 

Prior Conditional Use Authorizations 

Antennas on Kendrick Hall - Block 1190, Lot 001 

Motion No. 14294 (Case No. 9o.731C) 

1997 conditional use authorization ta install a total 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 to install up to six antennas and a base transceiver station (the 
~facilities'') on the roof of the existing building al2195 Fulton Street, Assessor's Black 1190, Lot 1; 
the facilities are to be installed in general conformity with the P.lans identified as EXHIBIT B, dated 
November 27, 1996, and submitted to the Commission for review on January 16, 1997. 

Motion No. 14456 (C<rse No. 97.S07C) 

1997 condltional use authorization for Pac Bell Mobile Services to install a total of three panel antennas on the 
building's fa9ade and a base transceiver station on the roof of an existing building. Conditional of approvals as 
follows: · 

University of San Francisco 

Institutional Master Plan 
Appendix3 

Prior Conditional Use Authorizations 

1. This authorization is granted to install up ta three antennas on the building's facade, 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 to be installed in general conformity with the plans 
identified as EXHIBIT B, dated July 17, 1997, and submitted to the Commission for review on 
September4, 1997. 

Antennas on Gershwin Theater- Block 1107, Lot 006 

Motion No. 15049 (00.036G) 

2000 conditional use authorization to flush-mount a total of two panel antennas on the facade and install 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 
Appendix3 

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 ta be installed ln general 
conformity with the plans identified as EXHIBIT B, dated March 21, 2000. 

University of San Francisco 

Institutional Master Plan 
Appendix3 

Prior Conditional Use Authorizations 

1. This authorization ls 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 Black 1107, Lot 006; the facilities are to be installed in general 
conformity with the plans identified as EXHIBIT B, dated March 21, 2000. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

December 5, 2012 

Re: Building Permit Application No. 2012.11.30.5223 
2350 Turk Blvd/USF 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 e:icisting 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 CALl!:'ORNIA 

fATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION 
PROPERTY AND SPECIAL TAXES DEPARTMENT 
450 N STREET, SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 
PO BOX 942879, SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 94279-0064 
916 445-4982 • FAX 916 323-8765 
www.boe.ca.gov 

TO COUNTY ASSESSORS: 

September 16, 2008 

BETIYT. YEE 
First District, San Francisco 

BILL LEONARD 
Second District, Ontario/Sacramento 

. MICHELLE STEEL 
Third Distric~ Rolling Hills Estates 

JUDY CHU, Ph.D. 
Fourth District, Los Angeles 

JOHN CHIANG 
State Controller 

RAMON J. HIRSIG 
Executive Director 

No. 2008/054 

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 exeniption under Revenue and Taxation Code 
section1

. 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 exeniption 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 ~ollegiate grade (religious 
exemption), or for religious purposes (welfare exemption). 

Law and Analysis 

There are three property tax exemptions available for property used for religious purposes; 

• Church exemption 
• Religious exemption 
• Welfare exemption 

The church exemption2 applies to property used exclusively for religious worship. The only 
· requirement that must be satisfied is that the primary use of the prop~rty is for religious worship, 
and that all other uses are incidental and reasonably necessary uses supportive of the primary 
religious worship use. 

The religious exemption3 applies to property owned an:d 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. 
3 Section 207. 4 0 2 7 



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 its property for both a place of 
worship and a school. · 

As relevant to the cell tower issue, the welfare exemption 4 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.5 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 qualifyfug 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, 
)easing a portion of a religious organization's property for the instfillation of a cell tower does not 
fall· within its exempt purpose, regardless of whether the organization holds a church, religious, 
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 t6 and reasonably necessary for 
the accomplishment of that primary.exempt purpose. In Cedars of Lebanon Hospital v. County of 
Los Angeles,6 the California Supreme Courthel4: 

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 re~ognized function of a 
complete modern hospital. · 

Although the Cedars coUrt interpreted the term used exclusively to include uses that are 
incidental to ruid reasonably necessary for an organization's exempt purpose in the context of a 
hospital under the welfare exemption, that holding ~d analysis apply equally to both the church 
and religious exemptions. 7 Again, it would be. difficult to conclude that leasing property for the 
installation of a cell tower is incidental to and re~sonably necessary for religious worship or 
religious purposes. Therefore, that portion of the property so leased does not 9.ualify for the 

4 Section 214(a). 
5 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) 35 Cal.2d 729. 
7 See Assessors' Handbook Section 267, Welfare, Chwch, and Religious Exemptions, Part II, 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, pr 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 disqualificatfon of a portion 
of property from the welfare exemption does not disqualify tb,e 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 o:r: 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 Religi,ous 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/or 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 pther organization could claim 
the welfare exemption for the extent of that use. 8 (Emphasis 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 
nqn-qualifying portion of the building qualifies for neither the church exemption nor tl+e 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 e~aniple 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 n~n-interfering purposes, while the welfare or religious exemption, or no 

8 AH 267, Part II, p. 6. 
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TO COUNTY ASSESSORS 4 September 16, 2008 

exemption, applies to other structures based on their individual use.9 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 
~ain worship center on the grounds or in a portion of the parkllg lot; the leased space. square 
footage may easily be measured. In many cases, however, religious organizations lease and allow 
the installation 9f 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 ht? 
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. 10 Rather, the value upon which property~ 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 I\1rs. Ladeena Ford at 
916-445-0208 or at ladeeJ.?.a.ford@boe.ca.gov. 

DJG:lf 

9 AH 267, Part II, pp. 6-7. 

Sincerely, 

/s/ David J. Gau 

DavidJ. Gau 
Deputy Director 
Prol?erty and Special Truces Department 

10 Unless the lease is for 35 years or more; section 61(c). 
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.·':.·. UNIVERSITY OF 

·~<:~>>SAN F RAN CI SC 0 

CHANGE THE WORLD FROM HERE 

Phil Ting, Assessor-Recorder 
Welfare Exemption Division 
City Hall, Room 190 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pl~9e 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

January 12, 2012 

RE: Exemption from Property Taxes for 28 Chabot Ter. 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Office of Internal Audit · 
and Tax Compliance 

2130 Fulton Street 

San Francisco, CA'94117-1080 
Tel 415.422.5124 
Fax 415.422.2058 

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 exemption 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. 

:a:::~ 
Dominic 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· 
Attac~ents to Exemption Claim (2) 



Vol 

08 

Llty & Lounty ot !:>an t-ranc1sco 
Jose Cisnerc" ··easurer and Tax Collector 

Secure ~ape Property Tax Bill 

1 Dr. Carlton 8. Goodlett Place 
Hall, Room 140 

Sa · Jsco, CA 94102 

Fiscal Year July 1, 2011 through June 30, 2012 .... v11.sftreasurer.org 

114700140 
Block 

11477 
Lot Account Number 

014 

UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
2130 FULTON ST 
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94117 

Bill Number 

114167 
Statement Date Property Location 

12/16/2011 28 CHABOTTE. 

Assessed Value 
Description Full Value 

Land 505,708 

Structure 288,931 

Fixtufes 
P.ersonal Property 
Gross Taxable Value 794,639 

Less Exemption 

Net Taxable Value 794,639 

Additional Tax Bill- Escape Assessment Tax Summary 

ESCAPE YEAR 2010 

R&TCODE 531.2 

AOl T02 

Desc;rlptlon 

Real Estate Tax 
Sec.506 Interest 

TOTAL TAX DUE 

1st Installment 

lax.Amount 

$9,249.58 
$.00 

$9,249.58 

2nd Installment 

Assessee 

UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO $4,624.79 $4,624.79 

Escape Year I 
2010 

.Tax Rate 

1.1640% I 
Bill Date 

DUE 01/31/2012 DUE 01/31/2q12 12/16/2011 

Keep tills portion for your records- See bade ofb111 for payment options and additional Information. 

Block 

1147 
Lot 

014 

City & County of San Francisco 
Secured Escape Property Tax Blll 

Flscal Year July 1, 2011 through June 30, 2012 

AccoUnt Nurpber Bill Number Statement Date 

114700140 114167 12/16/2011 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 140 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

Property Location 

28 CHABOTTE 

DELINQUENT IF NOT RECEIVED OR POSTMARKED 

BY JANUARY 31, 2012 . 2nd Installment Due 

$4,624.79 

·Please detach this porti9n and return with payment to: 2 FOR DELINQUENT PAYMENTS 

San Francisco Tax Collector· 
Secured Escape Property Tax 
P.O.Box7426 
San Francisco, CA 94120·7426. 

Block Lot 

1147 014 

ADD 10% PENALTY 

ADD 2ND INSTALl.MENT COST 

TOTAL AMOUNT 

$462.47 

$45.00 

$5,132.26 

0811470001400 114167 000462479 000046247 013112 2303 

City & County of San Francisco 
Secured Escape Property Tax Bill 

Fiscal Year July l, 2011 through June 30, 2012 

Account Number Bill Number Statement Date 

114700140 114167 12/16/2011 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 140 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

Property Location 

28CHABOTTE 

DELINQUENT IF NOT RECEIVED OR POSTMARKED 
1st Installment Due 

$4,624.79 
BY JANUARY31,2012 

Please detach this portion and return with payment to: 1 FOR DELINQUENT PAYMENTS 
San Francisco Tax Collector 
Secured Escape Property Tax 
P.O. Box 7426 
San Francisco, CA 94120-7426 

ADD 10% PENAL 1Y 

TOTAL AMOUNT 

$462.47 
$5,087.26 

0811470001400 114167 DOD4624~'b§~046247 013112 1303 



\OE-264-AH (P2) REI/. OB {08-10) 

J 
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 exemption for this property. List 
all locations· used, either owned or leased, where the exemption is to be applied. 

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

LOCATIONS PRJMARYUSE INCIDENTAL USE 

See Attached Education Education housing OLEASE l!f' OWN 

OLEASE DOWN 

OLEASE DOWN 

OLEASE DOWN 

OLEASE DOWN 

OLEASE DOWN 

OLEASE DOWN 

OLEASE DOWN 

2. Attach a separate page showing the requirements for admission. A current catalog showing th~ requirements may be· substituted. 
See attached and visit 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 degree. 
See attached and visit http://www.usfca.edu/catalog/ 

4. Attach a copy of the financial statemen~ (balance sheet and operating. 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? 
[ZJYEs ONO . . 
If YES, please explain: Renovation work at 28 Chabot Te, 284 Stanyan Street, and 2130 Fulton Street. 

6. 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? · • · 

o~ 000 . 
. (f 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: 

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

o~ 000 · 
If YES, please expiain: --------------'------------------------

8. If the business is operated by someone other than the college, attach a copy of the lease or other agreement Please explain: 
N/A 

9. Is any equipment or other property being leased or rented from immeone else? 

Oves 0No 
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 th~ 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 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 business hours? 
NAME DAYrlME TELEPHONE NUMBER 

Dominic L. Daher . (415) 422~5124 
ADDRESS (Street, City, County, State) 

2130 Fulton Street, San Francisco, CA 94117 
E-MAIL ADDRESS 

dldaher@usfca_.e_d_u ______________ 4_0_3~3._ ________________ _ 



) BOE-66-A.(6-0I) 

NOTICE OF ENROLLMENT OF ESCAPE ASSESSMENT 
[For counties in which the Board if supervisors has not adopted the provisions of 
section lp05 ( c) J 

December 16, 2011 

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 

University Of s · an Frr.inclsco 
RECEIVED 

JAN ·o a ··rn12 
UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
i130 FULTON ST . 

Parcel Number: 1147 014 Pfti · 
Address of Property: 28 CHJ BOT TE~e of Internal Audit 
Description of Property: Rea tTOp ... '">: Tax Compliance SAN FRANCISCO,CA 94117 

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· (1.0) days prior to 
enrollm!=nt of the escape assessment. This is to notify you, as required by Revenue and Taxation Code 
section 534, th.at the following escape assessment has now been enrolled. · 

YEAR 2010 
LAND $ 505,708 
lMPR $ 288,931 
PERSONAL PROPERTY $ 0 
FIXTURE $ 0 
EXEMPTION $ 0 
NET VALUE s· 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 
FO~ CHANGED ASSESSMENT, (2) a hearing before an appeals f?oard, 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 rriay contact the Clerk's Office at (415) 554-6778 or visit their website at 
www.sfgov.org/aab_for. i:nore information on filing an application. 

FILING 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 considered timely filed if: (1) it is sent by 1,1.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 deadline falls on a Saturday, Sunday, or a legal holiday, an application that is mailed 
and postmarked on the next business day shall be considered timely filed. . 

City Hall Office: I Dr. CarltonB. Goodlett Place 
Room #190 ~San Francisco, CA 94102 
Telephone (415) 554-5596 - FaxNwriber (415) 554-7915 
e-mail: _assessor@sfgov.org .. 4034 



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

CQilLEGE EXEMPTION CLAIM 
Declaration of property information as of 
12:01 a.m., January 1, 20_ll 

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

State of California, County of _s_a_n_F_ra_n_c_is_c_o _______ _ 

CLAIMANT NAME AND MAILING ADDR!".SS 
(Make necessal)I correclions to /he printed name and mru7lng address) 

r 

L 

NAME OF CLA MANT 

Dominic L. Daher, MAcc, JD, LLM 
TJTI.E OF CLAIMANT 

Director of Tax 
CORPORATE NAME OF THE COLLEGE 

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

2130 Fulton Street, San Francisco, CA 94117 
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER OR LEGAL DESCRlPTION 

Various-see attac:hed 

_J 

Phil Ting, Assessor-Recorder 
Office of the Assessor-Recorder 
City and County of San Francisco 
1 Dr. Garito~ B. Goodlett Place, Room.190 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 554-5596 

Received bY---__,.,..,..,.,....__,__,.....,.--;---------1 
(Assesso(s des/gnee) 

of ___________________ ~ 
(countyorcity) 

on __________________ __, 
(date) 

DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER 

( 415) 422-5124 

1. Does the above institution qualify as a college or seminary of learning under the laws of the State of California? 
[ljYES D NO . 

2. Is the institution conducted as a non-profit entity? 
[ljYES D NO 

3. Does the institution require for regular admission the completion of a fou.r:-Y~\3r hig.h sc[loo! course 9r its ~quivglent? 
[{'jYES o·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 sciences, or on a course of at least three years in professional studies, such as law, theology, education, medicine, dentistry, 
engineering, veterinary medicine, pharmacy, architecture, fine arts, commerce, or journalism? 

[{]YES D NO 

5. Are you claiming the exemption on both the land and buildings? · 
[l!YES D NO 

6. Is the property for which the exemption ls claimed used exclusively for the purposes of education? 
[{]YES D NO 

CERTIFICATION 

under the laws r;if the State of California that the foregoing and all information hereon, including any 

SIGNATU 

~ 
E-MAILADDRESS 

dldaher@usfca.edu 

or documents, is true, correc~ and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. · 

TITLE 
Director of Tax 

DATE 

J-/!tf IU 

THIS DOCUMENT IS SUBJ~ PUBLIC INSPECTION. 



University of San Francisca roperties in the City and County of Frandsc;:o 

) 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 Own.ed 
8 1107 11 305 Anza St Student residence .Owned 
8 1107 12 307 Anza St Student res~dence owned 
8 i.107 13 311 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 14 313 Anza St Student residence Own.ed 
8 1107 15 315 Anza St Student ~esidence Owned 
8 1107 16 317 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 17 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 1$ 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 . 3Q1 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 St1.,1dent 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 $tudent residence Owned 
8 1107 53 301 Anza st Student residence Owned 
8 1107 54 301 Anza St Student residence Own.ed 
8 1107 55 301 Anza St Student residence Qwned 
8 1107 S:6 301 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 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 30i'Anza St 4036 Student residence 8'ttDttlJ1ad March 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 3Q1 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 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 tesidente Owned 
8 1107 86 301 Anza St Student r:esidence 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 
$ 1107 93 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 94 301 Anza St . Student residence Owned 
8 1107 95 301 Anza st Student reside.nee 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 ~esidence Owned 
8 1107 101 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 102 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 103 3:01'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 $tudent reside.nce 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 Stud~nt 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 4037 Student residence Owned 
8 1107 130 301 Anza St Student residence @¥fD~ted March 31, 2010 



Ufliversity of San Francisct. roperties in the City and County of Francisco 

? Vol . Block No. Lot No. 

8 
8 
8 
9 
8 
8 
8 

1144 
1107 
1107 
1190 
1145 
1144 
1144 

·.~ 

Property Location 
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 ChabotTe 

. 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 
250!) Turk Bl 

2195 Fulton St 
2130 Fulton St 
222 Stanyan St 
501 Parker Av 

1855 Mission St 
47 Chabot Te 

Primary Use 
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 residence 
Student residenc;e 
Student residence 
Student residence 
Student residence 

Faculty/Staff Housing 
Faculty/Staff Housing 
Faculty/Staff Housing 
Faculty/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 

4038 

Owned or Leased 
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 



BOE-264-AH (P1) REV. 10 (05-12) "' . ~··. ~ ::· :--
COLLEEGE EXEMPTION·CLAIM \f;Jt"-S5C~~·r.::. 
This claim is filed for fiscal year 20 ~ - 20 ~. 
(Example: a person filing a timely claim in Januart3~"EB l 3 PM 
would enter "2011-2012.") 

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

CLAIMANT NAME AND MAILING ADDRESS 
(Make necessary correclions to the printed name and malling address} 

r 
Univers.lty. of San Francisco 
C/O Dominic L. Daher 
2130 Fulton Street 
San Francisco, CA 94117-1080 

L 

NAME OF CLAIMANT 

Dominic L. Daher, MAcc,)D, LLM 
TITLE OF CLAIMANT 

Director of Tax 
CORPORATE NAME OF THE COLLEGE 

University of San Francisco 
ADDRESS {Street, City, County, State, Zip Code) 

2130 Fulton Street, San Francisco, CA 94117-1080 
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER OR LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

Various - see attached 

1. Owner and operator: (check applicable boxes) 

Office of the Assessor-Recorder 
City and County of San Francisco 
1 Dr. Carlton 8. Goodlett Place, Room 190 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
www.sfassessor.org (415) 554-5596 

' ~~s;);:7~!~r::.:r::E9.~~~§.·~~~9.~1~.''!i~§if?fit~t\\Jf.W.i'·!'.>:;;:;:~~ 

_J 

Received by ---:-==-:-J",....,.,..,,,,..,..,..,.-------i 
· {Assessor's designee) 

DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER 

( 415 ) 422-5124 

DATE PROPERTY WAS FIRST USED BY CLAIMANT 

Various 

Claimant is: Ill Owner and operator D Owner only D Operator only 

and claims exemption on all !Zr Land . !ZI Buildings and improvements and/or !ll Personal property 

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

[{]YES 0 NO 

3. ls the institution conducted as a non-profit entity? 

[{]YES ONO 

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

[{]YES ONO 

5. Does the ii:istitution 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 medicine, pharmacy, architecture, fine arts, commerce, or journalism? 

[{]YES ONO 

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

[{]YES 0 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 I.eased or owned. 

LOCATIONS 

See attached 

PRIMARY USE INCIDENTAL USE 

Education Education housing 

THIS DOCUMENT IS SUBJECT TO PUBLIC INSPECTION 

4039 

OLEASE DOWN 

D LEASE .DOWN 

DLEASE 'DOWN 

DLEASE DOWN 

0 LEASE DOWN 

OLEASE DOWN 



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.,: ~a12.~a,[Y,.., r;:c¥/ajif~~~f?. -. . . '.'I . ;: 

[{]YES D NO If YES, please explain: .. ~ r.·• · 'd. •· · ' ... f' · n 

Miscellaneous repairs and alterations at 22 Chabot Tr, 1186 Stanyan St. 2350 Turk Blvd and 5rnl 'lli~O!l.'4!!'Rer6dftng!£!t £711'5 Turk Blvd. -r.vT·c1J - t J · 1 r1 1 --;J ,JI 

Miscellaneous construction, repairs and alterations at 2130 Fulton St. Seismic retrofitting 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 business taxable income 
as defined in· section 512 of the Internal Revenue Code? 

DYES 0 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. 

1 o. Has any of the property listed above been used for business purposes other· than a student bookstore? 

DYES [{] NO If YES, please explail): 

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

NIA 

12. Is any equipment or other property being leased or rented from someone else? 

[{]YES D 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 inm:e to the lessee institution. If 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 TITLE 

Dominlc'L. Daher Director of Tax 
DAYTIME TELEPHONE 

( 415 ) 422-5124 
EMAIL ADDRESS 

dldaher@usfca.edu 

CERTIFICATION 
fare) under penalty of pe!jury un the s of the State of California that the foregoing and all information hereon, including any 

accompanying statements o 'i:Joc n , is true, correct, and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

TITLE 

Director of Tax 
DATE 

)-. /t;..( f 

4040 



... ·Uniy<nsity of San Francisccr ... roperties in the City and County 9,... ';m Francisco 

Owned or 
Vol Block No. Lot No. Pro~erty 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 A_nza SL 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 
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 St1 Student residence Owned 
8 1107 42 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 

·a 1107 -43 301 Anza St / Student re$idence 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 residenc.e Owned 
8 1107 47 30i Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 48 301 Anza St t 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 SU · 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 I Student residence Owned 
8 1107 60 301 Anza St/ Student resfdence Owned 
8 1107 61 301 Anza St / Student residence Owned 
8 1107 62 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
s· 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 

4041 '· 
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,Uni:"ersity of San Franciscl · "roperties in the City and County r -"'1.n 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 ,,. 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 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 residence Owned 
8 qo7 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 Anzq St,, student residence Owned 
8 1107 93 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 94 · 301 Anza St I 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 3Q1 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 An.za 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 1 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 

4042 
Last updated February 12, 2013 



Uni'v~rsity of San Francisc{ roperties in the City and County ( m 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 St1 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 130 301 Anza St" Student residence Owne·d 
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 re!?idence 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 I 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..r Student residence Owned 
8 1107· 143 301 Anza St/ Student residence owned 
8 1107 ~ 301 Anza St I Student residence Owned 
8 110.9 .. ··-·· . 239 Masonic Av/ Student residence Owned 
8 1i3·g 13 186 Stanyan ·St / Student residence Owned 
8 1173 18 1982 Fulton St ~ Student residence Owned 

._:8 1146 2· 25-27 .Chabot Te Faculty/Staff Housing Owned 
is 1146 ·4 35 thabot Te / Faculty/Staff Housing Owned 
!s 1146 7 53 Chabot Te / Faculty/Staff Housing Owned 
;8 1147 14 28 Chabot Te / Faculty/Staff Housing owned 
:3 1147 15 22 Chabot Te / Faculty/Staff Housing owned 
l 

2745-2747 Turk Bl / Faculty/Staff Housing Owned 8 1147 ~6 ;-----

'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 
r 
8 1144 OOlA 284 Stanyan St ,. Faculty/Staff Housing owned 
8 1107 6 2350 Turk Bl I Classrooms and Faculty Offices owned 
8 1107\ 8 2500-2698 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 1144 1B 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 Facility Used to Store Leased 

1146\ 47 Chabot Te / 
Camous Suoolies 

<8* 
6 Faculty/Staff Housing ·Owned 

Business Property Account #034441-001 . 
r l.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 
Model #MSPS 
Serial #0003850 

Model #MSF1 . 
Serical #0004943 

Model #1WOO 
Serial #1370515 

Model #MSF1 
Serical #0001770 

Model #MPR1 
Serical #0005450 

Model #lWOO 
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 

QUANTITY COMPANY 
~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

1 Pitney Bowes Global Financial 
1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200 
Chesapeake, VA 23323 

1 Pitney Bowes Global Financial 
1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200 
Chesapeake, VA 23323 

1 Pitney Bowes Global Financial 
1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200 
Chesapeake, VA 23323 

1 Pitney Bowes Global Financial 
1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200 
Chesapeake, VA 23323 

1 Pitney Bowes Global Financial 
1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200 
Chesapeake, VA 23323 · 

1 Pitney Bowes Global Financial · 
1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200 
Chesapeake, VA 23323 

OWNER 
Kaiser Foundation Hospltals 
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, c;.A 94025-6646 

4044 



..:PLKUP 
VWILLIAM 

SEARCH STRING: 

EZ-CAM 

ACCOUNT NO BUSINESS NAME /OR OWNER NAME 
/001 034441001 UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

002 034441002 UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
003 034441003 UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
004 034441900 UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
005 041476001 UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
006 041999001 UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO· 
007 044076001 . UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
008 131041001 UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
009 181869001 UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

OPTION 000 

REAL /OR STREET 
2130"FOLTON ST 0000 
2155 FULTON ST 0000 
101 HOWARD ST 0404 
GE CAPITAL CORPORATION 
186 STANYAN ST 0000 
2001 GROVE ST 0000 
2701 TURK BLVD 0000 
2130 FULTON. ST 0000 
220 MONTGOMERY ST 1050 

Owners list. Enter record number or F12, F13, F3 

\_ 4045 
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. · • Office of'the Assessor-Recorder BOE-264-AH (P1} REV. 09 (02-11} 

COLLEGE EXEMPTION CLAIM 
Declaration of 
12:01 a.m., Ja 

as of 

This claim must be flied by 5100 p.m.·, February 15. 

State of California, County of_. _s_a_n_F_r_a_n_c_is_co _______ _ 

CLAIMANT NAME AND MAILING ADDRESS 
(Make nacessary carrectlons to the printed name and mamng address} 

r 
University of San Francisco 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 190 
San Francisco, CA 94102· 

. . ( 415) 554-5596 

FOR ASSESSOR'S USE ONLY 

C/O Dominic L. Daher · 
2130 Fulton Street 

Received ~y 
(Assessor's deslgnee) 

San Francisco, CA 94117-1080 

L 

MEOF MANT 

Dominic L. Daher, MAcc, JD, LLM 
TITLE OF CLAIMANT 

Director of Tax 
CORPORATE NAME OFTHE COU.:EGE 

University of Sa"ri ·Francisco 
ADDRESS (Slree~ City, Countt slate, Zip Code) 

2130 Fulton Street, San Francisco, CA 94117. 
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER OR LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

Various - see attached . 

of 
(counly"orc/ly) 

_J 
on 

(date) 

DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER 

( 415") 422-5124 

1.. Does the above institution qualify as a college or seminary of learning under the laws of the State of California? 
0~ Ooo . 

2. Is the ·Institution conducted as a non-profit entity? 
0YES ONO 

3. Does the Institution require for regular admission the completion of a four-year high school course or its equivalent? 
0YES ONo · 

4. Does the Institution confer upon its graduates at least one academic or professlonal degree, based on a counie of at least two years in 
liberal arts and sciences, or on a course of at least three years fn professional 'studies, such as law, theology, education, medicine, dentistry, 
engineering, veterinary medicine, pharmacy, architecture, fine arts, commerce, orjournallsm? 
0~ Ooo . . 

5. Are you claiming the exemption on both the land and bulldlngs? 
0YES ONO 

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

0~ ooo. . . 
CERTIFICATION 

I certify (or de la e) under penalty of pjfj ry u der the laws of the State ,of California that the foregoing and all information hereon, including any 
accompany~ng stat tfients ocuments, ls true, correct, and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

EMAIL ADDRESS 

d!daher@usfca.edu 

TITLE 
Director ofTax 

THIS DOCUMENT IS SUl:3Jet0-4"8 PUBLIC INSPECTION 

DATE 

;l/13/ /J_ 



······ .......................................................... ······· ......................................... ~. ····· .................................... . 

_;E~264-AH (PZ) REV. 09 (~2-11) 

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 exemption for this property. List 
all locations used, either owned or leased, where the exemption is to be applied. 

1. 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 DLEASE DOWN 

QLEASE DOWN 

DLEASE DOWN 

DLEASE. DOWN 

DLEASE DOWN 

DLEASE DOWN 

DLEASE DOWN 

DLEASE DOWN 

2. Attach a separate page showing the requirements for admission. A current catalog showing the requirements .may b.e substituted. 
See attached and visit http://www.usfca.edu!catalog/ 

3. Attach a separate page, or current catalog, listing the degrees conferred upon the graauates and the requirements· for each degree. 
See attached and visit http://www.usfca.edu/catalog/ 

4. Attach a copy of the iinanclal statements (balance sheet and operating statement for the preceding iiscal year.) 
See attached financial statements 

Has any construction commenced and!or been completed on this parcel since 12:01 ~.m., January 1 of last year? 
0~ D~ · 

Renovation work at 28 Chabot Te, 284 Stanyan Street, and 2130 Fulton Street. If YES, please·expJaln: 

6. 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? 
DYES. Ill NO 
If YES, a copy of the Institution's most recent tax return ffled with the Internal Revenue Service must accompany this claim. Property taxes, 
as determined by establishing a ratio of the ~nrelated business taxable income to the bookstore's gross Income, will be levied. 

7. Has any of the property llsted above been used for business purposes other than a student bool<store? 
DYES [{]NO . 
If YES, please explain: 

8. If the business is operated by someone other than the college, alt.ach a copy of the lease or other agreement. Please explain; 
NIA 

9. Is any equipment or other property being leased or rented from someone else? 
DYES· Ii] NO 
If YES, llst on a separate sheet the name and address of the owner and the type, make, model, and sertal 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 properly. If real 
property, provide the name and address of the owner. 

The benefit.of a property tax exemption 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 acfdltionaf information during normal business hours? 
NAME 

Dominic L. Daher 
ADDRESS (Slreel, C }I Counl)4 Stale) 

. _. _ 2130 Fulton Street, ~.?.!."' f ra~ciscg_, f;.1::. 94117 
EMAILADORESS 

dldaher@usfca.edu 

DAYTIME TELEPHONE N MBER 

(415) 422~5124 

4047 



) lrties in the City° and County of San . 
} 

··University of San Francisco ~ 1 :cisco 

. .......... . . .. ······· . . ..................................................................................................... , ............................................ ,,,,,_, ........ . ·············· ....... ···········-· .. ··· ... 

Vol· Block No. ·Lot No. Pro~erty 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 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 res'!dence 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 Ania 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 Am;a St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 33 301 Ahza St Student residence c:iwned 
8 1i07 34 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 35 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1'107 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 Sf Student residence Owned 
8 1107 48 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 49 301 Ania 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 ·50 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 61 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 62 301 Anza St Student r~sldence 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- .. - --1--107- --- ·67-·· -·- --· 3Q-l:-Anza-5t-- ----· ---Student-rnsidence--. - Owned--
8 1107 68 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 69 301 Anza St 4048 Student residence Owned 



,. 
' !University of San Fram:isco - . . !rties in tha City and County of San 1cisco 

-················-············ ................................... ······· .............................................. ········ ............ 

Vol Block No. Lot No. Pro~ert~ 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 H07 72 301.Anza St Student resld~nce 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 St\jdent residence Owned 
8 1107 76 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8· 1101· 77 301 Anza St ·student residence owned 
8 1107 7~ 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 St Student residence owned 
8 1107 84 301 Anza.st student resid~nce 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 Owned 
8 1107 91 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 92 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 ~3 301 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 Af'\Za St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 99 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 .1101 . 100 301 Anza St Student residence owi:ied 
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 An~a St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 107 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 108 301 AnZCI St Student residence Owned 

.s 1107 109 301 Anza St Student rE)sidence 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 1101· 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 140 301 Anza St· Student residence ·Owned 
8 1107 121 301 Anza St Student residence Owned · 
~ 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 
·a 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· . ·-a- .... ·· ···1-107--·· ·- - l-28-- ·- -·-··-·3&1-An-z-a-SI:-··------·- ,-----Student-resldenee·-·-· ... -···Owned-·· · . ·- . -- .... 

·8 1107 129 301 Anza St 4 O 4 gstudent residence Owned 
R 1107 130 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 



' 
1.llrties in the City and County of §an ' •. University of San Francisco - . u:isco 

············· ..... . . . . . .. ....... .. .. . . ..... . . .. . . ... .. .. ................ . . ...... ···:···· .................................................... ·············· ······:· .. ··········· ...... .................................... 

Vol Block No. Lot No. Propertl'. Location Prlmact 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 Jl:nza 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 Mas.onlc Av Student residence owned 
8 1138 13 186 Stanyan St Student residence . owned 
8 1173 18 1982 Fulton St Student residence owned 
8 1146 2 25 Cliabot Te . Faculty/Staff Housing owned 
8 1146 4 35 Chabot Te · Faculty/Staff Housing .Owned 
8 1146 7 Faculty/Staff Housing ·-owned 

22 Chabot Te acu O.wne 
8 1147 16 2745Turk 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 Fac;:ulty /Staff Housing Leased 
8 1144 001A 284 Stanyan St Faculty/Staff H_ousing owned 
8 1107 6 2350 lurk Bl Classrooms and Faculty Offices Owned 
8 1107 8 2500 Turk Bl Class.rooms and .faculty Offices. Owned 
9 1190 1 2195 Fulton St Classrooms and Faculty Offices Owned 
8 1145 3 2130 Fulton St Classroorr:is and Faculty Offices · owned 
8 1144 16 222 Stanyan St Health and Recreation Center owned 
8 1144 1 501 Parker Av Negoesco Athletic Stadium Owned 

23 3548 035 1855 Ml:;sion St Storage Facility Used to Store Leased 
Campus Supplies 

8 1146 6 47 Chabot Te Faculty/Staff Housing Owned 
Business Property Account #034441-001 

8 1148 8 59-61 Roselyn Ter Faculty/Staff Housing owned 

4050 



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

COLL~GE EX.EMPTION CLAIM 

RECEIVED 

FEB 1 4 2014 

This claim must be filed by 5:00 p.m.; February 1.5. 

ClAIMIWT NAME AND MAILINGADDRESS 
(Make necessal}' corroclions to lhe printed name end mQffing acfdtess) 

FEB 1 8 £NT'D 

Carmen Chu, Assessor-Recorder 
Office of the Assessor-Recorder 

· City. and County of San Francisco 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 190 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
www.sfassessor.org (415) 554-5596 

r . . 
University of San Francisco 
C/O Dominic L. Daher 
2130 Fulton Street 

1 rr .. ;.:;\?:·:;::·:··J::,9ifAs~-~~~p-~~,~J),~~/P.N'~Y..\>r···.·,..: .. .. \!~'X\ 
Received bY---...,.,..---r-.,.-,.-..---------1 

(Asssssor's designee) 

San Francisea, CA 94117-1080 

L _J 

NAME OF CLAIMANT 

Dominic L. Daher, MAcc, JD, LLM 

TITLE OF CLAIMANT 

Director of Tax 
DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER 

( 415 ) 422-5124 
CORPORATE NAME OF THE COLLEGE 

University of San Francisco 
ADDRESS (Street C/ly, County; State, Zip Code) 

2130 Fulton Street, San Francisco, CA 94117-1080 
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER OR LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

Various - see attached 
DATE PROPERTY WAS FIRST USED BY CLAIMANT 

Various 

1. Owner and operator: (check applicable boxes) 
Claimant is: Ill Owner and operator D Owr:ier only D Operator only 

and claims exemp!lon on all Ii.I Land Ji! Buildings and improvements and/or Ill Personal property 

2. Does the above institution qualify as a college or seminary of learning under the laws of the Stale of California? 

~YES D NO 

3. Is the ins!iluti~m conducted as a non-profit entity? 

({].YES 0No .. 

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

l2JYES D NO 

5. Does the institution confer upon Its graduates at least one academic or professional degree, based on a course of at l\')ast 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 medicine, pharmacy, architecture, fine arts, commerce, or journalism? 

!{)YES ONO 

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

l2JYES D 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 INCIDENl'AL USE 

See attached Education Education housing OLEASE DOWN 

DLEASE DOWN 

OLEASE DOWN 

OLEASE DOWN 

i OLEASE DOWN 
! .. i 

- I OLEASE DOWN 
4051 -·------

THIS DOCUMENT IS SUBJECT TO PUBLIC INSPECTION 



RECEIVED 

FEB 1 4 2014 
. BOE-264-AH (P2) REV. 10 (05-12) SAN FRANCISCO 

Assessor-Recorder's Office 
B. Has any canstruction commenced and/or been completed on this parcel since 12:01 a.m .. January 1 of last year? 

[{I YES . 0 NO If YES, pl~ase explain: 

Miscellaneous repairs and alterations at 2350 Turk Blvd. 

Miscellaneous construction, repairs and alterations al 2130 Fulton Streel Completed seismic retrofitting Improvements at 2001 Grove Streel 

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? 
DYES [{]NO 
If YES, a copy of the institution's most recent tax return filed with the Internal Revenue Serv.ice must accompany this clalm. Property taxes, 
as determined by establishing a ratio of the unrelated business taxabie income to the bookstore's gross income, will be levied. 

10. Has any of the properly listed above been used for business pwposes other than a student bookstore? 

0 YES [{] NO If YES, please explain: 

11. If the business is operated by someone other than the college, attach a ~o.py of the lease or other agreement. Please explain: 

NIA 

12. Is any equipment or other property being leased or rented from someone else? 

[i!YES ONO 
If YES, list on a separate sheet the name and address of the owner and the type, make, model, and serial numl:ier 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. ff real 
property, provide the name and address of the owner. 

The benefit of a property tax exemption must inure to the lessee inslilution. If taices paid by the lessor, see section 202.2 of the Revenu~ 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 TITLE 

Dominic L. Daher 
DAYTIME TELEPHONE 

( 415 ) 422-5124 

SIGNATURE 

.... 

Director of Tax 

the l ws the State of California that the foregoing and all information hereon, including any' 
true, correc( and complete to the best of my knowledge and beliet 

TITLE 

Director ofTax 

4052 
DATE 

.d.. I Io J t ':( 



3 1 8 ENT'D 
RECEIVED 

University of San Francisco ~ Properties in the City and County of San Frandsco FEB 1 4 2014 
SAN FRANCISCO 

A~eoorder's Office 
Vol Block No . . Lot No. ProEert~ 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 Student residence Owned 
8 1107 18 301 Anza St . Student resldenc;:e 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 
8 1107 37 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 i107 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 Ariza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 43 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 44 301 Anza St Student resld.ence Owned 
8 1107 45 301 Anza St Student residence Owr.ied 
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 St~dent 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 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 

4053 
Student residence Owned 

8 1~07 64 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
~.L. •• -l __ .... ___ r...J __ .... _ 

""~•;--~ 



R E C E I V ~fa 1 8 ENT'D 
University of San Francisco - Properties in the City and County or San Franf~01 ~ 2014 

SAN FRA"6~ftihfr 
Vol Block No. Lot No. Proeerty Location Primary usJ.s~essor-Reco e ease 

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 

? 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 3.01 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 Ar:iza 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 Ani:a St Student residence Owned 

8 1107 89 301 Anza St s·tudent 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 St4054 Student residence owned 
8 1107 122 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 



. .. - ... ~ . .... _.; 

University of San Francisc1.;. · Properties in the City and County "'· San Francisco FEB 1 8 ENT'D 

Vol Block No. 
8 1107 
8 1.107 
8 1107 
8 1107 
8 1107 
8 1107 
8 1107 
8 1107 
8 1107 
8 1107 
8 1107 
8 1107 
8 1107 
8 1107 
8 1107 
8 1107 
8 1107 
8 1107 
8 1107 
8 1107 
8 1107 
8 1107 
8 11Q7 
8 1107 
8· 1109 
8 1138 
8 1144 
8 1144 
8 1144 
8 1145 
8 1146 
8 1146 
8 .1146 
8 1146 
8 1147 
8 1147 
8 1147 
.a 1148 
8 1170 
8 1173 
9 1190. 
9 1194 
9 1194 

23 3548 

Owned or 
Lot No. Pro~ertY: Location Primar}!'. Use Leased 

123 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
124 301 Anza St Student r~sldence owned 
125 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
126 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
127 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
128 301 Anza St student residence owned 
129 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
1.30 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
131 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
132 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
133 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
134 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
135 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
136 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
137 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
138 301 Anza St Student residence. owned 
139 301 Anza St Student residence . Owned 
140 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
141 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
142 301 Anza·st Student residence Owned 
143 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
144 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 

6 2350 Turk Bl Classrooms and Faculty Offices owned 
8 2500-2698 Turk Bl Classrooms and Faculty Offices owned 

3C 239 Masonic Av Student residence owried 
13 186 Stanyan St Student residence owned 
1 501 Parker Av Negoesco Athletic Stadium owned 

OOlA 284 Stanyan St Faculty/Staff Housing owned 
1B 222 Stanyan St Health and Recreation Center Owned 
3 2130 Fulton St Classrooms and Faculty Offices owned 
2 25-27 Chabot Te Faculty/Staff Housing owned 
4 35 Chabot Te Faculty/Staff Housing Owned 
6 47 Chabot Te Faculty/Staff Housing Owned 
7 53 Chabot Te Faculty/Staff Housing owned 
14 28 Chabot Te Faculty/Staff Housing Owned 
15 22 Chabot Te Faculty/Staff Housing Owned 
16 2745-2747 Turk Bl Faculty/Staff Housing Owned 
8 59-61 Roselyn Ter Faculty/Staff Housing Owned 

001 701 Parker Av #100 Faculty/Staff Housing Leased 
18 1982 Fulton St Student residence owned 
1 2195 Fulton St Classrooms and Faculty Offices Owned 

001 2001 Grove st #2 Faculty/Staff Housing Leased 
001 2001 Grove St #8 Faculty/Staff Housing Leased 
035 1855. Mission St Storage Facility Used to Store Leased 

Camous suoolles 
Business Property Account #034441-001 
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UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

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

EQUIPMENT 
Model #MSPS 
Serial #0003850 

Model #MSF1 
Serlcaf #0004943 

Model #!WOO 
serial #1370515 

Model #MSF1 
Serlcal #0001770 

Mode! #MPRl 
Serica! #0005450 

Mode! #lWOO 
Serical #1370552 

REAL PROPERn' 
490 6th Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 

701 Parker Avenue #100 
San Francisco, CA 

2001 Grcive Street #2 
San Francisco, CA 

2001 Grove Street #8 
San Francisco, CA 

1855 Mission 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 

QUANTITY ..::C;..;;.O.:...;M.:...:.PA..;;_N;..;..Y _____ .---__ 
1 Pitney Bowes Global Financial 

1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200 
Chesapeake, VA 23323 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Pitney Bowes Global Finandal 
1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200 
Chesapeake, VA 23323 

Pitney Bowes Global Financial 
1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200 
Chesapeake, VA 23323 . 

Pitney Bowes Global Financial 
1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200 
Chesapeake, VA 23323 

Pitney Bowes Global Rnanclal 
1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200 
Chesapeake, VA 23323 

Pitney Bowes Global Financial 
1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200 
Chesapeake, VA 23323 

OWNER 
Kaiser Foundation Hospitals 
1800 Harrison-Street, 19th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612-3466 

Gordon Oifford 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 94118-132_6 

ATM Investments 
1135 Trinity qr 
Menlo Park, CA 94025-6646 

The Presidio Trust 
qo Cb Richard Ellis Inc 
PO Box 29546 
San Francisco, CA 94129-0546 

Sisters of the Presentation 
2340 Turk Blvd 
San Francisco,-CA 94118-4340 
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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 Aus berry, 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 . 
. The proposed legislation incorrectly concludes that the TSF is not a "project" under the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA, Pub. Res. Code ["PRC"] §21000 et seq.; 14 Cal. 
Code Regs. ["Guidelines"] § 153 78(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 TSP 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'7 
(2009) 170 Cal.App.4th 1026, 1030, 1049 [fee mitigation program must "pass CEQA muster"]; 
and 105~ ["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 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 

1 
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"mitigation fee" from developers to fund prbjects that increase traffic congestion and eliminate 
parking. Since the proposed fee does not mitigate the transportation 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'7 (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'7 483 U.S. 825; Dolan v. City of Tigard ["Dolan'7 (1994) 512 U.S. 374; and 
Ehrlich v. City of Culver City ["Ehrlich'J(l996) 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 projects, 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, 
41lA.3.,41IA.5,41lA.64,411A.6B, ~1 lA.7; "San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee 
(TSP) 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 TSP 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 accounting requirements for the additional 
developer fees in areas with "community plans'i 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 TSP as an additional fee. 
(Ordinance, §§411A.3, 421.7,422- 424.l; see, e.g., CNPS, supra, 170 Cal.App.4th at p:1050; 
Gov. Code §66006. City would thus require no accounting of developer f~es 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 tlie 
required annual or five-year reports h~ ~hed li~ht 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 ("TSP"), 
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 rep.lacing the Level of Service (LOS) analysis of transportation 
impacts with a Vehicle Miles Traveled ("VMT") methodology. That action would effectively 
e~empt 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) 1 

By eliminating analysis and mitigation of transportation hp.pacts 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 Sept~mber 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 t1:ie TSP and its proposed exemption of all projects frqm 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 prospectively 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: 

1 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 Jane 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 
ign~ring cumulative impacts, it may not lawfully do so. under CEQA .and NEPA. Further, CEQA's 
statutory revision at PRC §21099 on which City relies does not excuse City from ;:i.ccurately analyzing . 
transportation impacts and indeed reinforces CEQA's requirements 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 Nol/an, Dolan, and Ehrlich. 

4. The MT A'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." (9110/15 Planning Commission ES, 
p.12.) The proposed "key" expenditures are described as "Transit capital and operation.al · 
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 TSP, 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 ~o and the program is effective." (Id) 

· 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 TSP 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 sel~ctively allocate public funding for bicycle and other pr.ejects 
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. (Nol/an, 
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; Nol/an, 
supra, 483 U.S. 825; Dolan, supra, 512 U.S. 374; Ehrlich, supra, 12 Cal.4th 854.) The TSP 
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. Joh~s River Water 
Mgmt. 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 impacts 
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 A~sn. of Tulare/Kings Counties, Inc. v. City of 
Lemoore (2010) 185 Cal.App.4th 554, 572 [invalidating fees imposed as not reasonably related 
to impacts 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 Proposition 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 no mention of 
repairing cir 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 majority 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 arid obstruct motorized traffic will motiyate 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 ofresidential 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 TSP.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 should be rejected. 

Mary Miles 
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Evans, Derek · 

.om: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Monday, October 05, 201510:37 AM 
BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS); Young, Victor; Evans, Derek 
FW: File No 150790 - Support for higher Transportation Sustainability Fee 

Fr~m: 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 Sustainabflity Fee 

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

Peter Distefano 
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Evans, Derek 

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Monday, October 05, 201510:41 AM Sent: 

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.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 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 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 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. Ple1;1Se support the recommendations as proposed by Walle San 
Francisco and their follow advocates which include: 

• 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 submitted 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 

·'ice Rogers 
.0 South Park St 

Studio 2 
' San Francisco, CA 94107 
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Young, Victor 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Monday, September 21, 2015 10:28 AM 
BOS-Supervisors; Ausberry, Andrea; Young, Victor 
FW: SFBOS Land Use - Sept 21, 2015- ITEM #3 - 150790 [Planning Code - Establishing a 
New Citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee] 

from:' Aaron Goodman [mailto: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.coh~n@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS} 

<jane.kim@~fgov.org> 

Subject: SFBOS Land Use - Sept. 21, 2015- ri:EM #3 - 150790 [Planning Code - Establishing a New Citywide Tr~nsportation 
Sustainability Fee] 

ITEM# 3 - 150790 [Planning Code - Establishing a New Citywide Transportation Sustafuability Fee] 
SF BOS Land Use Committee 
Sept. 21st, 2015 

Land-Use Committee I cc:SFBOS 

Once again the public agencies have the opportunity to stand up and talce action on the issue of taxation of 
Housing Development, Business Deve~opment, and Institutional Growth. 

The question is whether our publicly elected figures can stand up or just follow the leader. 

The consistent back-up oftraffic, overcrowded muni bus and trains, dilapidated stations, and lacking intermodal 
design and connectivity between systems ~hows 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 ip., along with tech companies, but little improvement in surrounding stations, and 
neighborhoods to alleviate the traffic issues daily. 

The articles below ~so denote very well the issues oflacking 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 rriember of the public who sees the current imbalance of spending 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 
talcen to tax market rate housing, in.Stitu~onal growth, and business interests equitably. 
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Sincerely 

Aaron Goodman 
D 11 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-biilliant-now-who-pays/ 
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FILE NO. 

1re.rn 1 · ·1ov 23~ 1ana u~e-emJQ.. 
6up<UVl~ur cott~n Ame.oome.nn 

(Hl9a\19ttted 8) ORDINANCE NO. 
11/2-~}1s Accept~ 

\n Com tni-H-ee. 

1 [Planning Code - Establishing a New Citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee] 

2 

3 Ordinance amending the Planning Code by establishing a new citywide Transportation 

4 Sustainability Fee and suspending application of the existing Transit Impact 

5 Development Fee, with some exceptions, as long as the Transportation Sustainability 

6 Fee remains operative; applying the Transportation Sustainability Fee to Hospitals and 
t:•:;;i:-;}~'.r!;~:~1~-:'~'~!.W~;,. •F ·~a . 

7 M:§d'JB~{A:.. :,'. Services; amending Section 401 to add definitions reflecting these 
:: ... ,.,;:.j. :;;.;l·;..~~-.:!.:i-;..~ ...... ~- ....................... ~.-. 

8 changes; amending Section 406 to clarify affordable housing and homeless shelter 

9 exemptions from the Transportation Sustainability Fee; making conforming 

10 amendments to the Area Plan fees in Planning Code, Articl~ 4; affirming the Planning 

11 Department's determination under the Calif~rnia Environmental Quality Act, and 

12 making findings, including general findings, findings of public necessity, convenience 

13 and welfare, an.d findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority 

14 policie$ of Planning Code Section 101.1. 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman {Ont. 
Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough italics Times .Z.lew Roman font. 
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. 

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

21 Section 1. Findings. The Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San 

22 Francisco hereby finds and determines that: 

23 (a) The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this 

24 ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources 

25 Code Section 21000 et seq.). Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 
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1 Supervisors in File N~. 150790 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board affirms 

2 this determination. 

3 (b) On September 10, 2015, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 19454, 

4 adopted findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance, 

5 with the City's General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The 

6 Board adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of 
. . 

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

8 (c) On September 10, 2015, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 19454, 

9 approved this legislation, recommended it for adoption by the Board of Supervisors, and 

1 O adopted findings that it will serve the public necessity, convenience and welfare. Pursuant to 

1.1 Planning Code Section 302, the Board adopts· these findings as its own. A copy of said 

, 2 Resolution is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 150790, and is 

13 incorporated by reference herein. 

14 

15 Section 2. The Planning Code is hereby amended by adding Sections 411A, 411A.1, 

16 411A.2, 411A.3, 411A.4, 411A.5, 411A.6, '411A.7, and 411A.8, to read as follows: 

17 SEC. 411A. TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE. 

18 Sections 411A.1 through 411A. 8 (hereafter referred to collectively as "Section 411A ") set forth 

19 the requirements and procedures for the Transportation Sustainability Fee {''TSF"). 

20 SEC. 411A.J. FINDINGS. 

21 (a) In 1981. San Francisco ("the G_ity") enacted Ordinance No. 224-81. imposing a Transit 

22 Impact Development Fee {"TIDF") on new office development in the downtown area. The TIDF was 

23 based on studies showing that the development ofnew office uses places a burden on the City's transit 

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

. !5 periods. " 

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen 4 0 6 9 
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1 (k) The City later amended the TIDF. and made it applicable to non-residential 

2 Development Projects citywide. recognizing that development has transportation impacts across the 

3 City's transportation network 

4 (c) Starting in 2009. the City and the San Francisco County Transportation Authority 

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

6 study (the "TSF Nexus Study"). The fee would offset impacts o(Development Projects. both residential 

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

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

9 the Board o(Supervisors in File No. 150790, and is incorporated herein by reference. 

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

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

12 apply to both residential and non-residential Development Projects in the City. While the Nexus 
! 

13 Study found that all new land uses in San Francisco will generate this increased demand for 

14 transportation. the Board finds that it is in the public interest to exempt some uses from 

15 payment of the fee. in order to promote other important City policies and priorities. such as 

16 affordable housing. small businesses and charitable oraanizations. The Board finds that 

17 Hospital and M~"l~l!tW~~f~ Service projects. however. are generally of such-scope and size 

18 that they create a substantial demand for transportation infrastructure and services. and 

19 therefore. they should contribute to the TSF to meet this demand. 

20 (e) In accordance with the TSF Nexus Study, Section 41 IA imposes a citywide 

21 transportation fee, the TSF. which will allow the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 

22 ("SFMTA ") and other regional transportation agencies serving San Francisco to meet the demand 

23 generated by new development and thus maintain their existing level of service. Section 41 IA will 

24 require sponsors o(Development Projects in the City to pay a fee that is reasonably related to the 

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

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen 
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1 will be incurred by SFlv.f.TA and other transportation agencies serving San Francisco to meet the 

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

3 infrastructure (also referred to as "complete streets" infrastructure) created by new development 

4 throughout the City. 

5 (() The TSF Nexus Study justifies charging fee rates higher than those Section 41 IA 

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

7 Feasibility Study that the City prepared in conjunction with TSF. The TSF Economic Feasibi~ity Study 

8 took into account the impact of the TSF on the feasibility of development, throughout the City. The TSF 

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

1 0 is incorporated herein by reference. 

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

2 ofproviding transportation infrastructure and service to the population associated with the new 

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

14 revenue that is significantly below the costs that SFMT A and other transit providers will incur to 

15 mitigate the transportation inftastructure and service needs resulting from the Development Projects. · 

16 (h) The TSF is an efficient and equitable method ofproviding funds to mitigate the 

17 transportation demands imposed on the City by new Development Projects. 

18 (i) Based on the above findings and the TSF Nexus Study. the City determines that the TSF 

19 satisfies the requirements of CalifQrnia Government Code Section 66001 et seq. ('the Mitigation Fee 

20 Act"). as fOl/ows: 

21 O) · The purpose ofthe TSF is to help meet the demands imposed on the City's 

22 transportation system by new Development Projects. 

23 (2) Funds '{tom collection of the TSF will be used to meet the demand for transit 

24 capital maintenance, transit capital facilities and fleet. and pedestrian and bicycle inftastructure 

~$ generated by new development in the City. 
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1 . (3) There is a reasonable relationship between the proposed uses of the TSF and the 

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

3 (4) There is a reasonable relationship between the types o[Development P_rojects on 

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

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

6 on Development Projects and the impact on transit resulting trom such projects. 

7 

8 SEC. 41JA.2. DEFINITIONS. 

9 See Section 401 ofthis Article 4 for definitions ofterms applicable to this Section 411A. In 

10 addition, the following abbreviations are used throughout Section 41 JA: TIDF (Transit Impact 

11 Development Fee); TSF (Transportation Sustainability Fee). 

SEC. 411A.3. APPLICATION OF TSF. 

12 

13 

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

15 . the City that results in: 

(1) More than twenty new dwelling units; 16 

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

18 existing group housing facility; 

19 (3) New construction ofa Non-Residential or PDR use in excess of 800 gross 
~)1:~$~;~;~;~1 

20 square feet. or additions of BOO g_t~:s square feet or more to an existing Non-Residential or PDR use: 

21 or 

22 (4) New construction of a PDR use in excess of 1.500 gross square feet. or 
fft~~~!t~~~~; 

23 additions of 1.500 B.~~~:~ square feet or more to an existing PDR use: or 

24 

25 
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1 {4fil Change or Replacement of Use. such that the rate charged for the new use is 

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

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

{k) 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 

8 that portion of a Development ~roject that may be developed bv a private sponsor and not intended to 

9 be occupied by the City or other agency or entity exempted under Section 41 JA. in which case the TSF 

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

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

12 otherwise exempted under Section 41 JA. 

13 {2) . Redevelopment Projects and Projects with Development Agreements. 

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

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

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

17 Agreement. 

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

19 by the United States or any ofits agencies to be used exclusively for governmental purposes. 

20 (4) Projects o[the State of California. Development Projects located on property 

21 owned by the State of California or any ofits agencies to be used exclusively for governmental 

22 purposes. 

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

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

2.5 or any units that trigger a Density Bonus under California Government Code Sectio_ns 65 915-65918. 
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1 (6) Small Businesses. Each Change of Use fi'om PDR to Non-Residential. or 

2 expansion of an existingPDR or Non-Residential use through an additionlhat adds new gross floor 

3 area to an existing building. shall be exempt from the TSF. provided that: (A) the gross square footage 

4 ofthe resulting individual unit ofPDR or Non-Residential use is not greater than 5,000 gross square 

5 feet, and (B) the resulting use is not a Formula Retail use, as defined in Section 303.I of this Code. This 

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

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

(7) Charitable Exemptions. 

(A) The TSF shall not apply to any portion ofa pro;ect located on a property 

or portion of a property that will be exempt fi'om real property taxation or possessory interest taxation 

under California Constitution; Article XIIL Section 4. as implemented by California Revenue and 
!:~~~:~?::~:J~~~~:~;~8t:f~~~;~:~~'.1!:~i~~:~;~~:'.~l;2]~~~'.;~~~/:~~ 

Taxation Code Section 214. However, any Hospital or .~.~~.~~~::M:~S!:!l~[~~~!~~· Post Secondary 

Educational Institution that requires an Institutional Master Plan under Section 304. 5 ofthe Planning 

Code shall not be eligible for this charitable exemption-:. and shall as of the effective date of this 

Ordinance be subject to the TSF. as set forth in Section 411A.4 and 411A.5. below. 

(B) It is anticipated that by January 1, 2030, the hospital seismic 

16 retrofitting pro.cess mandated by Article 8 (commencing with Section 15097.100) of Chapter 1, 

17 Division 12.5 of the California Health and Safety Code will have been completed, although the 

18 State Legislature may extend the deadline. It is the intention of the Board of SupePJisors to 

19 consider, when that process is completed, whether hospitals that require an Institutional 

20 Master Plan under Section 304.5 of the Planning Code should be subject to the TSF. 

21 {G,§) Any project receiving a Charitable Exemption shall maintain its tax 

22 exempt status, as applicable. for at least I 0 years after the issuance ofits Certificate of Final 

23 Comple-µon. !(the property or portion thereofloses its tax exempt status within the I 0-year period then 

24 the property owner shall be required to pay the TSF that was previously exempted Such payment shall 

25 be required within 90 days of the property losing its tax exempt status. 
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1 .(.QQ) If a property owner fails to pay the TSFwithin the 90-day period a 

2 notice for request ofpqyment shall be served by the Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI under 

3 Section I 07 A.13 of the San Francisco Building Code. Thereafter. upon nonpayment, a lien proceeding 

4 shall be instituted under Section 408 o[this Article and Section 107A.13.15 ofthe San Francisco 

5 Building Code. 

6 ffe.Ql The Zoning Administrator shall approve and order the recordation ofa 

7 Notice in the Official Records o(the Recorder of the City and Countj o(San Francisco for the subject 

8 propertvprior to the issuance of a building or site permit. This Notice shall state the amount of the TSF 

9 exempted per this subsection (b){7). It shall also state the requirements and provisions of subsections 

10 @111{.Afil and (b){7)(C) above. 

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

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

13 prior to issuance ofthe first cert{ficate of occupancy upon agreeing to pay a deferral surcharge in 

14 accordance with Section 107 A.13. 3 of the San Francisco Building Code. 
,/· 

15 (d) Relationship bet\veen the TSF and Area Plan Fees Devoted to Transit. Except 

16 as provided in subsection (e), all Development Projects subject to the TSF shall pay the full 

17 TSF. V'Jhere Development Projects are subject to both the TSF and an Area Plan. Impact Fee, 

18 a portion of which is dedicated to transit improvements, the Development Projects shall pay 

19 the fees as follmvs: 

20 (1) Non Residential portions of developments shall pay both the TSF and the 

21 Area Plan Impact Fee. 

22 (2) Residential portions of developments shall pay the TSF. The transit 

23 component of an Area Plan Impact Fee applicable to the Residential portion of such 

24 development may be reduced by the amount of TSF due, up to the full amount, as set forth in 

.5 Sections 421.3, 422.3, 423.3 and 424 of this Code. 
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1 (3) The Planning Department shall maintain a master fee schedule that clearly 

2 identifies, for each Area Plan Impact Fee: the transit portion of the Area Plan .I.mpact Fee, the 

3 amount of such Area Plan Impact Fee that may be reduced in accordance with subsection 

4 (d)(2), above, and the resulting net Area Plan Impact Fee after taking the TSF reduction into 

5 account. 

6 {aj) Application ofthe TSF to Projects in the Approval Process at the Effective Date of 

7 Section 41 JA. The TSF shall qpply to Development Projects that are in the approval process at the 

·a effective date o[Section 41 JA. except as modified below: 

9 (]) Projects that have a Development Application approved before the effective date 

1 O of this Section shall not be subject to the TSF. but shall be subject to the TIDF at the rate applicable 

11 per Planning Code Sections 411.J(e) and 409, as well as any other applicable fees. 

12 (2) Projects that have filed a Development Application or environmental review 

13 application on or before the effective date of this Section July 21. 2015. Gut and have not 

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

15 {A) Residential Uses subject to the TSF shall pay 50% of the applicable 

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

17 @) The Non-residential or PDR portion ofanyproject shall be subject to the 
~~.sir~~;~~:\fKf:~~~:~=;~5~w~1~~~1~i~¥~~J;~:{~~ 

18 I~J?"[',9.b'.g:~~F'.::.~~! pay the applicable TIDF rate per Planning Code Sections 411. 3 {e) and 409. as 

19 well as any other applicable fees. 

20 Projects that have not filed a Development Application or environmental 

21 review application afteF-before July 242. 2-015. and file the first such application on or after 

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

23 TSF as follows: 

24 CA) Residential Uses subject to the TSF shall pay 100% of the 

25 applicable residential TSF rate. as well as any other applicable fees. 
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1 (8) The Non-residential or PDR portion of any project shall pay 100% 

2 of the applicable Non-residential or PDR TSF rate. as well as any other applicable fees. be 

3 subject to the TIDF and pay the applicable TIDF rate per Planning Code Sections 411.3(e) 

4 and 409, as well as any other applicable fees. 

~) Effect of TSF on TIDF and Development Subject to TIDF'. 5 

6 O> The provisions ofthis Section 41 lA are intended to supersede the provisions of 

7 Section 411 et seq. as to new development in the City as ofthe effective date ofSection 41 lA. except as 

8 stated below. The provisions o(Section 411 et seq. are hereby suspended with the following 

9 exceptions: 

10 {A) Section 411 et seq. shall remain operative and effective with respect to 

11 · any Redevelopment Plan, Development Agreement, Interagency Cooperation Agreement, or any other 

. 2 agreement entered into by the City. the former Redevelopment Agency or the Successor Agency to the 

13 Redevelopment Agency, that is valid and effective on the effective date of Section 41 lA, and that by its 

14 terms would preclude the application of Section 41 lA. and instead allow for the application of Section 

15 411 et seq. 

16 @) Section 411 et seq. shall remain operative and effective with respect to 

17 Development Projects that are in the approval process as ofthe effective date of Section 41 lA. and for 

18 which the TIDF is imposed as set forth in Section 4 JJA.3 (edJ_ 

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

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

21 was approved prior to the effective date of Section 41 lA. and for which TIDF has not been paid 

22 (2) Notwithstanding subsection (ffl){l) above, ifthe City Attorney certifies in writing 

23 to the Clerk ofthe Board ofSupervisors that a court has determined that the provisions of Section 41 lA 

24 are invalid or unenforceable in whole or substantial part. the provisions o(Section 411 shall no longer 

2.5 be suspended and shall become operative as of the effective date of the court ruling. In that event, the 
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1 City Attorney shall cause to be printed appropriate notations in the Planning Code indicating that the 

2 provisions of Section 411A are suspended and the provisions of Section 411 are no longer suspended 

3 (3) The City Attorney's certification referenced in subsection ~(2) above shall be 

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

5 · that the provisions of Section 411A are valid and enforceable in whole or in substantial part because 

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

7 otherwise rendered inoperative with respect to Section 411A. In that event. the provisions of Section 

8 411A shall no longer be suspended and shall become operative as ofthe date the court decision no 

9 longer governs. and the provisions ofSection 411 shall be suspended except as specified in Section 

10 411A. Further. the City Attorney shall cause to be printed appropriate notations in the Planning Code 

11 indicating the same. 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

SEC 411A.4. CALCULATION OF TSF. 
. f.~~f~~0~f~U;;;~~~'.rei'.;Vk\~~~~~~ii~~~:'.~~~;~1 

The TSF shall be calculated on the basis ofthe ffOfuDO'f6faffiounf6f 
m!:,;~~'.!:..=..:~;;.i:;:. •. ;~;r;:,-.. ~ .......... .. 

the TSF rate in e ect at the 

issuance of the First Construction Document for each o(the applicable Zand use categories within the 

Development Project, as provided in the Fee Schedule set forth in Section 411A.5. except as provided 
~f;~1~~~~~~1ITT;~t§~~~1i~~~tK~:~~ 

in subsection§, :(B,E(~l'.§:Q:gJ9)ibelow. An accessory use shall be charged at the same rate as the 

underlying use to which it ts 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 (or building permits to evade paying the TSF (or a single Development Project 

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

23 which there is a Change or Replacement of Use such that the rate charged (or.the new Zand use 

24 category is higher than the rate charged (or the category ofthe existing legal Zand use. the TSF per 

25 square foot rate shall be the difference between the rate charged for the new and the existing use. 
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1 (c) Calculation Method for Residential Uses. Areas of Residential use within a 

2 project that creates no more than 99 dwelling units shall pay the fee listed in Table 411A.5. 

3 When a project creates more than 99 dwelling units. the fees for areas of Residential use shall 

4 be calculated as follows: The number of dwelling units greater than 99 shall be divided by the 

5 total number of dwelling units created to determine the proportion of the project represented 

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

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

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

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

10 

11 

2 

13 

14' 

1:5 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

L5 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

·a 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 SEC. 411A.5. TSF SCHEDULE. 
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1 Development Projects subject to the TSF shall pay the fOllowing fees, as adjusted annually in 

2 accordance with Planning Code Section 409(b). 

3 Table 411A.5. 

4 Land Use Categories 

5 of Development Project 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

2 

13 

14 

15 

16 

Residential. 21-99 units 

Residential, ~all units above 99 units 

~Lkb~~:<i1rc&[~,~·~-:-" .. -~I~~~~~l~. 800-99 .999 

gsf 

$ 7. 74 for all gsf of Residential use in the 

first 99 dwelling units (see Section 

411 A.4(c) above). 

$ 8. 7 4 for all gsf of Residential use in all 

dwelling units at and above the 1 oath unit 

(see Section 411A.4(c) above). 

$ 18. 04 for all gsf of Non-Residential uses 

less than 1 DO.ODO gsf. 

17 $ 19.04 for all gsf of Non-Residential use 

18 greater than 99.999 gsf. 

19 above 99,999 gsf 

20 

21 ii:c:::.:AMf:c:~;c,~:.;;;;;;u,,_!,;::J; Hospitals 

22 

23 

24 

L5 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 
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~'~}jf~l~r~~~f~lfil~l~Hea1th 
!:~ ;~~::).'.?.j~~'.:::~= ;iJ.;~~l;.:it~}\~~:;~~t:tt.~J 

$11.00 tor all gst ofriJreC:ffe'ili\Os'~:& above 
IUJ.::..;,,~; ~;~.,,;.·:•.:lk:.t;~;.l~·:<':·' .... :.'.>''· ': ·' 

li~ 

Services. all gsf above 12.000 gsf 12ZOOO gsf 

SEC. 411A.6. TSF EXPENDITURE PROGRAM 

As set forth in the TSF Nexus Study, on file with the Clerk of the Board o(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 411A.6A. TSF Expenditure Program 

Transit Capital Maintenance 

Subtotal 

Transit Service Expansion & Reliability Improvements - San Francisco 

Subtotal 

Transit Service Expansion & Reliability Improvements - Regional Transit 

Providers 

Subtotal 

Complete Streets (Jl.icycle and Pedestrian2 Improvements 

Subtotal 

Program Administration 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

2 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

I Total 100.0% I 
Within the Rincon Hill Community Improvements Program Area. per Planning Code Section 

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 (Jl.if)!.cle and Pedestrianl lmJ2.rovements 

Subtotal 0% 

Program Administration 2% 

Total 100.0% 

19 SEC. 411A. 7. TSF FUND 

20 Money received tram collection ofthe TSF. including earnings f'rom investments o(the TSF. 

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

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

23 .fiscal and budgetary provisions of the San Francisco Charter and the Mitigation Fee Act, subject to the 

24 (allowing conditions and limitations. As reasonably necessary to mitigate the imJ2.acts o(new 

.::'.:5 . development on the City's public transportation system. TSF funds may be used to fund transit caJ2.ital 
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1 maintenance projects. transit capital facilities and fleet. and complete streets (pedestrian and bicycle) 

2 infi'astructure. These expenditures may include. but are not limited to: capital costs associated with 

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

4 routes, including, but not limited to, procurement ofrelated items such as rolling stock. and design and 

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

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

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

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

9 way. physical protection of bicycle facilities fi=om motorized traffic, bike sharing, bicycle parking, and 

1 0 traffic calming. Proceeds fi'om the TSF may also be used to administer. enforce, or defend Section 

11 411A. 

12 SEC. 411A.8. f'.IVE THREE YEAR REVIEW OF ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY STUDY. 

13 Every .five three years. or sooner ifrequested by the Mayor. the Planning Commission. or 

14 the Board of Supervisors, the SFMI'A shall update the TSF Economic Feasibility Study. This update 

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

16 shall be in addition to the five-year evaluation of all development fees mandated by Section 410 o(this 

17 Code. 

18 

19 Section 3. The Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Section 411, to read 

20 as follows: 

21 SEC. 411. TRANSIT IMPACT DEVELOPMENT FEE. 

22 &Sections 411.1 through 411.9,_hereafter referred to as Section 411.1 et seq., set 

23 forth the requirements and procedures for the TIDF. The effective date of these requirements 

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

25 whichever applies. 
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1 (b) Partial Suspension ofSection 411 et seq. In accord.a.nee with Planning Code Section 

2 41lA.3 (e). the provisions of Section 41 lA are intended with certain exceptions, to supersede the 

3 provisions o(Section 411 et seq .. as to new development in the City as ofthe effective date ofSection 

4 411A. Accordingly, Section 411A.3{e) suspends. with certain exceptions, the operation ofSection 411 

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

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

2 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18· 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

L5 

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

follows: 

SEC. 401. DEFINITIONS. 

**** 

"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. 

**** 

"Development Application" shall mean any application for a building permit, site permit, 

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

Sections 309. 309.1. or 322. 

**** 

"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 004A: Block 4220A. Lot 001. Block 4222, Lot 001; 
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1 and Block 4223. Lot 001: and the Sunnydale I Velasco Project, which includes Assessor's Block 6310. 

2 Lot001: Block6311. Lot001: Block6312. Lot001: Block6313. Lot001: Block6314, Lot001: and 

3 Block6315. Lot001. 

4 

5 Section 5. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Section 406, to read as 

6 follows: 

7 SEC. 406. WAIVER, REDUCTION, OR ADJUSTMENT OF DEVELOPMENT 

8 PROJECT REQUIREMENTS. 

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

10 (1) The sponsor of any development project subject to a development fee or 
,, 

11 development impact requirement imposed by this Article may appeal to the Board of 

12 Supervisors for a reduction, adjustment, or waiver of the requirement based upon the absence 

13 of any reasonable relationship or nexus between the impact of development and either the 

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

15 (2) Any appeal authorized by this Section shall be made in writing and filed with 

16 the Clerk of the Board no later than 15 days after the date the Department or Commission 

17 takes final action on the project approval that assesses the requirement. The appeal shall set 

18 .forth in detail the factual and legal basis for the claim of waiver, reduction, or adjustment. 

19 (3) The Board of Supervisors shall consider the appeal at a public hearing within 

20 60 days after the filing of the appeal. The appellant shall bear the burden of presenting 

21 substantial evidence to support the appeal, including comparable technical information to 

22 support appellant's position. The decision of the Board shall be by a simple majority vote and 

23 shall be final. 

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

25 project shall invalidate the waiver, adjustment, or reduction of the fee or inclusionary 
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1 requirement. If the Board gr~nts a reduction, adjustment or waiver, the Clerk of the Board 

2 shall promptly transmit the nature and extent of the reduction, adjustment or waiver to the 

3 Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI and the Unit shall modify the Project Development 

4 Fee Report to reflect the change. 

5 (b) Waiver or Reduction, Based on Housing Affordability. 

6 (1) An affordabl~ housing· unit shall receive a waiver from the Rincon Hill 

7 Community Infrastructure Impact Fee, the Market and Octavia Community Improvements 

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

9 Fee, and the Visitacion Valley Community Facilities and Infrastructure Impact Fee. and the 

10 Transportation Sustainability Fee, if the affordable housing unit: 

11 (A) ·is affordable to a household at or below 80% of the Area Median Income (as 

2 published by HUD), including units that qualify as replacement Section 8 units under the 

13 HOPE SF program; 

14 (B) is subsidized by MOH, the San Francisco Housing Authority, and/or the San 

15 .F_rancisco Redevelopment Agency; and 

· 16 (C) is subsidized in a manner which maintains its affordability for a term no less 

17 than 55 years, whether it is a rental or ownership opportunity. Project sponsors must 

18 demonstrate to the Planning Department staff that a governmental agency will be enforcing 

19 the term of affordability and reviewing performance and service plans as necessary. 

20 (2) Projects that meet the requirements of this subsection are eligible for a 100 

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

22 (3) Projects that are located within a HOPE SF Project Area are eligible for a I 00 percent 

23 fee reduction ftom the TSF. applicable both to the affordable housing units and the market-rate units 

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

L5 Area are otherwise subject to all other applicable fees per Article 4 ofthe Planning Code. 
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1 (4) Residential uses within projects where all residential units are affordable to households 

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

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

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

5 (J.~ This waiver clause shall not be applied to units built as part of a developer's 

6 efforts to meet the requirements of the lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program, cmd-Section~ 

7 415 or 419 of this Coda-or any units that trigger a Density Bonus under Calitornia Government 

. 8 Code Sections 65915-65918. 

9 ( c) Waiver for Homeless Shelters. A Homeless Shelter, as defined in Section 102 of 

1 O this Code, is not required to pay the Rincon Hill Community Infrastructure Impact Fee, the 

11 Transit Center District Impact Fees, the Market and Octavia Community Improvements Impact 

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

13 the Visitacion Valley Community Facilities and Infrastructure Impact Fee:- and the Transportation 

14 Sustainability Fee. 

15 (d) Waiver Based on Duplication of Fees. The City shall make every effort not to 

16 assess duplicative fees on new development. In general, project sponsors are only eligible for 

17 fee waivers under .this Subsection if a contribution to another fee program would result in a 

18 duplication .of charges for a particular type of community infrastructure. The Department shall 

19 publish a schedule annually of all known opportunities for waivers and reductions under this 

20 clause, including the specific rate. Requirements under Section 135 and 138 of this Code do 

21 not qualify for a waiver or reduction. Should future fees pose a duplicative charge, such as a 

22 Citywide open space or childcare fee, the same methodology shall apply and the Department · 

23 shall update the schedule of waivers or reductions accordingly. 

24 

25 
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1 . Section 6. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Section 410. to read as 

2 follows: 

3 SEC. 410. COMPREHENSIVE FIVE-YEAR EVALUATION OF ALL DEVELOPMENT 

4 FEES AND DEVELOPMENT IMPACT REQUIREMENTS. 

5 

6 Commencing on July 1, 2011, and every five fiscal years thereafter in conjunction with 

7 the Annual Citywide Development Fee and Development Impact Requirements Report 

8 described in Section 409, above, the Director and the Controller shall jointly prepare and 

9 publish a comprehensive report on the status of compliance with this Article, compliance of 

1 O any development fees in this Article with the C,alifornia Mitigation Fee Act, Government Code 

11 section 66001 et seq., including making specific findings regarding any unexpended funds, 

'2 the efficacy of existing development fees and de.velopment impact requirements in mitigating 

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

14 and development impact requirements on the financial feasibility of projects and housing 

15 affordability in particular. taking into account. to the extent possible. the feasibility of the fees 

16 in different areas of the City neighborhoods. In such report, the Director and Controller may 

17 recommend· any changes in the formulae or requirements or enforcement of any area-specific 

18 or Ci~ide development fee or development impact requirement in this Code, prepare 

19 additional economic impact studies on such changes or recommend that additional nexus 

20 studies or financial feasibility analyses be done, to improve the efficacy of such fees or 

· 21 requirements in mitigating development impacts or to reduce any unintended deleterious 

22 economic or social effects associated with such fees or requirements. In making their joint 

23 · report and recommendations, the Director and the Controller shall consult with the Directors of 

24 OEWD, MOH, the MTA, or other agency whose fees are affected and shall coordinate the 

25 report required by this Section with any other development fee evaluations and reports that 
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1 this Article requires to be performed. The Director and the Controller shall present the Report 

2 to the Commission at a public hearing and to the Land Use & Economic Development 
. . 

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

4 

5 

6 
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Section ez. 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. 

**** 

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 418.38. 

(3) No Reduction of Residential Fee. The transit component of this fee applicable 

to the Residential portion of a Development Project sh.all not be reduced by the amount of 

TSF due for the same Residential portion, pursuant to Planning Code Section 411A.3(b). 

**** 

SEC. 420. VISITATION VALLEY COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND 

INFRASTRUCTURE FEE AND FUND. 

**** 
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SEC. 420.3 APPLICATION OF VISITACION VALLEY COMMUNITY 

IMPROVEMENTS FACILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE FEE 

**** 

(e) No Reduetion of Residential Fee. The transit eomponent of this fee applieable to 

the Residential portion of a Development Project shall not be reduced by the amount of TSF 

due for th~ same Residential portion, pursuant to Planning Code Section 411A.3(b). 

**** 

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 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 physical distribution or location 

of each use on the lot. If necessary, the Director shall issue a Guidance Statement 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. 
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(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. 

(5) For projects that are eligible to apply TOR 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 411A3(b). 

**** 

Section +Ii. 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 
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(2) Any replacement of gross square feet or change of µse shall pay per the Fee 

Schedule in Table 421.38. 

(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 

411A.3(b). 

**** 

SEC. 421. 7. TRA1VSPORTATIONS1VDIESA.ZVD FUTURE FEES. 

(a) Purpose. Studies conducted by the City including the Transit Impact Development .Fee 

nex1iS study, the ongoing Eastern Neighborhoods studies, tfl1ii others indicate that new residential 

development cmd the creation ofnew non residential or residentialparkingfacilities negatively impact 

the City's transportation infrastructwe and services. The purpose of this Section is to authoriae a nexus 

study establishing the i·mpact o.fnev,; residential de·;elopment and new parking facilities, in nature and 

amount, on the City's transportation infi·astructure andparldngfacilities and, if justified, to fmpose 

inipact fees on residential development cmdprojects containingparldng facilities. 

(b) Timing. No later than October 15, 2008, the City shall initiate a study as described below. 

The agencies described in subsection (e) shall develop a comprehensive scope and timeline of this study 

v,;hich will enabk the Board o.fSupervisors to pwsue policy recommendations through the legisla#ve 

process as soon as twelve months after the study's initiation. 

(c) Process. The study shall be coordinated by the l.!unieipal Transportation Agency (l.fI'A) 

and the City Attorney's Office. The study shall build on existing }lex1iS Study work including recently 

publisher/ nexus studies for parks and recreation, childcare facilities, the existing Transit Development 

Impact ... flee }kxus Study, and all rele·.:ant area plan nexus analysis. The }rfI'A shall coordinate with all 

relevant government agencies including the Sttn Frf.fncisco County Transpertatien Authorif)~ the 

P !arming Department, the 1.!ayor 's Office o.fHousing, the Centr-eller's Office, the City Attor~ey's Office 
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1 and the City Administrtttor by creating tl tt1skforce thctt meets regult1rly to discuss the study and 

2 resultootpolicy andprogmm reconwnendations. The }£FA shtlll hire consultoots as deemed 

3 approprit1te to conplete the technictll t1nelysis. 

4 (d) Scope. The study shtlll determine the inpact, in nature ood tl11Wunt, o.fnew residentitll 

5 dei·elopment and new parking facilities, including new individual parking spaces, on transportation 

6 infrastructure and services within the City and County o.fSan Froocisco. The study shill! not consider 

7 or develop specific transportation infrastructure improvement recommendations. The study slitlll ma.re .,, 

8 policy and/orprogrt1m a recommendations to the Bot1r4 ofS1tJJervisors on the most appropriete 

9 mechanisrns for funding new tr-ansportation infrestructure and services including but not limited to new 

1 0 residential tmnsit i11't[Jactfees and new pt1rldng impec~fees .. 

11 (e) Springing Condition Projects Subject to Future Fees. &sed on thefindings o.fthe above 

12 referenced is study the City anticipates that the Board may adopt new impt1c~fees to offset the inpact of 

13 new parking facilities and residential de-velopment on San Francisco's trt1nsportation network As the 

14 JJarket ood Octsvitl Ploo Area is one ofthefirst transit oriented neighborhoodplans in the City t1nd 

15 County ofSan Francisco the City sliouldstrive for tl successful coordination oftrt1nsit oriented 

16 development )vith adequate tr-ansportation infi·estructure and services. All residential cmd non 

17 residential de-velopmentprojects in the },{arlwt and Octavia Plan Area that recei'.Je Planning 

18 Department or Commission approvtll on or after the effective date o.fthis Section sh.ml be subject to tll'lY 

19 future Citywide or Plan specificparldng impact fees or residential transit inpactfees that are 

20 established before the project receives t1first certificate o.foccupancy. The Planning Department and 

21 .P~anning Commission shall make payment eft1ny future residential trcmsit impact.fee or parking 

22 inpt1et fee a condition of approval of"tlllprojects in the }Jarket and Octsvia Plan Aretl that recei-ve 

23 Planning Dept1rfment or Comrnission approval on or after the ejfecth·e date o.fthis Section, with the 

24 following maximum amounts; 

25 (1) Parking !11ipt1ctfee no more than $5. OOper square foot of floor t1rea dedicated to parking. 
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(2) Transit !rn:p6C(jee no more tlu;m $9. 00 per square foot o.fresidenticil and non residential 

floor area. 

**** 

SEC. 422. BALBOA PARK COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FUND. 

**** 

SEC. 422.3. APPLICATION OF COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT IMPACT FEE. 

**** 

(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 422.38. 

(3) Reduction of Residential Fee. The transit component ~f 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 

411A.3(b). 

**** 

SEC. 423. EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS IMPACT FEES AND PUBLIC BENEFITS 

FUND. 

**** 

SEC. 423.3. APPLICATION OF EASTERN·NEIGHBORHOODS INFRASTRUCTURE 

IMPACT FEE. 

**** 
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(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 423.38. 

(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 

411A.3(b). 

**** 

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 Type 
Received From Non-

Residential ResidentiaUCommercial 
Development Development 

Complete Streets: 
Pedestrian and 
Streetscape 31% 34% 
Improvements, 
Bicycle Facilities 

Transit 10% 53% 

Recreation and 
47.5% 6% 

Open Space 
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Childcare 6.5% 2% 
Program 5% 5% 
Administration 

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

Table 423.SA 
BREAKDOWN OF USE OF EASTERN 

NEIGHBORHOODS PUBLIC BENEFIT-FEE/FUND BY 
IMPROVEMENT TYPE FOR DESIGNATED AFFORDABLE 

HOUSING ZONES 

Dollars Dollars Received From 

Improvement Type 
Received From .Non-

Residential Residential/Commercial 
Development Development 

lAffordable Housing 
preservation and 75% n/a 
k:f evelopment 

Comvlete Streets: 
Pedestrian and 
Streetscave 4% 36% 
lmvrovements 
Bicvcle Facilities 
In _____ rr _ 

J 

'-.r-·• -.r ·-- -· ·- .J.()% 6% ID~ -- .L• 

~---

rrransit 6% 538§.% 

Recreation and Oven 
10% 6% 

~ 
.,... _1 _1 - ~·· . -··--
rr - - - 4% 4% - - -··~-:-·.r -
T . 

..... "':.t' - --·· ,_.,.,.,.., 

Program 5% 5% 
administration 

**** 
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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 NEIGH.BORHOOD 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 

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. 

(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 

411A.3(b). 

**** 

22 Section 8!1. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sections 421.1, 422.1, 

23 423.1, and 424.1, to read as follows: 

24 SEC. 421.1. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS SUPPORTING THE MARKET AND 

25 OCTAVIA COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FUND. 
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**** 

(b) Findings. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed the San Francisco Citywide 

Nexus Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014 ("Nexus Analysis"), tm4 the San 

Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014, 

and the Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study a'SF N_exus Study). dated May. 2015. beth on 

file with the Clerk of the Board in File£ No£. 150149and150790. 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, end Bicycle Infrastructure Findings. and Transit 

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

under this Section. 

The Board takes legislati;;e notice o.lthefindings sv.wor#ng thesefees in farmer P~anning Code 

Section 421.1 (fennerly Section 326 et seq.) and the materials associated with Ordinance }lo. 72 08 in 

Board File }lo. 071157. To the extent that the Boardpre-.,,·iously adoptedfees in this Area Plan that are 

not covered in the analysis efthe 4 infrastructure areas analyzed in the .Z.lexus Analysis, including but 

not limited to fees related to tre:nsit, the Board continues to rely on its prior analysis and the findings it 

made in support of those fees. 

**** 

SEC. 422.1. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS IN SUPPORT OF BALBOA PARK 

COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FUND. 

**** 

(b) Findings. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed the San Francisco Citywide 

24 Nexus Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014 ("Nexus Analysis"), and the San 

25 Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014, 
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and the Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (I'SF Nexus Study), dated Mqy. 2015. beth on 

file with the Clerk of the Board in File~ No~. 150149and150790. and, under Section 401A, 

adopts the findings and conclusions of those studies and the general and specifi.c findings in 

that Section, specifically including the Recreation and Open Space Findings, Pedestrian and 

·streetscape Findings, Childcare Findings, €ffld Bicycle Infrastructure Findings and Transit 

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

under this Section. 

The Board takes kgislati've notice ofthefindings supporting.these fees in former Planning Code 

Section ¢22.1 (formerly Section 331 et seq.) and the material:S associated with Or-dinctnce No. 61 09 in 

Board Pile No. 090181 and the Balboa Park Community Impro..,,ements .l'ro-gr8:7'1i, onfik with the Clerk 

ofthe Boa1vi in File }lo. 090179. To the extent that the Beardpr~..,,·iously adoptedfees in this Area Plan 

that are not covered in the analysis o.fthe four infrastructure areas antdyud in the Nexus Analysis, 

including but not limited tofees related te transit, the .Board continues to rely on its prior analysis and 

the findings it made in support o.fthose fees. 

**** 

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"), end the San 

Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014, 

and the Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (!'SF Nexus Study). dated May. 2015. beth on 

file with the Clerk of the Board in File~ No~. 150149and150790. and, under Section 401A, 

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

Streetscape Findings, Childcare Findings, end Bicycle Infrastructure Findings, and Transit 

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

under this Section. 

The Board takes kgislati:ve notice o.fthefindings supporting these fees in fonner Pkmning Code 

Section 123. l (fonnerly Section 32 7 et seq.) and the matericils associated with Ordinance ... \T.o. 298 08 in 

Board Fik AT:a. 081153. To the extent that the Boardprcviously adoptedfees in this Area P~an that are 

not covered in the CH<ta._lysis of the four infrastructure areas analy:ced in the Nexus Analysis, including 

but not limited to fees related to tr-ansit, the Beard centinues to rely on its prior ·Cfl'talysis and the 

findings it made in support o.fthose fees. 

**** 

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 

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 

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen 4101 
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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. 

The Board of Supervisors has reviewed the San Frandsco Citywide Nexus Analysis 

prepared by AECOM dated March 2014 ("Nexus Analysis"), end the San Francisco 

Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014, and the 

Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (I'SF Nexus Study). dated May. 2015, beth on file with 

the Clerk of the Board in File£ No£. 150149and150790, 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, end Bicycle Infrastructure Findings, and Transit Findings. and 

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

Section. 

The Board references thefindings supporting thesefees informer Planning Code Section 424 et 

seq. (formerly Section 2 49. 33) and the materials associated with Ordinance Ne. 72 08 in Board Pile 

}lo. 071157. Te the extent that the Boardpre-viously adeptedfees in this Area Plan that are not 

covered in the analysis a/the 4 infrastructure areas analyzed in the }lexus Analysis, including but riot .1 

limited to fees related te transit, the Board continues te rely on its prior analysis and thefindings it 

made in support o.fthosefees. 

**** 
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Section .g.10. 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"), £!nd the 

San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Servi~ Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 

2014, and the Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (I'SF Nexus Study). dated May. 2015, 

/Jeth on file with the Clerk of the Board in File£ No~. 150149and150790. and adopts the findings 

and conclusions of those studies, specifically the sections of those studies establishing levels 

of service for and a nexus between new development and few'-.ft}'.gjnfrastructure categories: 

Recreation and Open Space-:,. Childcare, Streetscape and Pedestrian Infrastructure, tmd 
' . 

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 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 

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 Infrastructure Level 

of Service Analysis the Board adopts the following findings: 

**** 

(5) Transit Findings: See Section 411A. 
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1 (J:Q} Additional Findings. The Board finds that the Nexus Analysis Analyses 

2 establishe& that the fees are less than the cost of mitigation and do not include the costs of 

3 remedying any existing deficiencies. The City may fund the cost of remedying existing 

4 deficiencies through other public and private funds. The Board also finds that the Nexus Study 

5 Analyses establishes that the fees do not duplicate oth~r City requirements or fees. Moreover, 

6 the Board finds that this these fee£ is are only one part of the City's broader funding strategy to 

7 address these issues. Residential and non-residential impact fees are only one of many 

8 revenue sources necessary to address the City's infrastructure needs." 

9 

1 O Section 4Q11. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

11 enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 

12 ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board 

13 of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance. 

14 

15 Section 4412. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of 

16 Supervisors intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, 

17 articles, numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the 

18 Municipal Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board 

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

20 appears under the official title of the ordinance. 

21 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

22 DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 

23 

24 

25 

By: 
ANDREA RUIZ-ESQUIDE 
Deputy City Attorney 

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen 4 1 Q 4 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 37 



TSF Amendments 
Currently proposed fees: 

• Small residential fee is $7.74 (25% of the nexus) 
• Large residential fee is $8.74 for units above 100: (27% of the nexus for a 

200-unit building) 
• Small non-residential fee is $18.04 (only 20.6% of nexus) 
• ~arge non-residential fee is $19.04 (only 21.2% ofnexusfor 200,000 sq ft) 

(:\ Increase non-residential TSF: 
l/ • Non-residential 800-99,999 sf: raise fee $0.50 to $18.54 

• · This is still only 21.2% of the nexus 
• Non-residential all sf over 99,999: raise fee $4.00 to $23.04 

• This is still only 23.8% of the nexus. 
Rationale: 

• The current proposal charges residential uses a significantly higher 
percentage of the fee justified by the nexus compared to non-residential. 

• The nexus study shows that commercial developments generate almost three 
times the impacts on our transportation system. 

• The Planning Commission analyzed the fiscal feasibility of these proposed fee 
increases combined with Supervisor Yee's childcare impact fee, and found 
that the three commercial prototypes would still be feasible. 

f,;'\ Tiered grandfathering residential 
V • Projects submitted between 7 /1/14 and 7 /21/15 pay 75% of the TSF. 

• (Currently they would pay 50% of the TSF.) 
Rationale: 

• This was recommended by the Planning Commission. 
• Projects that submitted application after July 1, 2014 knew that the City was 

in the process of implementing the TSF. 

ered grandfathering non-residential · . . 
~ Projects submitted before 7 /1/14 pay 50% of the difference between the 

. (! TIDF and the TSF. · 
~ V Projects submitted between 7 /1/14 and 7 /21/15 pay 75% of the difference 
~ /G~ between the TIDF and TSF. 

• Projects submitted after 7 /21/15 would pay the full TSF. 
o (Currently all of these projects would pay only the TIDF, $14.43/sf) 

Rationale: 
• This would make the grandfathering equitable for non-residential projects. 

[)Study Geographic-Based Fee Structure D' • Add new Subsection 411A.9. 
• This was the amendment Avalos intended to make at committee, but it was 

not fully incorporated. 
SEC. 411A.9. FURTHER STUDY OF ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY. 
The Board of Supervisors hereby requests that the Controller and the 

Planning Department-study the feasibility of creating a variable impact fee structure 
based on the economic feasibilitv of projects in different areas of the City. and reyort 
back to the Board within six months of the effective date of this Ordinance. 
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% Change in Residual Land Value - Updated 10/30/15 
I<ev to shadim!: 
< 5% change in RLV -3% 
5-9% change in RLV -6% 
> 10% change in RLV ~ 

TSF ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY STUDY: NON-RESIDENTIAL PROTOTYPES 
FEASIBILITY OF TSF COMBINED WITH CHILD CARE FEE 

Proiect Size TSF Fee Scenario:% Change in Residual Land Value (RLV 

ASP~OPOSED 

Prototype Description 'GSF Height 
I for less than 

100,000sf: 
$18.04/GSF 

NEW) Central SoMa* 192,000 sf 85' 

7. EastSoMa 249,300sf 160' 

10. Transit Center 384,700 sf 400' 

AS PROPOSED 
for more than 

100,000sf: 
$19.04/GSF 

-5% 

$19.61 $20.61 
($18.04 TSF ($1 increase on 

+ $1.57 Child TSF with Child 
care fee) care fee) 

+ 
Avalos proposal: 

800-99,999 sf: $18.54 TSF 

$20.61 
($19.04 TSF 

+ $1.57 Child 
care fee) 

-6% 

$21.61 $22.61 $23.61 $24.61 $25.61 

($1 increase on I ($2 increase on I ($3 increase I ($4 increa. se on I ($5 increase on 
TSF with Child TSF with Child on TSF with TSF with Child TSF with Child 

Care fee) Care fee) Child Care fee) Care fee) Care fee) 

-7% -7% -8% -9% 

+ 
Avalos proposal: 

100,000+ sf: $23.04 TSF 

-8% 

-9% 



FILE NO. 

~~F&B~BSl'S~..e'I 
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~up~~vr~or c ott-en 

ORDINANCE NO . 

./ Aocepfeol 
1 (Planning Code - Establishing a New Citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee] 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

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. 

NOTE: Unchanged· Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes are in strikf;through italics Times New RomC11ifont. 
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. 

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

20 Section 1. Findings. The Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San 

21 Francisco hereby finds and determines that: 

. 22 (a) · The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this 

23. ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources 

24 ·Code Section 21000 et seq.). Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board.of 
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1 Supervisors in File No. 150790 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board affirms 

2 this determination. 

3 (b) On September 10, 2015, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 19454, 
' ' 

4 adopted findings that the actions contemplated in this o~dinance are consistent, on balance, 

5 with the City's General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The 

6 Board adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of 

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

8 (c) On September 10, 2015, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 19454, 

9 approved this legislation, recommended it for adoption by the Board of Supervisors, and 

1 O adopted findings that it will serve the public necessity, convenience and welfare. Pursuant to 

11 .Planning Code Section 302, the Board adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said 

12 Resolution is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 150790, and is 

. 13 incorporated by reference herein. 

14 

15 Section 2. The Planning Code is hereby amended by adding Sections 411A, 411A.1, 

16 411A.2, 411A.3, 411A.4, 411A.5, 41.1A.6, 411A.7, and 411A.8, to read as follows: 

17 SEC. 411A. TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE. 

18 Sections 4JJA.l through 411A.8 (hereafter referred to collectively as "Section 411A ")set forth 

19 the re·quirements and procedures for the Transportation Sustainability Fee ("TSF" ). 

20 SEC. 411A.J. FINDINGS. 

21 (a) In 1981, San Francisco ("the City") enacted Ordinance No: 224-81, imposing a Transit· 

22 Impact Development.Fee ("TIDF") on new office development in the downtown area. The TIDFwas · 

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

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

25 periods. " 

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen 
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(b) The CUy 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 Study"). Thefee would offset impacts o(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 fiie with the Clerk of 

the Board o(Supervisors in File No. 150790, and is incorporated herein 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 Ciiy. While the Nexus 

Study found that alf nevJ land ·uses in San Francisco will generate this increased demand for 

transp6rtatioh. the Board·firicis that it is in the public intere.st td exempt some uses from 

payment of the fe·e. in order tci promote other: important City poli.cies .and priorities. such as 

affordable nou~fng, small busihesses'and chEi,ritable oraanizations. The Board finds that 
' . .· 

Hospital and Medical Service· projects; however. are generally of such scobe ~nd size that 

they_ create a substantial demand for transp·ortation infrastructure and servic~s. and therefore. 

they should contribufo t6 the TSF to·m~et this.demand. 

(e) In accordance with the TSF Nexus Study, Section 41 IA imposes a citywide 

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

("SFMI'A ")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 41 JA will 

require sponsors o[Development Projects in the Citv 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 

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen 4 1 0 9 
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1 will be incurred by SFMTA and other transportation agencies serving San Francisco to meet the 

2 demand tor transit capital maintenance. transit capital facilities and fleet. and pedestrian and bicvcle 

3 infrastructure (also referred to as "complete streets" inft;astructure) created by new development 

4 throughout the City. 

5 (j) The TSF Nexus Study justifies charging (ee rates higher than those Section 41 JA 

6 imposes. The rates imposed herein take into consideration the recommendations_ofa TSF Economic 

7 Feasibility Study that ihe City prepared in conjunction with TSF. The TSF Economic Feasibility Study 

8 took into account the impact oft he TSF on the feasibilitv of development, throughout the City. The TSF 

9 Econ.omic Feasibility Study is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. . and 

1 O is incorporated herein by reference. 

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

12 ofproviding transportation infi=astructure and service to the population associated with the new 

13 Development Projects, such as residents. visitors. employees and customers. The TSFwill provide 

14 revenue that is significantly below the costs that SFMI'A and other transit providers will incur to 

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

16 (h) The TSF is an efficient and equitable method b(providing funds to mitigate the 

)7 transportation demands imposed on the City by new Development Projects. 

18 (i) Based on the above findings and the TSF Nexus Study, the Citv determines that the TSF 

19 satisfies the requirements of California Government Code Section 66001 et seq. ("the Mitigation Fee 

20 Act"), as follows: 

21 02 The purpose of the TSF is to help meet the demands imposed on the City's 

22 transportation system by new Developm.ent Projects. 

23 (2) Funds fi=om collection of the TSF will be used to meet the demand for transit 

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

25 generated by new development in the City. 

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen 
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1 (3) There is a reasonable relationship between the proposed uses of the TSF and the 

2 impacts ofDevelopment Projects subject to the TSF on the transportation svstem in the Citv. 

3 C4J There is a reasonable relationship between the types o(Development Projects on 

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

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

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

7 

8 SEC. 411A.2. DEFINITIONS. 

9J See Section 401 of this Article 4 for definitions of terms applicable to this Section 41 IA. In 

10 addition. the following abbreviations are used throughout Section 41 JA: TIDF (J'ransit Impact 

11 Development Fee); TSF (Transportation Sustainability Fee). 

SEC. 411A.3. APPLICATION OF TSF. 

2 

13 

14 (a) Except as provided in Subsection (b), the TSF shall apply to anv De_velopment Protect in 

15 the City that results in: 

(]) More than twenty new dwelling units; 16 

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

18 existing group housing facility: 

19 (3) New construction o(a Non-Residential or PDR use in excess of 800 gross 

20 square feet, or additions 0(800 square feet or more to an existing Non-Residential or PDR use,· or 

21 (4) New construction of a PDR use in excess of 1.500 gross sauare feet. or 

.22 additions of 1.500 square feet or more to an existing PDR use: or 

23 {4§) Change or Replacement of Use. such that the rate charged for the new use is 

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

~5 the TSF or TIDF · 
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1 

2 

3 

{b) Exemptions: Notwithstanding Subsection (a), the T~F shall not apply to the {Ollowing: · 

(]) City protects. Development Projects on property owned by the City, except tor 

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

5 be occupied by the City or other agency or entity exempted under Section 41 JA. in which case the TSF 

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

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

8 othenvise exempted under Section 41 lA. 

9 (2) Redevelopment Projects and Projects with Development Agreements. 

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

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

12 the extent payment o(the TSF would be inconsistent with such Redevelopment Plan or D~velopment 

13 Agreement. 

14 {3) Projects of the United States. Development Projects located on property owned 

15 by the United. States or any ofits agencies to be used exclusively for governmental purposes. 

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

17 owned by the State of California or any o[its agencies to be used exclusively for governmental 

18 purposes. 

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

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

21 or any units t~at trigger a Density Bonus under California Government Code Sections 65915-65918, 

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

23 expansion of an existingPDR or Non-Residential use through an addition that adds new gross floor 

24 area to an existing building. shall be exempt ftom the TSF, provided that: {A) the gross square footage 

25 of the resulting individual unit of P DR or Non-Residential use is not greater than 5, 000 gross square 
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1 feet, and (B) the resulting use is not a Formula Retail use, as defined in Section 303.1 of this Code. This 

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

(7) Charitable Exemptions. 3 

4 {A) The TSF shall not apply to any portion ofa project located on a property 

5 or portion of a property that will be exempt ft om real property taxation or possessory interest taxation 

6 under California.Constitution, Article XIIL Sect~on 4, as implemented by California Revenue and 

7 Taxation Code Section ?14. However, any Hospital or Medical Service (as defined in Sections 

8 79_0.44. 8_90.~4. 7.9_0. 114 a~~ 890.114 of thePl_~rining Code) Post Secondary Educational 

9 Institution that requires an Institutional Master Plan under Section 304.5 of the Planning Code shall 

10 not be eligible for this charitable exemption-:. and ·shall be.subject to the TSF as set forth in 

11 Sections 411A.4 and 411A5-. below. 

~· (8) It is anticipated that by January 1, 2030, the ho.spital seismic 

13 retrofitting process mandated by A~icle.8 (commencing with Section 15097.100) of Chapter 1, 

14 Division 12.5 of tne California Health and Safety Code will have been completed, although the 

15 State Legislature may extend the deadline. It is the intention of the Board of SupePJis .. ors to 

16 consider, when that process is completed, 'Nhether hospitals that require an Institutional · 

17 Master Plan under. Section 304 .5 of the Planning Code should be subject to the TSF. 

18 (GJ2) Any project receiving a Charitable Exemption shall maintain its tax 

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

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

21 the property owner shall be required to pay the TSF that was previously exempted Such payment shall 

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

23 {QQ) If a property owner fails to pay the TSF within the 90-day period, a 

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

5 Section 107 A.13 of the San Francisco Building Code. Thereafter, upon nonpavment, .a lien proceeding 
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1 shall be instituted under Section 408 of this Article and Section 107 A.13.15 oft he San Francisco 

2 Building Code. 

3 .ffeill The ZoningAdministrator shall approve and order the recordation ofa 

4 · Notice in the omcial Records of the Recorder of the City and County o(San Francisco (or the subject 

5 property prior to the issuance ofa building or site permit. This Notice shall state the amount of the TSF 

6 exempted per this subsection (b){7). It shall also state the requirements and provisions of subsections 

7 02JJJ.Ji.A~) and (b)(7){C) above. 

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

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

1 O prior to issuance of the first certificate of occupancy upon agreeing to pay· a deferral surcharge in 

11 accordance with Section 107 A.13. 3 ofthe San Francisco Building Code. 

12 (d) Relationship betv:een the TSF and Area Plan Fees Devoted to Transit. Except 

13 as provi~ed in subsection (e), all Development Projects sub;ject _to the TSF shall pay the full 

14 TSF. 'Nhere Development Projects are subject to both the TSF and an Area Plan Impact Fee, 

15 a portion of which is dedicated to transit improvements, the Development Projects shall pay 

16 the fees as follmvs: 

17 (1) . Non Residential portions of developments shall pay bC?th the TSF and the 

18 Area Plan Impact Fee. 

19 (2) Residential portions of developments shall pay the TSF. The transit 

20 component of an Area Plan Impact Fee applicable to the Residential portion of such 

21 development may be reduced by the amount of TSF due, up to the full amount, a·s set forth in 

22 Sections 421.3, 422.3, 423.3 and 424' of this Code. 

23 (3) The Planning Department. shall maintain a master fee schedule that clearly 

24 identifies, for each Area Plan Impact. Fee: the transit portion of the Area Plan Impact Fee, the 

25 amount of such Area Plan Impact Fee that may be reduced in accordance with subsection 
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1 (d)(2), above, and the resulting net Area Plan Impact Fee after taking the TSF reduotion into · 

2 account. 

3 {eg) Application of the TSF to Projects in the Approval Process at the Effective Date of 

4 Section 41 JA. The TSF shall apply to Devel'opment Projects that are in the apm~oval process at the 

· 5 effective date o(Section 411A. except as modified below: 

6· (]) Protects that have a Development Application approved before the effective date 

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

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

9 (2) Projects that have filed a Development Application or environmental review 

10 application on or before the effective date of this·Seotion July 21. 2015. 9-ut and have not 

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

2 (A) . Residential Uses subject to the TSF shall pay 50% of the applicable 

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

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

15 TIDF and pay the applicable TIDF rate per Planning Code Sections 41 l.3(e) and 409, as well as any 

16 other applicable fees. 
. . 

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

18 review application aftef.-before July 242. 2015. and file the first such application on or after 

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

20 TSF as follows: 

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

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

23 (8) The Non-residential or PDR portion of any project shall be subject 

24 to the TlDF and pay the applicable TIDF rate per. Planning Code Sections 411.3(e) and 409, 

25 as well as any other applicable fees. 
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.(f§,) Effect ofTSF on TIDF and Development Subject to TIDF. 1 

2 {J) The provisions of this Section 41 IA are intended to supersede the provisions of 

3 Section 411 et seq. as to new development in the City as ofthe effective date of Section 41 JA, except as 

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

5 exceptions: 

6 {A) Section 411 et seq. shall remain operative and effective with respect to 

7 any Redevelopment Plan, Development Agreement, Interagency Cooperation Agreement, or any other 

8 agreement entered into by the CiQ!. the former Redevelopment Agency or the Successor Agency to the 
-

9 Redevelopment Agency. that is valid and effective on the effective date o(Section 41 JA, and that by its 

1 O terms would preclude the application of Section 41 lA, and instead allow for the application of Section 

11 411 et seq. 

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

13 Development Projects that are in the approval process as of the effective date of Section 41 JA, and for 

14 which the TIDF is imposed as set forth in Section 411A.3(ef!2,_ 

15 (C) Section 411 et seq. shall remain operative and effe.ctive with respect to 

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

17 was approved prior to the effective date of Section 41 JA, and for which TIDF has not been paid 

18 (2) Notwithstanding subsection (f.e)(J) above, if the City Attorney certifies in writing, 

19 " to the Clerk oft he Board of Supervisors that a court has determined that the provisions of Section 41 JA 

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

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

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

23 provisions of Section 41 lA are suspended, and the ·provisions o[Section 411 are no longer suspended 

24 (3) The City Attorney's certification referenced in subsection {f~){2) above shall be 

25 superseded if the City Attorney thereafter certifies in writing to the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
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1 . that the provisions o[Section 411A are valid and enforceable ·in whole or in substantial part because 

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

3 otherwise rendered inoperative with respect to Section 411A. In that event, the provisions o(Section 

4 411A shall no longer be suspended and shall become operative as ofthe date the court decision no 

5 longer governs. and the provisions o[Section 411 shall .be suspended except as specified in Section 

6 411A. Further, the City Attorney shall cause to be printed appropriate notations in the Planning Code 

7 indicating the same. 

8 SEC. 411A.4. CALCULATION OF TSF. 

9 {a) Calculation. The TSF shall be calculated on the basis ofthe number ofgross square feet 

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

11 Construction Document for each o(the applicable land use categories within the Development Project, 

2 as provided in the Fee Schedule set forth in Section 411A. 5. except as provided in subsection§, (b) and 

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

14 accessory. In reviewing whether a Development P_roject is subject to the TSF, the project shall be 

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

16 evade paying the TSF for a single Development Project. 

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

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

19 category is higher than the rate charged for the categ01y of the existing legal land use, the TSF per 

20 square foot rate shall be the difference between the rate charged [or the new and the existing use. 

21 (c) Calculation Method for Residential Uses. Areas of Residential use within a project 

22 that creates no more than 99 dwelling units shall pay the fee listed in Table 411A.5. When a 

.23 project creates more than 99 dwelling units. the fees for areas of Residential use shall be 

24 calculated as follows: The number of dwelling units greater than 99 sh.all be divided by the 
( 

25 total number of dwelling units created to determine the proportion of the project represented 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

. 19 

20 

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 411 A.5 for 

dwelling units above 99. The remainder of gross square feet of Residential use in the proj~ct 

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

{d) Caiculation Method for Hospitals. For Development Project building a new 
. . . 

HospitaL or adding to an existinq Hospital. as that terin is defined Plannin·g Code Sections 
','' I ,. •' ,· ' 

790.44 and 890.44; the TSF shall be calculated on the basis of the number of gross square 
• ..·.,.. . :· ,l • l· ' •••• '• •• ' • ' ' ' 

·, .. 

feet of the 'Development Project. multiplied by the ratio ·of. the number ·of.licensed inpatient 

beds afte~ the. c~rn~leti~n ~f the" Dev~l~pme.nt P.rdeG~ ~xceedln~·t.he n:umb,er bf lfcensed 
.. . . ' ' ' . 

inpatient beds prior .to the Develbpilient Project to the number ·of licensed inpatient bed's after . .. ' ' . . ' .. 

the completion of the ·Development Project and multiplied by the TSF ·rate set forth in Section 
·= • . .. ·• •• 

4.1 tA:·s. For the purnoses of .calculating the TSFfor hospi'tal buildings: {1) the number of. 
... · 

licensed .inpatient beds prior to the Development" Project sha.11 mean the number of-inpatient 

beds= licemsed to ·~h~ .Hospitai(s). i~cl~dihg. b~·d·s ~t on~:'O~ ~~rn ·1~~atio.ns~ pr.io~ to th·~ . 
o • ·: ' ' 'I ,••,•',, • • • l ;•, 

Development Project. if any. th~twill be replaced by 1ice.nsed inpatienfbeds at the location of 
. . ' ... ·... ,• •, ·.. . .. '· 

the Devel~p~~nt.Proje.~t upon· completion.· arid (2)·the number of licensed inpatient beds after 

the completion of the Development Project'shall mean the number of licensed inpatient beds 
' .. ·:.... . .· .. 

~t the· location of t~e .oevelopmen~ Project upon corripletion . 

21 SEC. 411A.5. TSF SCHEDULE. 

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

23 accordance with Pla.nning Code Section 409(b). 

24 Table 41JA.5. TSF Schedule 

25 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

. 5 

7 

. 8· 

9 

10 

11 

13 

14 

· 15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

:5 

Land Use Categories TSF(l) Per Gross Square Foot (gsf) 

of Qevele13meRt Projest 

Residential. 21-99 units $ 7. 74 for all gsf of Residential use in the 

first 99 dwelling units (see Section 

411A.4(c) above) . 

Residential, ~all units above 99 units ~ 8.74 for all gsf of Residential use in all 

dwelling units at and. above the 1 oath unit 

(see Section 411A.4(c) above). 

Non-Residential. except Hospitals and $ 18. 04 for all gsf of Non-Residential uses 

:Medical Services, 800-99,999 gsf less than 100,000 gsf. 

Non-Residential. except Hospitals .and $ 19.04 for all gsf of Non-Residential use 

Medical Services.~all gsf above 99.999 greater than 99,999 gsf. 

g§! 

Non-Residential, Hospitals ~18.7 4 on net new bed a[ea, as set forth 
: 

in Section 411A.4(d). 

.. ... 

Non-Residential, Medicar Services, all gsf ·~11.00 for all gsf of Medical .Uses above 
. . . " 

·above 12,000 gsf 12.000 gsf 

Production, Distribution and Reeair $ 7.61 
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1 

2 (1) For all Land Use Categories, except for Hospitals. the TSF is·calcufated: per gross square 

3 feet (gsD of new development. For Hospitals. 'it 'is calcu.lated per net new bed"area. as set 

4 forth in Section 41'1A.4(d). above. 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

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. gi.ving priority to specific 

projects identified in the different Area Plans.· 

Table 411A.6A. TSF Expenditure Program 

Transit Capital Maintenance 

Subtotal 

Transit Service Ex'{2ansion & Reliability Im'{2rovements - San Francisco 

Subtotal 

Transit Service Expansion & Reliability Improvements - Regional Transit 

Providers 

Subtotal 

Com72Jete Streets (Bicycle and Pedestrian2 Improvements 

Subtotal 

Program Administration 

Total 
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32% 

2% 

3% 

2% 

100.0% 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

? 

13 

14. 

15 

16 . 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 ' 

22 

23 

24 

Within the Rincon Hill Community Improvements Program Area. per Planning Code Section 

418 and the Visitacion Vallev 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 Exe.ansion & Reliabiliry_ Imerovements - San Francisco 

Subtotal 35% 

Transit Service Expansion & Reliability Improvements - Regional Transit 

Providers 

Subtotal 2% 

Complete Streets (Bicy_cle and Pedestrian2 Imp_rovements 

Subtotal 0% 

Prozram Administration 2% 

' 
Total 100.0% 

SEC. 411A. 7. TSF FUND 

Money received ftom collection ofthe TSF. including earnings from investmenJs of the TSF, 

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

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

fiscal and budgetary provisions ofthe 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 protects, transit capital facilities and fleet, and complete streets (pedestrian and bicycle) 
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1 inftastructure. These expenditures may include, but are not limited to: capital costs associated with 

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

3 routes, including. but not limited to, procurement ofrelated items such as rolling stock, and design and 

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

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

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

7 pedestrian and bicycle signalizatio.n of crosswalks or intersection, bicycle lanes 1'.vithin street right-of 

8 way, physical protection of bicycle facilities 'from motorized traffic. bike sharing. bicycle parking, and 

9 tra'ffic calming. Proceeds 'from the TSF may.also be used to administer, entorce, or defend Section 

10 411A. 

11 

12 SEC. 411A.8. ~THREE YEAR REVIEW OF ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY STUDY. 

13 Eve1y ffi.te three years, or sooner ifrequested by the Mayor. the Planning Commission, or 

14 the Board of$upervisors. the SFMI'A shall update the TSF Economic Feasibility Study. This update 

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

16 shall be in addition to the five-year evaluation of all development fees mandated by Section 410 ofthis 

17 Code. 

18 

19 Section 3. The Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Section 411, to read 

20 as follows: 

21 SEC. 411. TRANSIT IMPACT DEVELOPMENT FEE. 

22 {g2_ Sections 411.1 through 411.9, hereafter referred to as Section 411.1 et seq., set 

23 forth the requirements and procedures for the TIDF. The effective date of these requirements 

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

25 whichever applies. 
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1 {b) Partial Suspension o{Section 411 et seq. In accordance with Planning Code Section 

2 41JA.3(e), the provisions o{Section 411A are intended, with certain exceptions, .to supersede the 

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

4 411A. Accordingly, Section 411A.3(e) suspends, with certain exceptions, the operation o{Section 411 

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

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Section 4. The Planning Code is hereby ai11ended by revising Section 401, to read as 

follows: 

SEC. 401. DEFINITIONS. 

"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. 

* * * * 

"Development Application" shall mean any application for a buildingpermit, site permit, 

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

Sections 309, 309.1, or 322. 

* * * * 

"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 004A; Block 4220A, Lot 001, Block 4222, Lot 001,· 
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' 
1 and Block4223, Lot 001; and the Sunnydale I Velasco Project, which includes Assessor's Block 6310, 

2 Lot OOJ.· Block 6311, LotDOl.· Block 6312, Lot 001.· Block 6313. Lot 001.· Block 6314. Lot 001: and . 

3 Block 6315, Lot 001. 

4 

5 Section 5. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Section 40?, to read as 

6 follows:. 

7 SEC. 406. WAIVER, REDUCTION, OR ADJUSTMENT OF DEVELOPMENT 

8 PROJECT REQUIREMENTS. 

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

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

11 development impact requirement imposed by this Article may appeal to the Board of 

12 Supervisors for a reduction, adjustment, or waiver of the requirement based upon the absence 

13 of any reasonable relationship or nexus between the impact of development and either the 

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

15 (2) Any appeal authorized by this Section shall be made in writing and fiied with 

16 the Clerk of the Board no later than 15 days after the date the Qepartment or Commission 

17 takes final action on the project approval that assesses the requirement. The appeal shall set 

18 forth in detail the factual and legal basis for the claim of wai~er, reductio_n, or adjustment. 

19 (3) The Board of Supervisors shall consider the app~al at a public hearing within 

20 60 days after the filing of the appeal. The appellant shall bear the burden of presenting 

21 substantial evidence to support the appeal, including comparable technical information to 

22 support appellant's position. The decision of the Board shall be by a simple majority vote and 

23 shall be final. 

24 . (4) If a reduction, adjustment, or: waiver is granted, any ch~nge in use within the 

25 project shall invalidate the waiver, adjustment, or reduction of the fee or inclusionary 
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TSF Amendments 

1. Eliminate area plan exemption 
2. Eliminate hospital exemption 
3. Create a two-tiered structure for the overall TSF 

• Residential: 
• 21-99 units: keep fee at $7.74/square foot (25% of the nexus) 
• 100+ units: raise fee to $8.74/square foot (28% of the nexus) ; oil.A( 

• Non-residential: 
• 800-99,999 GSF: raise fee $3 to $21.04/sq.ft. (24% of the nexus) 
• 100,000+ GSF: raise fee $6 to $24.04/sq.ft. (27% of the nexus) 

4. Tiered grandfathering residential · · 
• Projects submitted before 7 /1/14 would pay 50% of the TSF .. 
• Projects submitted after 7 /1/14 would pay 75% of the TSF. 
• Projects submitted after 7 /21/15 (date the TSF ordinance was introduced) 

would pay 100% of the TSF. 
5. Tiered grandfathering non-residential 

• Projects submitted before 7 /1/14 would pay 50% of the differe1:1ce between 
the TIDF and the TSF. 

• Projects submitted after 7 /1/14.would pay 75% of the difference between 
the TIDF and TSF. 

• Projects submitted after 7 /21/15 would pay ~e full TSF. 
6. Study Geographic-Based Fee Structure 

• · 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 
Plallning Code - Establishing a New Citywide TSF 

Increase TSF rate. 

Page 11, line 1 

SEC. 411A.5. TSF SCHEDULE. 

Development Projects subject to the TSF shall pqy the following fees, as adjusted 

annually· in accordance with Planning Code Section 409(k). 

Table 411A.5. TSF Schedule 

Land Use Categories TSF Per Gross Square Foot 

olDeveloement Protect 

Residential. up to 99 u~i~ th_ ~ $ 7.74 
~ 

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 Ree.air $ 7.61 
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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 effeotive date of this Section July 21. 2015. ffiJ.t 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 Pav 50% ofthe 

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

@) The Non-residential or PDR portion ofarrv project sh.all be· · 

subject to the TIDF and Pav the applicable TIDFrateper Planning Code Sections 411.3(e) and 

409. as well as any other applicable fees. 

(3) Projects that have filed a Development Application or 

environmental review application 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. 

(8) The Non-residential.or PDR portion of ariy 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. 

~ Effect of TSF on TIDF and Development Subject to TIDF 

(1) The provisions o[this Section 41 lA are intended to supersede the 

provisions of Section 411 et seq. as to new development in the City as o[the effective date of 
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' . 
Section 41 lA. except as stated below. The provisions of Section 411 et seq. are hereby 

suspended, with the following exceptions: 

(A) 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 Suc~essor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency, that is valid and effective on the effective 

date of Section 41 lA,' and that by its terms would preclude the application of Section 41 lA, and 

instead allow for the application of Section 411 et seq. 

(B) Section 411 et seq. shall remain operative and e'ffective with 

respect to Development Projects that are in the approval process as of the effective date of 

Section 41 lA, and for which the TIDF is imposed as set (orth in Section 411A.3(ajl_ 

(C) Section 411 et seq. shall remain operative and effective· with 

respect to imposition and collection of the TIDF (or all)! new development for which a 

Development Application was approved prior to the effective date ofSection 41 lA, and (or 

which TIDF has not been paid 

(2) Notwithstanding subsection rJru(J) above, ifthe City Attorney certifies in 

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

o(Section 411A are invalid or unenforceable in whole or substantial part, the provisions of 

Section 411 shall no longer be suspended and shall become operative as o(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 ofSection 41 lA are suspended, and the 

provisions ofSection 411 are no longer suspended. 

(3) The City Attorney's certification referenced in subsection rJru(2) above shall 

be superseded ifthe City Attorney thereafter certifies in writing to the Clerk of the Board of 

·Supervisors that the provisions ofSection 41 lA are valid and enforceable in whole or in 

substantial part because the court decision referenced in subsection rJru(2) has been reversed, 

overturned, invalidate~ or otherwise rendered inoperative with respect to Section 41 lA. In that 
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event, the provisions of Section 41 lA shall no longer be suspended and shall become operative 

as o(the date the court decision no longer governs, and the provisions of Section 411 shall be 

suspended except as specified in Section 41 IA. Further, the City Attorney shall cause to be 

printed.appropriate notations in the Planning Code indicaff:ng t~e 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 ofa proiect located on a 

property or portion of~ property that will be exempt "from real property taxation or posse~sory 

interest taxation under California ConStitution, .Article XIII, Section 4; as implementedby 

California Revenue and Taxation Code Section 214. Ho1Never, 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. 

- . ---- ·····--· -·· --------·· ------·------------· ···-·---··-----------·· .... ·-----
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Alnendment by Supervisor Wiener 
File #150790 
Agenda Item #3 
Planning Code- Es~ablishing a New Citywide TSF 

Increase frequency of economic feasibility study from every 5 years to every 3 years. 

Page 13, line 14 

SEC. 4JJA.8. ~THREE YEAR REVIEW OF ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY 

STUDY. 

. Every five three years. or sooner ifrequested by the.Mayor. the Planning 

Commission. or the Board o(Supervisors. the SFMTA shall update the TSF Economic 

Feasibility Stucfy. 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 d~velopment fees mandated by Section 410 of this Code. 

·---· .. ···----- . ---·-·--. --- ····------------ --·------- -----·-·---- ------·-·-----
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Amendmeil by Supervisor Cohen 
File #15079 
Agenda Ite #3 
Planning Cre -Establishing a New Citywide TSF 

Increasing PDR exemption from 800gsfto 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 s uare feet or more to an existin PDR use- or 

{4§) Change or Replacement of Use, such that the rate charged for the new use 

is higher th , the rate charged for the existing use, regardless of whether the existing use 

previously phid the TSF or TIDF. 
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Amendment by Supervisor Cohen 
File #15079p · 
Agenda Item #3 . 
Pl~nning C de - Establishing a New Citywide TSF 

Remove area plan restdential TSF fee credit 

. Page 8)ine l 
· (d) . j Relationship betv.'een the TSF and Area Plan Fees Devoted to Transit. 

Except as f.lFOVided in subsection (e), all Development Projects.subject to the TSF. shall 

.pay the fu!llTSP. Wllere Development Projests are subjeet to both the Tsi; and an Area 

Plan lmpaJ Fee, a portion of 1Nhich is dedicated to transit improvements, the 

Development Projects shall pay the fees as follows: · . 

· 

0 

f '.:::idential portions of developments shall pay both the TSF and 

the , .rea Pl n . . 
. ' 

"(2) Residential portions of developments shall pay the TSF. The transit 

oomponentl an Area Plan lmpast Fee applicable to the Residential portion of sush 

developme-t may be reduced by the amount of TSF due, up to t_he fu~I amount, as set 

forth in Sedtions 421.3; 422.3, 423.3 and 424 of this Code. · . 

1 (3) The Planning Department shall mainlain a master fee schedule Iha! 

clearly idenrifie~, for each Area Plan Impact_ Fee: the t~ansit portion of the Area Plan 

Impact Fee the amount of such Area Plan Impact Fee that may be reduced in 

aooordano~ with subseo!ion (d) (2), above, and the resulting net Area. Plan. lmpaet Fee 

after takingjthe TSF reduction i~to account. 

{od A lication o the TSF to Pro ·ects in the A roval Process at the E ective Date 

o(Section 4ltlA. The TSF shall apply tO Development Profocts that are in the approval process 

at thee ectite date o Section 41 IA exce. t as modi ed below: : 

~t~~~r®lili'~~ft<®il~ffilt!!~til.~~lfi.iiilOO~~!!~!J'Sffil'ii1\Ji~:i,1!@'!illf@i~dK 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDDiTTY No. 554-5227 

M'EMORANDUM 

TO: John Rahaim, Director, Planning Department 
Ed Reiskin, Executive Director, Municipal Transportation Agency 
Tilly Chang, Executive Director, County Transportation Authority 
Todd Rufo, Director, Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
Barbara Garcia, Director, Department of Public Health 
Tom Hui, Director, Department of Building Inspection 
Jose Cisneros, Treasurer & Tax Collector 

FROM: rf' Alisa Somera, Assistant Clerk 
\j) Land Use and Tran~portation Committee Board of Supervisors 

DATE: November 10, 2015 

SUBJECT: DUPLICATED LEGISLATION AMENDED IN BOARD 

The Board of Supervisors DUPLICATED AND AMENDED the following proposed 
legislation on November 3, 2015, and it is being fol"Warded to you for informational 
purposes. 

File No. 151121-2,3 

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; applying the Transportation 
Sustainability -Fee to Hospitals and Medical Services; 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. 
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Referral: BOS File No. 151121 
November 10, 2015 Page2 

If you have any additional comments or reports to be included ·with the file, please 
forward them to me at the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. 
Goodlett Place, S_an Francisco, CA 94102. 

c: . Scott Sanchez, Planning Department 
Sarah Jones, Planning Department 
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Planning Department 
Joy Navarrete, Planning Department 
Jeanie Poling, Planning Department 
Dillon Auyeung, Municipal Transportation Agency 
Kate Breen, Municipal Transportation Agency 
Janet Martinsen, Municipal Transportation Agency 
Erika Cheng, County Transportation Authority 
Cynthia Fong, County Transportation Authority 
Lisa Pagan, Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
Greg Wagner, Department of Public Health 
Colleen Chawla, Department of Public Health 
William Strawn, Department of Building Inspection 
Carolyn Jayin, Department of Building Inspection 
Amanda Kahn Fried, Office of the Treasurer & Tax Collector 
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. City Hall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM 
TO: Regina Dick-Endrizzi, Director 

Small Business Commission, City Hall, Room 448 

FROM: Andrea Ausberry, Assistant Clerk, Land Use and Transportation Committee 
Board of Supervisors 

DA TE: September 16, 2015 

SUBJECT: REFERRAL FROM BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

The Board of Supervisors' Land Use and Transportation Committee has received the following 
legislation, which is being referred to the Small Business Commission for comment and 
recommendation. The Commission may provide any response it deems appropriate withi°n 12 
days from the date of this referral. 

File No. 150790 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code by establishing a new citywide 
Transportation Sustainability Fee ~nd · 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 pf Planning 
Code, Section 101.1. 

Please return this cover sheet with the Commission's response to me at the Board of 
Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr .. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. 

**************************************************************************************************** 

RESPONSE FROM SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION - Date: ------

No Comment 

Recommendation Attached 

CAaiqmrson, Small Business Commission 



City Hall 

. · BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

M E M 0 RA. N D U M 

TO: Greg Suhr, Chief, Police Department 
Todd Rufo, Director, Office of Economic and Wc:>rkforce Development 

FROM: Andrea Ausberry, Assistant Clerk, Land Use and Transportation 
. Committee Board of Supervisors. 

DATE: September 16, 2015 

SUBJECT: SUBSTITUTE LEGISLATION INTRODUCED 

The Board of Supervisors' Land Use and Transportation Committee has received the 
following. proposed substitute legislation, introduced by Mayor Lee on September 8, 
2015: 

File No. 150790 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code by establishing a new citywide 
Transportation Sustainability Fe~ 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. S~ction 406 to 
clarify affordable housing an" 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 findfogs of consistency with the 
General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 
101.1. 

If you have any additional comments or reports to be included with the file, please 
forward them to me at the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. 
Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. 

c: 
Christine Fountain, Police Department 
Ken Rich, Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
Lisa Pagan, Office of Economic and Workfdlda'30evelopment 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Planning Commission 
Attn: Jonas lonin 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Commissioners: 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

September 16, 2015 

On September. 8, 2015, Mayor Lee introduced the following substitute legislation: 

File No. 150790 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code by establishing a new citywide 
Transportation Sustainability Fee and suspending application of th~ 
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, conve·nience and welfare, and findings of consistency with the 
General Plan, and the· eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 
101.1. 

The proposed ordinance is being transmitted pursuant to Planning Code Section 302(b) for 
public hearing and recommendation. . The ordinance is pe~ding before the Land Use and 
Transportation Committee and will be scheduled for hearing upon receipt of your response. 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

c-A~' 
By: Andrea Ausberry, Assistant Clerk 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 
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Referral from the Board of Supervisors 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 
September 16, 2015 
Page2 

c: John Rahaim, Director of Planning 
Aaron Starr, Acting Manager of Legislative Affairs 
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Manager 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator 
Sarah Jones, Chief, Major Environmental Analysis 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning · 
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. BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Sarah Jones 
Environmental Review Officer 
Planning Departmerit 
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

September 16, 2015 

File No.150790 

On September 8, 2015, Mayor Lee introduced the following sub?titut~ legislation: 

File No. 150790 

Ordinance amenoing 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 
Transportati9n Sustainability Fee remains operative; arriend.ing 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. 

This substitute legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review. 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

r«.~ 
By: Andrea Ausberry, Committee Clerk 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 

Attachment 

c: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Jose Cisneros, Treasurer, Office of the Treasurer and Tax Collector 
John Rahaim, Director, Planning. Department 
Ed Reiskin, Executive Director, Municipal Transportation Agency 
Olson Lee, Director, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development 
Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director, Office of Community Investment and 
Infrastructure 
Bevan Dufty, Director, Housing Opportunity, Partnership and Engagement 
Theo Miller, Director, HOPE SF 
Delene Wolf, Executive Director, Rent Board 

FROM: Andrea Ausberry, Assistant Clerk, Land Use and Transportation Committee, 
Board of Supervisors 

DATE: July 29, 2015 

SUBJECT: LEGISLATION INTRODUCED 

The Board of Supervisors' Land Use and Transportation· Committee has received the following 
legislation, introduced by Mayor Lee on July 28, 2015: 

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 F:ee, 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. 

If you have any additional comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them 
to me at the Board of Supervisors, Chy Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carltoh B. Goodlett Place, San 
Francisco, CA 94102. 

c: 
Amanda Kahn Fried, Policy and Legislative Manager 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator 
Sarah Jones, Acting Environmental Review Olfi~t;if.1 



AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor · 
Aaron Starr, Acting Manager of Legislative Affairs 
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 
Janet Martinsen, Local Government Affairs Liaison 
Kate Breen, Government Affairs Director 
Dillon Auyoung, Local Government Affairs Manager 
Viktoriya Wise, Chief of Staff, Sustainable Streets Division 
Eugene Flannery, Secretary 
Sophie Hayward, Policy and Legislative Affairs 
Claudia Guerra, Executive Assistant and Commission Secretary 
Natasha Jones, OCll 
Dee Schexnayder, HOPE 
Christine Keener, HOPE 
Barbara Amaro, Operations Director, HOPE SF 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Sarah Jones 
Environmental Review Officer 
Planning Department 

. 1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

July 29, 2015 

On July 28, 2015, Mayor Lee introduced the following legislation: 

File No. 150790 

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. 

This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review. 

Attachment 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

r-Ar~ 
By: Andrea Ausberry, Assistant Clerk 

Land Use & Transportation Committee 

c: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDDffTY No. 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM 
TO: Regina Dick-Endrizzi, Director 

Small Business Commission, City Hall, Room 448 

FROM: Andrea Ausberry, Assistant Clerk, Land Use and Transportation Committee 
Board of Supervisors 

DATE: July 29, 2015 

SUBJECT: REFERRAL FROM BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

The Board of Supervisors' Land Use and Transportation Committee has received the following 
legislation, which is being referred to the Small Business Commission for comment and 
recommendation. The Commission may provide any response it deems appropriate within 12 
days from the date of this referral. 

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. 

Please return this cover sheet with the Commission's response to me at the 'Board of 
Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. 

**********************'t<***************************************************************************** 

RESPONSE FROM SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION -Date:-------

No Comment 

Recommendation Attached 

Chairperson, Small Business Commission 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Planning Commission 
Attn: Jonas lonin 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Commissioners: 

July 29, 2015 

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 

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, Sec;:tion 
101.1. 

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

Angela °Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

"cA(~~ 
< 

By: Andrea Ausberry, Assistant Clerk 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

c: John Rahaim, Director of Planning 
Aaron Starr, Acting Manager of Legislative Affairs 
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Manager 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator 
Sarah Jones, Chief, Major Environmenta14\'h41pgis 



Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 

2 
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SIERRA 
CLUB 
FOUNDED 1892 

San Francisco Group <;>fthe San Francisco Bay Chapter 
September :1,. 7, 2015 

Reply to: 
Sierra Club, San Francisco Group 
85 Second Street, 2nd floor 
BoxSFG 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

September 11, 2015 

Hon. Malia Cohen 
Chair, Land Use and Transportation Committee 
San Francisco Board of Supe:rvisors 
City Hall 
#1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place · 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re. the Transportation Sustainability Fee 

Dear Chair Cohen: 

The Sierra Club urges the San Francisco Board of Supervisors to adopt a transportation 
sustainability fee matrix that makes large commercial projects and all market-rate housing 
projects·pay for their full share of transit and transportation-related impact fees. All 
policy-based discounts should be less than 100 percent. Hospitals should be assessed 
impact fees as well. Fees should be used to mitigate transit and transportation-related 
impacts at the points of impact. 

CC: 
Jane Kim Iane.Kim@sfgov.org 
Scott Wiener scott.wiener@sfgov.org 
Andrea Aus berry andrea.ausberry@sfgov.org · 
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Sincerely, 
Susan Elizabeth Vaughan 

Chair· 
. San Francisco Group 

Sierra Club 



Board of Supervisors 
City of San Francisco 
1 Dr. Carleton B. Goodlett Place~ Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

. Re: Transportation Sustainability Fee Legislation · 

September 1, 2015 

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors: 

We are strong supporters· of the principles behind the proposed Transportation 
Sustainability Fee (TSF), and are thrilled to finally see the city move forward with a 
way to ensure that new developments, .both commercial and market-rate housing, 
help pay for the increased transportation needs they create. As anyone who lives in 
San Francisco can attest, our transportation system is over-subscribed, 
under-maintained, and often leaves people with few reliable, safe, convenient 
options. We are pleased that the Transportation Sustainability Fee reflects the City's 
goals to increase the number of people walking, biking, and taking transit, and 
believe that continued investment in our systems needs to reflect the City's 
ambitious goals. Transportation is the second highest expense for San. Francisco 
residents (second to housing), and we need to ensure that we are providing safe, 
affordable, convenient options for residents in order to help them stay and get 
around in our beautiful city. 

As the proposal moves forward, there are a few key policy changes to strengthen 
and better align the ordinance with the City's goals. To that end, we have three 
suggestions we urge the Board of Su.pervisors, the San Francisco Planning 
Department, the.San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, and other 
stakeholders to impl~ment. 

1. Impact Fee Rates and Waivers 
The current legislation proposes a residential rate of $7. 74. per square foot, 
far below the maximum justified fee level of $30.39 identified in the first · 
nexus study. While we understand the suggestions set forth in the Economic 
Feasibility study, $7.74 per square foot is far too low given the needs of our 
transportation system and the significant impact new developments have on 
our transportation system, as demonstrated in· the nexus study. For far too 
long, the City has not asked developers to pay their fair share, resulting in 
unreliable service, and inadequate system for all users and ultimately a huge 
economic burden for San Francisco residents and community members.The 
need to increase the TSF is particularly critical given that other development 
impact fees are being lowered as part of this legislation. We urge you to 
implement the $30.93 residential fee (per square foot), $87.42 
nonresidential fee (per square foot), and $26.07 for production, distribution 
and repair use (per square foot), commensurate with the true cost that 
development has on our transportation system, as outlined in the SFMTA's 
own transportation sustainability study. 
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We applaud the City's decision to apply TSF to market-rate housing as well 
as commercial development. The TSF appropriately waives residential fees 
for affordable housing. We are concerned, however, about the new definition 
of affordable housing· as 150% of Area Median Income (AMI). Given the 
bifurcated economic nature of our city, 150% of AMI is a six-figure income; 
and using it as the new standard has significant policy impacts. This change, 
which based on the current language in the TSF legislation would apply to all 
development impact fees, should be reviewed on its own, if it will apply to 
development impact fees outside of the TSF. We understand that the City is 
currently adjusting the language to ensure that the 150% AMI only applies to 
TSF projects, and encourage the City to move forward with that change as 
well as further examining the impacts of the change to 150% AMI as a 
standard. · 

2. Charging for Parking 
· The amount of parking in a project is one of the most effective ways to 
influence. travel behavior. However, parking square footage is not included in 
the current fee structure. The goal of the TSP is not only for developers to 
pay for their transportation impacts, it's also to build the infrastructure 
needed to meet the City's mode-shift goals. It is concerning that one of the 
most obvious facilitators of vehicle use will not be included in the current fee. 

The· TSP is intended to be both a transportation funding tool and a 
transportation planning tool. To be an effective transportation planning tool, 
the TSP must be able to accurately predict the transportation impacts of 
projects, and to reduce or mitigate any negative impacts on the 
transportation system and the environment. 

Development projects can greatly reduce the environmental and 
infrastructure costs they impose on the City by reducing their dependence on 
private autos. However, the transportation planning models that the City 
uses to calculate auto trips and our impact fee structure can't currently 
distinguish between projects that minimize transportation impacts through 
strategies like smart locations, reduced parking, transit passes, enhanced 
walking and cycling access, and those that don't. We are concerned that the 
TSF as proposed continues to ignore the disparate impact that projects' 
transportation choices have on the transportation system. Space dedicated to 
parking generates auto trips, yet it is not counted as part of the gross floor 
area of a development (either residential or commercial), unless it is a 
stand-alone parking garage. Auto trips are the most expensive trips for our 
city's transportation network, and given the clear link between parking 
availability and auto trip generation, space dedicated to parking should be 
included as part of a development's square footage. Building space dedicated 
to parking can be included in the fee calculations by 9 simple amendment to 
the Planning Code - either amending Section 102 include parking as part of 
Gross Floor Area, or amending Article 4 to say that parking area counts 
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towards Gross Floor Area only for the purpose of calculating transportation 
impact fees. 

As the City grows denser, it must refine its models for auto trip generation 
and vehicle miles travelled to more accurately account for the impact that 
residential and commercial parking spaces have on our transportation system 
and environment. 

3. Investing in the System Should be Transparent and Strategic 
To foster equity, health, sustainability, and mobility as the city grows, San 

· Fn~ncisco must invest in sustainable transportation networks t~at are safe, 
continuous and citywide - safe streets for walking, a bicycle network, a. 
transit-priority network, and a rapid transit network. TSP investments must 
be strategic, building towards a coherent whole. At the same time, the 
impacts of development on SF communities can be acute and challenging. To · 
foster neighborhood livability, investments must also take into consideration 
community needs and neighborhood scale planning. We recommend that 
the TSP include a transparent, community-based. process for 
neighborhood level investments that are responsive· and timely as 
neighborhoods grow and change. 

Over the last decade, the City has adopted various Area Plans - Better 
Neighborhoods, Eastern Neighborhoods, Rincon Hill, Transit Center District, 
etc. Those area plans rezoned land to encourage new housing and jobs. The 
plans also acknowledged that land use and transportation are two sides of 
the same coin, and accommodating new growth requires investments in 
sustainable transportation to maintain or improve mobility and neighborhood 
livability. The current ordinance prioritizes funding for projects approved in 
local Area Plans. However, there is no specific percentage of the TSF 
dedicated to providing essential transportation improvements within the Area 
Plan as development occurs. We urge the City to set aside a portion of 
the TSF funding to implement Area Plans in which significant 
development is occurring so that transportation infrastructure keeps 
pace with the growth in housing and jobs. In communities that lack 
Area Plans, we urge the City to engage the community in a 
transparent process to identify and fund neighborhood 
transportation infrastructure priorities. Improvements to walking and 
cycling are central to most of the Area transportatiOn plans, and as part of 
this process, the City should look at the modal funding allocations included in 
the Area Plans, which frequently fund biking and walking infrastructure at 
higher levels than the TSF Nexus suggests, and use the Area Plan priorities 
to guide additional allocations. · 

The transportation and streetscape plans for the city's Area Plans vary 
greatly in their currency and completeness. Area Plans will be most useful to 
both Area Plan· residents and the City as a whole wh~n they are up to date, 
and integrate the City's other policy goals, including modeshift,·carbon 
emission, and Vision Zero, as well as plans for citywide networks, including 

4150 



the Bicycle Network, transit-priority network, pedestrian network, and Green 
. Connections. Where Area Plans identify specific streetscape standards or 
improvements, The Planning Code requires that large.development projects 
install them; incorporating streetscape plans into Area Plans can leverage 
these requirements into more walkable and livable neighborhoo_ds. We 
encourage the city to update its neighborhood transportation and streetscape 
plans on a periodic basis, to allow them to serve as an accurate guide for 
neighborhood transportation priorities. 

We appreciate the work that has gone into the Transportation Sustainability Fee 
thus far, and urge the City to move swiftly to implement the fee, and its related 
Transportation Demand Management tools. The TSF is an opportunity for San 
Francisco to lay the groundwork for a city in which residents and visitors alike can 
navigate safely, quickly, and comfortably through the City in low-carbon, healthy, 
and efficient ways, and is critical to aligning our funding and policy goals. We hope 
that you consider these recommendations as ways to further strengthen the 
program and better align it with existing city policy. 

Sincerely, 

~ .. ,~ 

Noah Budnick 
San Francisco Bicycle Coalition 

Nicole Ferrara 
Walk San Francisco 

Tom Radulovich 
Livable City 

CC: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Board, San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency i;>irector Ed Reiskin, San Francisco Planning Commission, 
San Francisco Planning Department Director John Rahaim 
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September 8, 2015 

Members, Board of Supel"Visors 
235 City Hall 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: Proposed Transportation Sustainability Fee, Ordinance 150790 

Dear Supervisors: 
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Th~ organizations signing this letter strongly support the concept behind the TSF proposal, that market rate 
housing be required to part!cipate in the impact mitigation strategy until now represented by the Transit 
Impact Development Fee (TIDF} imposed only on commercial and PDR development. We have followed the 
propo~al closely.throughout its development, and have four key concerns for which we offer recommended 
changes in the legislation. We urge the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors to adopt 
amendments in these four areas to strengthen the proposal before you, and increase the benefits to the 
people of the City and County of San Francisco. 

1. Impact Fee Rates. Since initial passage of the TIDF, the City's practice has been to set mitigation fee 
rates below the full cost of development to the City and to its transit agency. The current proposal 
sets a residential rate at $7.74, which is just 25% of the maximum justified fee level of $30.93. As 
note~ in the TSF ordinance Findings: ''The TSF will provide revenue that. is significantly below the 
costs that SFMTA and other transit providers will incur to mitigate the transportation infrastructure 
and service needs resulting from the Development Projects." 

While we understand the rationale of the Economic Feasibility Study, we feel this is setting the bar 
too low given not only the nexus of growth induced impacts but also the magnitude of the City's 
transportation revenue needs, such as the $3.3 billion of unfunded capital needs through 2030, and 
corresponding operating budget shortfalls. A more aggressive fee level is warranted in order for 
San Francisco tc>"grow sustainably, including investments in an equitable transportation system. 
We strongly urge you to find a middle ground between the true cost to our transportation system, 
and the currently proposed fee. Even a 33% residential fee would raise an additional $4 million 
annually, and a 40% fee would raise over $7 million, exclusive of other amendments. 

A higher recovery rate should likewise be considered for commercial projects. 

2. · Fee ''Waivers". The TSF ordinance proposai dramatically expands the existing threshold for a 
waiver of the TSF mitigation fee for residential Jn its currently at 80% of Unadjusted Area Median 
lncom'e (AMI) to a new threshold of 150% AMI, nearly double the income level for cummt waiver 
eligibility. Moreover, this waiver revision will be applicable to all development impact fees (a total 
of six different fee programs, including Eastern Neighborhoods, Market/Octavi.a, Visitacion Valley, 
etc), not just the TSF mitigation fee. The TSF ordinance also extends this full fee waiver to all. 
market rate housing projects built within HOPESF master plans. The proposal to shift public subsidy 
(which is what these development mitigation fee waivers amount to} for development of units 
aimed at households earning $153,000 income (150% AMI for a 4-person family} is a very significant 
policy issue, which has not been fully vetted before the Board of Supervisors. Such a change should 
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Proposed Transportation Sustainability Fee, Ordinance 150790 
· September 8, 2015 

Sincerely, 

Peter Cohen 
SF Council of Community Housing Organizations 
peter@sfic-409.q.rg 

Thea Sel~y, Chair 
San Francisco Transit Riders 
thea@nextstepsmarketing.com 

Jess.Le-CI Le V1 VVtCI ~ 
Jessica Lehman, Executive Director 
Senior&. Disability Action 
jessica@·sdaci:ion.org 

cc: Planning Commission 

Calvin Welch, Steering Committee 
SF Human Seryices Network 
welchsf@pacbell.net 

Nicole Ferrara, Executive Director 
. Walk San Francisco 

nicole@walksf.org 
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Robert Allen, for 
Urban Habitat 
bob@urbanhabitat.org 
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BOARD of SUPERVIS_ORS 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 . 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE · 

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

Date: Monday, November 23, 2015 

Time: 1 :30 p.m. 

Location: Legislative Chamber, Room 250, located at City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton 8. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 

Subject: File No. 151121. 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; applying the Transportation 
Sustainability Fee to Hospitals and Medical Services; 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. 

If the legislation passes, the citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee would be 
charged to development projects building a new non-residential hospital, or adding to an 
existing hospital, or non-residential medical use development. The fee shall be calculated 
as follows: . · 

• Non-Residential, Hospitals: $18.74 on net new bed area, as defined in the 
ordinance; or . 

• Non-Residential, Medical Uses, all gsf above 12,000 gsf: $11.00/gsf for all 
medical uses above 12,000 gsf. · 
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEAl\ 
File No. 151121 (10-Day Fee Ad) 
November 23, 2015 

' I 

Page2 

City projects, state or federal projects, affordable housing projects, small 
businesses, and certain non-profit projects would be exempt from the TSF. 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 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 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 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, 
November 20, 2015. 

DATED/POSTED: November 12, 2015 
PUBLISHED: November 13 & 20, 2015 

·~~~ 
Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 
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City Hall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

NOTIFICACION DE AUDIENCIA PUBLICA 

JUNTA DE SUPERVISORES DE LA CIUDAD Y CONDADO DE SAN FRANCISCO 

COMITE SOBRE USO DE SUELOS Y TRANSPORTE 

Fecha: 

Hora: 

Lugar: 

As unto: 

Lunes, 23 de noviembre de 2015 

1:30 p.m. 

Camara Legislativa, Salon 250, localizado dentro del Ayuntamiento 
1 Dr. Carlton 8. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 

N2 de Expediente 151121. Ordenanza que enmienda el C6digo de 
Planificaci6n mediante el establecimiento de una nueva Cuota de 
Sostenibilidad de Transporte (Transportation Sustainability Fee) en toda 
la ciudad y se suspende la aplicaci6n de la Cuota vigente sobre el 
Desarrollo del lmpacto de Transite (Transit Impact Development Fee), 
con alguna_s excepciones, siempre y cuando la Cuota de Sostenibilidad 
de Transporte permanezca operativa; se aplica la Cuota de 
Sostenibilidad de Transporte a los hospitales y servicios medicos; 
enmienda la Secci6n 401 para agregar las definiciones que reflejen 
estos cambios; enmienda la Secci6n 406 para aclarar las exenciones de 
vivienda asequible y de refugio para personas indigentes en cuanto a la 
Cuota de Sostenibilidad de Transporte; enmienda, de manera conforme 
a las cuotas del Articulo 4 del Plan de Area del C6digo de Planificaci6n; 
afirma la determinaci6n del Departamento de Planificaci6n conforme a 1a· 
Ley de Calidad Medioambiental de California, hace hallazgos, 
incluyendo hallazgos generales, hallazgos de necesidad publica, de 
conveniencia y de bienestar, y hallazgos coherentes al Plan General, y 
las ocho polfticas de prioridad, Secci6n 101.1 del C6digo de 
Planificaci6n. -

~:::...r-0 4~ 
Angela Calvillo 
Secretaria de la Junta 

FECHADQ: 12 de noviembre de 2015 
PUBLICADO/ANUNCIADO: 13 de noviembre de 2015 
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City Hall 
1 Dr. Ca. . B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

=~Flf$~$~~ff 
±:tfil~ffl !M:k:Wiilt~ ~ ~ 

BM: 2015 f!! ll .F3 23 BJIDm~ 

~rd3: ~tf-1 ~ 30 ?t 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TID/ITY No. 5545227 

:f.ikl5: Ff.10 ' ir.5*ff•fi 250 ¥: ' 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San 
Francisco, CA 94102 

~Ii: *1~5Jlflil 151121 ° ~:i:ji{1~f§U~~§Jmlll$t3! · :W~1it'.JE-~~JT8'9~rtl 
X:woJJ:~$lt!:4)(Jf&tu~~xJJ!~:kw~~~~~4)(Jt$~ · ~~~.:r: 
f§U:9~'~55GL:9~ · X::WPJ*$l4)(Jf1J.):f±Df!Hj; ~~§J$401 {l?RjfiX • t~1Jo'.JE~ 
N&B~E.[®~~; {~§J$406{~ffX~IVIF!JJPJ~j,lmfil&~*PJmwlfEfilipJT 

i~~:92JJ~5timPJ*~•t!4)(ft; f'FtB~~n · £L~Z--ff!t3!irrm19u$4f~~gt 
ill4)(ftnl}E; 1.:&:fJJ f 1JOf[1[J:l:tj[jf £$ J (California Environmental 
Quality Act) 1it)E:kJ!illJm8'9~'.iE; ~&{'Fl:B~ltt!T · f~JJt5-m!:~ltt!T · 0-Xfi 
m~' ~afil&tMfU8'9~~ ' Ll&W$J~JlgtiIT&tJiirr~m$101.l{~ffX 
8'9J\:i:~{l5t!l;51j~~§-¥.5l8'9~1if 0 

B;t:tij: November 12, 2015 
0f.WJ~Jli5: November 13, 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 I Fax (213) 229-5481 

Visit us @ WWW.LEGALADSTORE.COM 

Alisa Somera 
CCSF BD OF SUPERVISORS (OFFICIAL NOTICES) 
1 DR CARL TON B GOODLETT PL #244 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 

COPY OF NOTICE 

Notice Type: GPN GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE 

Ad Description AS - 11.23.15 Land Use - 151121 Fee Ad 

To the right is a copy of the notice you sent to us for publication in the SAN 
FRANCISCO EXAMINER. Thank you for using our newspaper. Please read 
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11/13/2015 ' 11/20/2015 

The charge(s) for this order is as follows. An invoice will be sent after the 
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Publication $922.50 
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EXM 2816402 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC 
HEARING 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
OF THE CITY AND 

COUNTY OF SAN FRAN-
CISCO 

LAND USE AND TRANS­
PORTATION COMMITTEE 
MONDAY, NOVEMBER 23, 

2015 -1 :30 PM 
LEGISLATIVE CHAMBER, 

ROOM 250, CITY HALL 
1 DR. CARLTON B. 
GOODLETT PLACE 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN 
THAT the Land Use and 
Transportation Committee 
will hold a public hearing to 
consider the following 
proposal and said public 
hearing will be held as 
follows, at which time all 
interested parties may attend 
and be heard: File No. 
151121. Ordinance amend­
ing the Planning Code by 
establishing a new citywide 
Transportation Sustain­
ability Fee and suspending 
application of the existing 
Transit Impact Development 
Fee, with some exceptions, 
as long as the Transportation 
Sustainability Fee remains 
operative; applying the 
Transportation Sustainablllty 
Fee to Hospitals and Me.dical 
Services; amending Section 
401 to add definitions 
refiecting these changes; 
amending Section 406 to 
clarify affordable housing 
and homeless sheller 
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 Envlronmental 
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. If the 
legislation passes, the 
citywide Transportation 
Sustainability Fee would be 
charged to development 
projects building a new non-
residential hospital, or 
adding to an existing 
hospital, or non-residential 
medical use development 
The fee shall be calculated 
as follows: Non-Residential, 
Hospitals: $18.74 on net new 
bed area, as defined In the 
ordinance; or Non­
Resldential, Medical Uses, 
all gsf above 12,000 gsf. 
$11.00/gsf for all medical 
uses above 12,000 gsf. City 
projects, state or federal 

projects, affordable housing 
proje~ts1 small businesses, 
and certain non-profit 
projects would be exempt 
from the TSF. Funds 
collected shall be held In 
trust by the Treasurer and 
distributed, according to the 
budgetary provisions of the 
Charter and the Miti~ation 
Fee Act, In order to mitigate 
the impacts of new develop­
ment on the City's public 
transportation system. In 
accordance with Administra­
tive Code, Section 67.7-1, 
persons who are unable to 
attend the hearing on this 
matter may submit written 

ii,";'lfrr':~t~~ ~~~~~~ ~~gfn~ 
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 Calvlllo, 
Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 
1 Dr. Carlton 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, 
November 20, 2015. -
Angela Calvlllo, Clerk of the 
Board 



Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

'=rom: 
lnt: 

(o: 

glenda_sobrique@dailyjournal.com 
Thursday, November 12, 2015 10:47 AM 
Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

Subject: Confirmation of Order 2816402 for AS -11.23.15 Land Use -151121 Fee Ad 

Dear Customer: 

The order listed below has been received and processed. If you have any questions regarding this order, please contact 
your ad coordinator or the phone number listed below. 

Customer Account Number: 120503 
Type of Notice : GPN - GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE 
Ad Description : AS -11.23.15 Land Use -151121 Fee Ad 
Our Order Number : 2816402 
Newspaper 
Publication Date(s) 

Thank you. 

GLENDA SOBRIQUE 

: SAN FRANCISCO EXAMINER 10% 
: 11/13/2015,11/20/2015 

DAILY JOURNAL CORPORATION 
-11,.uFORNIA NEWSPAPER SERVICE BUREAU 
11one: (800) 788 7840 I (213)229-5300 

Fax: (800) 540 4089 I (213)229-5481 
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN 

FRANCISCO 
LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

MONDAY, NOVEMBER 23, 2015 - 1:30 PM 
LEGISLATIVE CHAMBER, ROOM 250, CITY HALL 

1 DR. CARL TON B. GOODLETT PLACE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA ' 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Land Use and Transportation · 
Committee will hold a public hearing to consider the following proposal and 
said public hearing will be held as follows, at which time all interested 
parties may attend .and be heard: File No. 151121. 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; applying the 

4160 
11 /1")/")f\1' 1 f\.f\").A'7 A 1.Jf 



AdTech Advertising System Page 2 of2 

Transportation Sustainability Fee to Hospitals and Medical Services; 
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. If the 
legislation passes, the citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee would be 
charged to development projects building a new non-residential hospital, or 
adding to an existing hospital, or non-residential medical use development. 
The fee shall be calculated as follows: Non-Residential, Hospitals: $18.74 on 
net new bed area, as defined in the ordinance; or Non-Residential, Medical 
Uses, all gsf above 12,000 gsf: $11.00/gsf for ail medical uses above 12,000 
gsf. City projects, state or federal projects, affordable housing projects, 
small businesses, and certain non-profit projects would be exempt from the 
TSF. 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 
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 official public record in this 
matter, and shall be brought to the attention of the members of tlie 
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 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, November 20, 2015. - Angela 
Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

CityHnll 
l Dr. Carlton JJ. Goodlett Pin~ Room 244 

San FranciJco 94102-46:89 
TeL No. 554-5184 
F111 No. 5~5163 

TDD/ITV No. 554-5227 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

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

Date: Monday, October 19, 2015 

Time: 1 :30 p.m. 

Location: Legislative Chamber, Room 250, located at City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton 8, Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 

Subject: File No. 150790. Ordinance amending the Planning Coda by 
establishing a new citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee and 
suspending application of the existing Transit Impact Development 
Fee, with some e?Cceptio~s. 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 Deparbnent'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 P~anning Code, Section 101.1. 

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

• Residential Uses. 21-99 units: $7.74; 
• Residential Uses, any units above 99 units : $8.74; 
• Non-Residential Uses, 800..99,999 (gsf): $18.04; 
• Non-Residential Use.s, any gsf above 99,999: $19.04; and 
• Production, Distribution and Repair (PDR} Uses: $7.61. 
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NOTICE OF PUnLIC HEARING 
11'ile Nu. 150790 (10-Dny Fee Ad) 
October 8, 2015 Pagel 

The TSF will be charged to both residential and non-residential 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 facility; . 
•. new construction of non-resldent!al use in. excess of 800 gsf, or addition of 800 

square feet or more to an existing non-residential usei 
• new construction of a PDR .use in excess of 1,500 gsf, qr additions of 1,500 gsf 

.or more to an existing PDR use; or 
• 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 D~velopment 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 projects' that 
have an application on file, but have not been approved, shall pay redu.ced rates. 
Projects that filed an application after July 21, 2015, shall pay the full residential TSF rate, 
and a reduced rate for non-residential 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 tra(lsportation system. · 

In accordance with Administrative Code, Se~tion 67-.7-1, persons who are unable 
to attend th~ hearin!:J 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, Clty Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton Gooi:llett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102. 
lnfonnation relating to this matter is available In the Office of the Clerk of the Board: 
Agenda information relating to this matter will be availabl~ for public review on Friday, 
October 16, 2015 . 

. DATED/POSTED; October 8, 2015 
PUBLISHED: October 9 & 16, 2015 
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Cit:yRall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

1 Dr. Carlton B. GOOdlett Place. Room 244 
San Francisco 94102-4689 

EIM: 

tll:FJ1'(. 
J:l':i"il=l.J. 

E!Wh October 8, 2015 

2015~10i319ElJPJtJJ~ 

r¥1~soJ::t 

:!.®"fr~~, mM, 2SO!l, 

· Tel, No 554-5184 
FaxNo. 554-5163 

TTDtITY No. 5545227 

1 Dr. Cat1ton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco~ CA 94102. 

~~WfliMi 150790 Q ~f~f9U1~8Tl:W.lff$il • iflH~aT:lt-~*1f8'g~ilJX: 
:illiPJ~~~fl3.&Jjgj'f1¥fJ?Jr:50iH~3V~Jm:lffl!'i'g i:fli~ , ~~3p-®191J:9H%.f 
>Sl • sfiU~mrPJt~~.rt•m•1illi1JJ~~: ~~~401~~~:trt~;JJo.xE~ 
P.A&:B~lr.-~;t;~~ ; ~TIJ~406~~ l~U:Eil!ffiFfPJj~JtmJMNflW~(iiJJmt~ 
®JEEf..iPJT;l{:Jarr~!.Bx:fillUJt~t~•m ; ~~J~3ff1-j".il·m.mu;t;;m~41~rrr 
~5EM/k!i!f~~J[ttFJ•ffl ; liff~~!iUmia~~5E f:&l!I r /Jafliiltt1'·:a~~ J 

(CalifomiaEnvironmenlal Quality Act) ; ~~fFtl:l~l!f 1 -trus-m.it~ 
lWf 'i}~m~' ~infEEZ1fil;fUa'g~Wf J ~UJf~Hm~-HtiijJ?di].R!U~~mm 
IOLlf~B'g/\}fHl9Gi&~~'13-¥tl®~Wr 0 

• 

~~CJJv~ 
Angela Calvilfo 
r=P$$~ffit·~ni~c 

~8HL!ili}#Jifl1!~~: Octoqer 9 and 16, 2015 
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Cit.yHall 

BOARD of stJP!R.vrsORS 
l Di:, Carlf;Qn. B. Goodlett Place. Rooni 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 

Fecha: 

Hora: 

·Lu.gar: 

As unto: 

Tel. No 554-5184 
J.7ax No. 554-5163 

TID/ITYNo. 5545227 

NOTIFICACl6N DE AUDIENCIA PUBLICA 

Lunes, 19 de octubre de 2015 

1:30 p.m. 

Camara Legislativa, Alcaldia, Sala 250, . 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102 

Archivo No. 150790. Ordenanza que ·enmienda el C6digo de 
Planificaci6n mediante el establecimiento de una nueva Tarifa de 
·Sostenibilidad def Transporte a lo largo de toda la ciudad y 
suspende ·1a aplicaci6n de la Tarifa de .Desarrollo debido al lmpacto 
en eJ Transito exlstente, con algunas excepciones, siempre y 
cuanda laTarifa de Sostenibilidad del Transporte·continue en vigor; 
enmendando la Secci6n 401 para anadir deftniciones que reflejan 
estos cambios; enmendando la Secci6n 406 para clarificar las 
exenciones de la Tarifa de Sostenibilidad del Transporte _para la · 
vivienda asequible y los refugios para las personas sin hogar; 
realizando enmiendas conformes a la Tarifa del Plan de Area en et 
C6digo de Planificaci6n, Artfculo 4; aflrmando la determinaci6n def 
Departamento de Ptanificaci6n bajo la· Ley de Calidad Ambiental de 
California; y formulando conclusiones, incluyendo conclusiones 
generates, conclu$iones sobre la necesidad, conveniencia, y 
blenestar publico1 conclusiones sabre la consistencia con el Ptan 
G~neral, y las ocho poHticas prioritarias del C6digo de 
Pfanificaoi6n, Secci6n 101.1. · 

~----QO.~ 
Angela Calvillo 
Secretaria de la Junta 

Fechado: 8 de octubre de 2015 
Publicado: ~ y 16 de octubre de 2015 

4165 



CALIFORNIA NEWSPAPER SERVICE BUREAU 

DAILY JOURNAL CORPORATION 

Mailing Address: 915 E FIRST ST, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 
Telephone (213) 229-5300 I Fax (213) 229-5481 

Visit us @ WWW.LEGALADSTORE.COM 

Victor Young 
CCSF BD OF SUPERVISORS (OFFICIAL NOTICES) 
1 DR CARL TON B GOODLETT PL #244 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 

COPY OF NOTICE 

Notice Type: GPN GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE 

Ad Description vy Fee Ad 150790 Land Use 10/19/15 

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 

Tbe 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 

NetTotal $1120.50 

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

BUSINESS JOURNAL, RIVERSIDE 
DAILY COMMERCE, LOS ANGELES 
LOS ANGELES DAILY JOURNAL, LOS ANGELES 
ORANGE COUNTY REPORTER, SANTAANA 
SAN FRANCISCO DAILY JOURNAL, SAN FRANCISCO 
SAN JOSE POST-RECORD, SAN JOSE 
THE DAILY RECORDER, SACRAMENTO 
THE DAILY TRANSCRIPT, SAN DIEGO 
THE INTER-CITY EXPRESS, OAKLAND 

(951) 784-0111 

(213) 229-5300 

(213) 229-5300 

(714) 543-2027 

(800) 640-4829 

(408) 287-4866 

(916) 444-2355 

(619) 232-3486 

(510) ~72-4747 

I lllllll llll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll llll llll * A 0 0 0 0 0 3 8 9 6 7 3 3 * 
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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 Land Use arid 
Transportation Committee 
will hold a public hearing to 
consider the following 
proposal and said public 
hearing will be held as 
follows, at which time all 
Interested parties may attend 
and be heard: 
Date: October 19, 2015 
Tlme: 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. 150790. 
Ordinance amending the 
Planning Code by establish­
ing a new citywide Transpor­
tation Sustainability Fee and 

• suspending application of the 
existing Transit Impact 
Development Fee, with some 
exceptions, as Jong as the 
Transportation Suslalnability 
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 
Sustainablllty Fee; making 
conforming amendments to 
the · Area Plan fees in 
Planning Code, Article 4; 
affirming the Planning 
Department's determination 
under the California 
Environmenlal Quality Act; 
and making findings, 
including generel findings, 
findings of public necessity, 
convenfence1 and welfare, 
and findings of consistency 
with the General Plan, and 
Iha eight priority policies of 
Planning Code, Section 
101.1. 
If the legislation passes, a 
new Citywide transportation 
impact fee, the Transporta­
tion Sustainability Fee (TSF), 
will ba charged to certain 
development prefects and 
shall be calculated per gross 
square foot (gsf) of the 
development projec~ 

~~!ti~;e:a~fi' ~::appropriate 
D Residential Uses; 21-99 
unlts:$7.74; 
D Residential Uses, any 
units above 99 units :$8. 7 4; 
D Non-Residential Uses, 
B00-99,999 (gsf):$18.04; 
D Non-Residential Uses, 
any gsf above 
99,999:$19.04; and 

C Production, Distribution 
and Repair (PDR) 
Uses:$7.61. 
The TSF will be charged to 
both residential and non-
residential developments 
that resultln: 1 
D more than 20 new 
dwelling units; 
D new group housing 
facilities, or additions of BOO 
gsf or more to an existing 
group housing facility; 
D new construction of non­
residential use in excess of 
BOO gsf, or addition of BOO 
square feet or more to an 
existing nonwresldential use; 
D 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 
D change or replacement of 
use of a lower fee calagory 
to a higher fee category, 
regaroless of whether the 
existing use previously paid 
the TSF or the Transporta­
tion Impact Development 
Fee (TIDF). . 
City projects, slate or federal 
pro~ects, affordable housing 
pro eats, small businesses, 
an certain non-profit 
projects would be exempt 
from the TSF. Hospilals 
would not be exempt from 
the TSF. In addition, Iha 
Ordinance provides that 
projects that have an 
application on file, but have 
not been approved, shall pay · 
reduced rates. Projects that 
flied an application after July 
21, 2015, shall pay the full 
residential TSF rate, and a 
reduced rate for non-
residential uses. Funds 
collected shall be' held In 
trust' by the Treasurer and 
distributed, according to the 
budgelary provisions of the 
Charter and the Mitigation 
Fee Act. in order to mitigala 
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 to 
attend the hearing on this 
matter may submit written 
comments to the Clly 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 Iha 
attention of the members of 
the Committee. Written 
comments should be 
addressed to Angela Calvillo, 
Clerk of the Board. City Hall, 
1 Dr. Cartton 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 
·infonnatlon relating to this 



matter will be available for 
public review on Friday, 
October 16, 2015. 
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the 
Board 
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DooornDJJ oornoo 
CALTRAIN 

PUBLIC HEARING & MEETINGS NOTICE 

ProD:>sed Changes to Codlt.ed TarllII 

~ 
The Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Soard will hold a public hearing end take public comment 

g~ ~:f.~~~ts't~b:Jf J~~ddJ~i;ni: ~\':t~~=~~Ue%:e effective date would 

Proposals to be considered include: 

A. ~ij~~~~ge'!:a~1di:c~~~~!'~Jfu~~;:~as~~~~~~~~~~~1~1:"m~;~ 
would remaln approximately 50 pert:ent of the adult fares, and C6pper discount would 
remain about 15 peruent 

B. Increasing dally pa.rldng fee from $5.00 to $5.50 and monthly parking permit fee from 
~fu- . 

The publlc healing wlU be held; 

Thursday, Nov, 5, 2015 at 10 a.m. 
Caltniln AdmlnlstratiYe Ofl,Ce 

1250 San Carlos Ave., San ~arlos 

The draft fare chart Is available for viewlng at the Callraln Administrative Oftce or onrtne at 
wwwca!train comtt'erirf 

Prior to the hearing, comments may be sent by mall, e-mail or phone to: 
Peninsula Corridor Jolnt Powers Board, JPB Secretary 

P.O. Box 3006, San Carlos, CA 94070-1306 
changes@caltraln.com • 1.800.860.4287 (TTY 650.508.6448) 

pubUc Meetings 

Cal!rain wlll hold four pubftc meetings to present the proposal anti receive cumments. The 
meetings wlll take place: 

Saturday, Oct 10at11 s.m. 
Giiroy Senior Center, 7371 Hanna st, GQroy 

O ednesday, Oct 14at1 p.m. 
Caltrain adnmlstrative oflCf!S,Audltorium. 1250 San Carlos Ave., San Carlos 

Thursday, Oct. 15 a14 p.m. 
San Francisco Caltraln station, under the clo~ 700 Fourth st, San Francisco 

Monday, Ot:l 19 at 6 p.m. 
City Hall, Pia] a Conference Room, 600 Castro st, Mountain View 

For lranslation In one of the languages beloW, cell Callraln at 1.800,660.4287 three days 
before the meeting. • 
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CNS#279914B 

PUBLIC NOTICE 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the San 
Carlos Planning Commission will hold a public 
hearing pursuantto San Carlos Municipal Code 
Chapter 18,35 in the Council Chambers, City 
Hall, 600 Elm Slree~ San Carlos, on Monday 
evening, October 19, 2015 at 7:00 p.m., for 
the purpose of hearing and considering 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, clariications, and 
minor improvements. 

The code amendment is ·exempt from 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines per Section 15305 which pennits 
minor alterations in land use limitations. 

~~lro~:ah1a~ri~~srra~@~1~$~0~5~Js 80°~: 
Staff reports will be available for viewing at~ 
~. the San Carlos Ubrary, 610 Elm 
Street, San Carlos or the Planning Departmen~ 
600 Elm Street San Carlos beginning October 
151 2015 and all documents will be aval!able for 
purchase at .25 per page up to the day of the 
meeting. 

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 limned to raising only those 
issues you or someone else raised at the public 
meeting and hearing described in this notice, 
or in wi:itten correspondence delivered to the 
Planning Division a~ or prior to1 the public 
meeting and hearing. 

Lisa Porras 
Principal Planner 

GOVERNMENT 

NOTICE OF PUBUC 
HEARING BOARD OF 

SUPERVISORS OFTHE 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN 

FRANCISCO LAND use 
AND TRANSPORTATION 
COMMITTEE- MONDAY, 

OCTOBER 19, 2015 -
1:30 PM - LEGISLATIVE 
CHAMBER, CITY HALL, 

ROOM 250, 1 OR. CARLTON 
B. GOODLETT PLACE. SAN 

FRANCISCO, CA 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN 
THAT the Lend Use and 

atea~p;n~~e8 h:: ~:ii=d 
h:~ ~ii~ a~:;d 185~97~ 
Urgency Ordinance epprovlng 
an mctenslon of the interim 
prohibition on commercial 
storefront mergers of greater 
than 799 groas square fe~ In 
the proposed Calle 24 Special 
Use District, which generally 
Includes all lots bounded by 
22nd Street, Potrero Avenue, 

~::t ~~th :S!\f~8.f~ 
Street from Capp street to 

CNS#2802988 

Bartlett Street, 115 wen BS 
certe.ln edditlonal adjacent 
lots, for 10 months and 15 
days In accordance with 
Ca!ifomia Government Code, 
Sections 65858, et seq.; 
and affirming the Planning 
Oepartmenfs determination 
under the California 

~~ro~~kj~ ~~~~s A':i1 
consi5te.ncy with the General 
Plan, and the eight priority 
policies of Planning Code, 
Section 101.1. In accordance 
with Administrative Code, 
Section 57.7-1, person& who 
are unable to attend the 
hearing on this matter may 
submit written comments 
to the City prior to the lime 
the hearing begins. These 
comments will be made as 
partofthe ofticlal publlcrecord 
in thi& matter, and shill be 
brought to the sttentlon of the 
memben; of the Commlttee. 
Written comments should be 
addressed to Angela Calvillo, 
Clerkofthe Board, City Half, 1 
Or. Carttan B. Goodlett Place, 
Room 244, San Franci&co, CA 
94102. Information relating 
to th!& matter I& evallable Jn 
the Office of the Clerk of the 
Board. Agenda lnfannatlon 
relating to this matter will be 
avallable for publlc review on 
Friday, October 16, 2015. 

Ill SAN FRANCISCO ExAMINER • SFEXAMINER.COM • FRIDAY, OCTOBER 9, 2015 
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC 
HEARING BOARD OF 

SUPERVISORS OFTHE 
CfTY ANO COUNTY OF SAN 

FRANCISCO LAND USE 
AND TRANSPORTATION 
COMMllTEE ·MONDAY, 

OCTOBER 19, 2015 • 
1:30 PM~ LEGISLATIVE 
CHAMBER, CITY HALL, 

ROOM 250, 1 OR. CARLTON 
B. GOOOLEIT PLACE, SAN 

FRANCISCO, CA 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN 
THAT the Land Use and 

lluns~~:tl~~blic Coh'!::\:: 
to consider the followlng 
rop~sals and said public 

150845. Ordinance amending 
the General Plan by revising 
Map 5 of the Urban Design 
Bement to change the bulk 
designation shown on the 
Map for 302 snver Avenue, 
Assessor's Block Na. 5952, 
Lot No. 002; adopting and 
making findings regarding the 
Mttigated Negative Declaration 
prepared In cumpITance with 
the California Environmental 
Quality Act; and making 

=1"9i~ G~era1c0~1~1~.1e~z 
the eight priority poITcies of 
Plafmfng Code, Seetlon 101.1. 
flle No. 150646. Ordin11.nce 
amending the Planning Code 
and Zoning Map to create 
the Jewish Hom& of San 
Francisco Special Use O!sbict 
localed at 302 Silver Avenue, 
Asse6Sor's Block No. 5952, Lot 
Na. 002; to allow en Increase 

:. h~~ge~a~:~ &:~sanoJ 
ed~pting findings, Including 

~l~n~\~~ P':f :c%, pol~!ttoo~ 
101.1. In accordance with 
San Francisco Administrative 
Code, Section 67.7·1, persons 
who are unable to attend the 
hearing& on these matters 
may submit written comments 
to the City prlot to the time 
the hearing begins;, These 
comments will be made a part 
of the official public record In 
these matters, and shall be 

:~~:~o :e fu:eC:ti0~~~!:. 
Written comments; should be 
addressed to Angela Ca!vlllo, 
Clerk of the Board, Room 
2M, Clly Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton 
Goodlett Place, San Francisco, 
CA 941 D2. lnfbrmatlon relating 
to these mattetS Is available 
In the Office of the Clerk of 

~ia:~;~A~:'~ :tt~a:i~ 
be available for public review 
on October 15, 2015. 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC 
HEARING 

BOARD OF 
SUPERVISORS OF 

THE CITY AND COUNTY 
OF SAN FRANCISCO 
• LAND USEAN!l 
TRANSPORTATION 

COMMITTEE 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN 
THAT the land Use and 
Transportation Commlttee 
will hold • public hearing 
to consider the fol/owing 

c~:~~1b~dhe~a: t!i1~ 
at which time all Interested 
parties may attend and be 
hepnt 
oaa~-octobM 1D, 2015 
Tim&; 1·:30 p.in.. 

SoN MAIID lliNIY. ffiJ...556-15E6 
SoN~snOu: 415-314-1835 

~~:~k.i~~=~ra~:~ 
- 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett 
Place, San Francisco, CA 
Subject= . file No. 150790, 
Ordinance amending the 
Plannfog Code by estabfJShlng 

~~;:1~=~e T"f:o~~~ 
suspending application of 
the existing Transit Impact 
Development Fee, with some 
exceptions, as long 115 the 
Transportation Su5tainabiflty 

~~~n~~~~~on 4°J18f:~~eJ 
defin!Uol'l5 renecting these 
changes; amending Section 
406 to clarify affordable 
housing and homeless 
shelter exemptions from the 
Transportati~m Sustelnab~llty 

Environmental Quallty 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 
poITcles of Planning Code, 
Section 101.1. 
If the legJslatlon passes, a 
new Citywide transportation 

~:fnf:~ili~e T~po~F}! 
Wiii be charged to certain 

~h~lop:!entcaf~/:1= ~~~ 
ri:ss d:e~::m~~t (~~e: 
~~ti~~e:~ u~~ appropriate 
r:o Residential Uses, 21-99 

units:$7.74; 
CD Residential Uses, any units 

m~~R!:1~~~~~8'7Vses, 
800-99,999 (gsf):$18.04; 

m ="!~~e~:~~~~9~ 
and 

CD Production, Distribution 
and Repair (PDR) 
Uses:$7.61. 

The TSF will be charged to 
both residential and non­
residential developments that 
result in: 
rn more than 20 new dwe!Ong 

untts: 
m new group houslng 

fecllltles, or additions of 
1100 gsf or more to an 
existing group housing 
facility; 

rn new construction of non­
residential use In excess 
of 800 gsf, or addition of 
1100 square feet or more to 
an existing non-residential 

m ::S~ construction of a POR 
use In excess of 1,500 gsf, 
or additions of 1,500 gsf or 
more to an existing PDR 
use; or 

r:o ~~! :; :er:,~~m~e": 
=~~~.tore~~~~: f~1 
whether the existing use 
previously paid the TSF or 
the Transportation Impact 
Development Fee (TIDF), 

Cjty projects. state or '8deral 
pr~ect:s, affordable housing 
pro eds, small businesses, 
an certain non-profit projects. 
would be exempt from the 
TSF. Hospitals would not 
be exempt from the TSF. 
In addition, the Ordinance 

h~:S ap~~r:~J:~e.~~ 
have not been approved, shall 
pay reduced rates. Projects 
that flied an application 
after July 21, 2015, shall 
pay the full resid&ntlal TSF 
rate, end a reduced rate for 
non-residential use&. Funds 
collected shall be held in 

~~~t~~~ern a~~ 
budgetary provlsions of the 
Charter and the MlllP,atlon Fee · 
Act, In order to nuligate the 
impacts of new development 
on the City'• publlo 
transportation system. • 
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. TheH comments 
will be made as part of the 
official pub!fc record In thii; 

fci~'e en=tt~~~~e :foulJi~ 
memben; of the Commfttee. 
Written comments should· be 
addrassed to Angela CalvU!o, 
Clerk of the Board. City Hall, 
1 Or. Carlton Goodlett Place, 
Room 244, San Francisco, CA 
94102. Information relating 
to this matter ls avallable In 
the Office of the Clerk of the 
Board. Agenda Information 
releling to this matter will be 
avallable for public review on 
Friday, October 16, 2015. 
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the 
Board 

ADVERTISEMENT 
FOR BIDS 

CITY & COUNTY 
OF .SAN FRANCISCO 

PUBLIC UTILITIES 
COMMISSION 

INFRASTRUCTURE 
DJVlSION 

As-Needed Spot Sewer 
Replacement Na. 34 

Conlract No. W-619 

Floor ~ 
CA 941 
11/512015.Hard cupy versions 

bf dm~~c. do~~=~:· :~ 
avallable at 525 Golden Gate 
Avenue, 1st Float, Customer 
Service Desk, Sf, CA 94102 
for a non-refundable $150 
fee paid by cash Of by check 
payable to ·sFPUc: Call 
(415) 551-4603 for. further 
fnformatlon. A CD version ls 
avallable fora fee of $10. Visit 
http://sfwater.org/contrads for 
updates. 
Thls Project Is subject to 
compliance monitoring and 
enforcement of prevallfng 
wage requirements by the 
Celtfornla Department of 
Industrial Relat!Otls rDIR") 
and the San Francisco 
Office of Labor Standards 
Enforcement No contractor or 
subcontractor may be Usted 
In a bid for a public works 
project and no contractor 
or 15Ubcontractor may be 
awarded a contract for public 

llmlted exceptions from this 

~Wir~~d;t ~~J>~~rau'L:b: 
Code Section 1n1.1(a)). 

lc!1:r'!{d~:n°Jn~:n~~t~e'd 
as-needed replacement of 
section& of existing sewer 

r.lpe!lnes on &hort notice at 
ocations to be determined 

~fithJ~ th~~~~~~o:~ 
Is to be performed in SF, 
CA. The Engineer's estimate 
ls SB,DD0,000, The Contract 
will be awarded to the lowest 
responsible and responsive 
bidder. 
Bid discounts may be 

ft.PlrJ~s:!l:' g~eFicg~s:; 
14a The LBE Subcontracting 
Participation Requirement ls 
20% and ONLY San Francisco 

AZ 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
·Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

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

Date: Monday, September 21, 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. 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. 

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

• Residentiql Uses: $7.74; 
• Non-Residential Uses: $18.04; and 
• Production, Distribution and Repair Uses: $7.61. 
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NOTtCE OF PUBLIC REA,.' 
File No. 150790 (10-Day Fee Ad) 
September 9, 2015 Page2 

The TSF will be charged to both residential and non-residential developments that 
result in: 

• more than 20 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 non-residential or production, distribution and repair (PDR) 

use in excess of 800 gross square feet, or addition of 800 square feet or more 
to an existing non-residential or PDR use; or 

• 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. 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 vv-ith 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 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 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, 
September 18, 2015. 

DATED/POSTED: September 9, 2015 
PUBLISHED: September 11 & 17, 2015 

~=:------ ~"-dh 
Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

CityHall 
1 Dr. Ci. J.J. B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No 554-5184 
Fax: No. 554-5163 

TID/ITY No. 5545227 

NOTIFICACION DE AUDIENCIA PUBLICA 

Fecha: Lunes, 21 de septiembre de 2015 

Hora: 1 :30 p.m. 

Lugar: · Camara Legislativa, Alcaldia, Sala 250, 
1 Dr. Carlton 8. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102 

Asunto: Archive No. 150790. Ordenanza que enmienda el C6digo de· 
Planificaci6n mediante el establecimiento de una nueva Tarifa 
de Sostenibilidad del Transporte a lo largo de toda la ciudad y 
suspende la aplicaci6n de la Tarifa de Desarrol.lo debido al 
lmpacto en ei Transite existente, con algunas excepciones, 
siempre y cuando la Tarifci de Sostenibilidad del Transporte 
continue en vigor; enmendando la Secci6n 401 para afiadir 
definiciones que reflejan estos cambios; enmendando la 
Secci6n 406 para clarificar las exenciones de la Tarifa de 
Sostenibilidad del Transporte para la vivienda asequible y los 
refugios para las personas sin hoQar; realizando enmiendas 
conformes a la Tarifa del Plan de Area en el C6digo de 
Planificaci6n, Articulo 4; afirmando la determinaci6n del 
pepartamento de Planificaci6n bajo la Ley de Calidad 
Ambiental de California; y formulando conclusiones, 
incluyendo conclusiones generates, conclusiones sobre la 
necesidad, conveniencia, y bienestar publico, ·conclusiones 
sobre la consistencia con el Plan General, y las ocho politicas 
prioritarias del C6digo de Planificaci6n, Secci6n 101.1. 

FECHADO: 9 de septiembre de 2015 

417l 

~~"~ { ~~~:la Calvillo 
Secretaria de la Junta 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

:ttt~: iL5*tr~•. rt.fi5<:ft, 250¥:, 

City Hall 
1 Dr. C1.. ~ ..... B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TTD!ITY No. 5545227 

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

~m: m~~~ 1so19o 0 ~ft?Ri5rr1~nmtrr$xJl · m~§TiL-~~JTl¥1~ mx: 
:WPJ1~~1Wffll?{fUf•JJ!1:YX::W~-~J&Jtffll¥JEf3~! · ~*~r-®15U5~'~ 
>£ ' ~~Ux:WPJFt~••m1flifMJY1F5& ; f~n~401fl?RjfiX131':Et~1.JOJE:~ 
~&8":m®~]!! ; 1~§T~4o6ft*jfiX 131±•>~PJjUfmgElf**PT&W~ 
skJJfE~ff#jPJ~:*'X::WPJ~~•m ; f~§J#j~J~Jt-~mtrr5tm~4ft*r1T 
mJE:skJJ!lli~xJ!IITWJt.J ; ~~mfIT~8kJ~.xE*~ r 1JOY'f'f:Eim1{£5* J 

(California Environmental Quality Act) ; ~&f'FiliWt~' §M-~Wt 
IT' 0~m~' U&t&ifUskJWt!lf' ~&~£,J!tS~tfIT&xJ!IIT5*m~ 
10.1.11t*~l¥Jj\JJifl)f[;i5(~;f§-¥5(8kJ~!lf 0 

B:M: September 9, 2015 
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION 
COMMITTEE SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS SEPTEMBER 
21, 2015 - 1:30 PM LEGISLATIVE CHAMBER, ROOM 250, LOCATED AT 
CITY HALL 1 DR. CARL TON B. GOODLETT PLACE, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Land Use and Transportation 
Committee will hold a public hearing to consider the following proposal and 
said public hearing will be held as follows, at which time all interested 
parties may attend and be heard: 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 Jong as the TransportatiOn Sustainability Fee 
remains operative; amending Section 401 to add definitions renecting 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 necfi1i!_ft:y,3convenience, and welfare, and findings of 



AdTech Advertismg System 

consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies 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 certain 
development projects and shall be calculated per square foot of the 
development project multiplied by the appropriate rate for each use: 

• Residential Uses:$7.74; 
• Non-Residential Uses:$18.04; and 
• Production, Distribution and Repair Uses:$7.61. 

The TSF will be charged to both residential and non-residential 
developments that result in: 

• more than 20 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 non-residential or production, distribution and 

repair (PDR) use in excess of 800 gross square feet, or addition of 
800 square feet or more to an existing non-residential or PDR use; or 

• 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 Devel~pment Fee (TIDF). 

City projects, state or federal projects, affordable housing projects, small 
businesses, and certain non-profit projects would be exempt from the TSF'. 
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 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 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 
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, September 18, 2015. Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC 
HEARING LANO USE AND 

TRANSPORTATION 
COMMITTEE SAN FRAN· 

CISCO BOARD OF 
SUPERVISORS SEPTEM· 
BER 21, 2015 ·1:30 PM 

LEGISLATIVE CHAMBER, 
ROOM 250, LOCATED AT 
CITY HALL 1 DR. CARL· 

TON B. GOODLETT 
PLACE, SAN FRANCISCO, 

CA 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN 
THAT the Land Use and 
Transportation Committee 
will hold a public hearing to 
consider the following 
proposal and said public 
hearing will be held as 
follows, at which time all 
Interested parties may attend 
and be heard: File No. 
150790. Ordinance amend- . 
Ing 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 

~gratjr;: a:,nJ'~dinde~~g~~~ 
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 Departmenrs 
determination under the 
California Environmental 
Quality Act; and making 
findings, including general 
findings, findings of pubfic 
necessity, convenience, and 
welfare, and findings of 
consistency with the General 
Plan, and the eiQht 'priority 
policies of Planning Code, 
Section 101.1. 
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 calculated' per 
square foot of the develop­
ment project multiplied by 
the appropriate rate for each 
use: 
D Residential Uses:$7.7 4; 
D Non-Residential 
Uses:$1B.04; and 
D Production, Distribution 
and Repair Uses:$7 .61. 
The TSF will be charged to 
both residential and non­
residential developments 
that result in: 

D more than 20 new 
dwelling units; 

C new group housing 
facilities, or additions of 800 
gross square feet or more to 
an existing group housing 
facility; 
D new construction of non­
residential or production, 
distribution and repair (PDR) 
usa i.n excess of BOO gross 
square fee~ or addition of 
BOO square feet or more to 
an existing non-residential or 
PDRuse; or 
D 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 Transporta­
tion lme_act Development 
Fee (TIDF). 
City projects, state or federal 
pro~ects, affordable housing 
pro acts, small businesses, 
an certain non-profit 
projects would be exempt 
from the TSF. 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 develop­
ment on the City's public 
transportation system. 
In accordance with Adminis­
trative 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 wlll 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. Cartton 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, · 
September 18, 2015. Angela 
Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
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SAN FRANCISCO 4) SINCE l 965 

1amintt PUBLIC NOTICES SAN MATED Coumr: 650-555-1556 
SAN FRANCISCO CAJJ.: 415-314-1835 

SAN FRANCISCO EXAMINER • DALY CITY INDEPENDENT • SAN MATEO WEEKLY. REDWOOD CITY TRIBUNE • ENOU/RER-BULLmN • FOSTER CITY PROGRESS • MILLBRAE - SAN BRUNO SUN • BoUTIOUE & ViLLAGER 

GOVERNMENT 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING COMMISSION 
NOTICE OF HEARINGS 

Noll~ Is hereby given lo the 

fn;~~~~1fu':°tr;f~u;'~:i 
and or issues described 
below have been filed with 
the Planning Department for 
review as set forth in the City 
Plannlng Code. The Planning 
Commission wm ho!d a 
PUBLIC HEARING on lhese 
items and on other matters on 
Thursday, October 1, 2015 
beginning at 12:00 p.m. 
(noon) or later, Jn City Hal~ 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlstt 
Place (fonneriy Polk Street). 
Room 400. 
2012,0865C,VAR: 1198 
VAU!NCIA STREET -
northwest comer ofValenc!a 

fn°dAs2:,s~~e~io~13~= 

square eat of commercial 

:Ft:: ~~n': ~ i!s 0~ 
a basement lever garage, 
The project also requires a 
variance from Planning Code 
Section 138 (obstruolions over 
streets and alleys) and rear Fad modification pursuant 

1°a4fe1}~i~ch c~~ ~~~~ 
Administrator wJU conslder 
following the Planning 
Commission's consideration 
of the request for Condilional 
Use Aulhorizalion. The 
subject pro~er!Y is loca.t:ed 
wiUiin the Valencia Street 
Neighborhood Commercial 

~e\~~~i~":o~J 
This notice also meels 

Francisco AdminlstmUve Code 
Sectfon 31.04(h}. For further 
information, call Doug Vu 
at {415) 575-9120, or vla 
e-mall at doug.vu@&fgov. 
org and ask about Casa No 
2012.0865C,VAR. 
Persons who are unable 
to altend the scheduled 
Planning Commission 
hearing mey submit written 
comments regardlng these 
cases to the indMduils Dsled 
for each case ebova at the 
Phmnlng Department, 1650 
Mission Street. 4lh Floor, 
San Francisco, CA 94103. 
Comments received by 9:30 
"8.m. on the day of the hearing 
will be made a ~rt of lhe 
otncial record and wlU be 
brought to the eUenUon of !he 
Planning Commission. 
Pursuant to GovernmentCode 

fn ~r:· J:e y~=!e~f~ 
=~o~ ~~Tn/0o~~8ih!; 
Issues you or someone else 

=~~ ~e fu~bli~o~:'~~ 
In written correspondence 
delivered to the Planning 
Commlssion at. or prior lo, the 
pubUc hearing. 
Scott Sanchez 
Zonlnp Admlnlstrator 
Planmng Department 

1650 Mlsslon Street, 4lh Roar 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC 
HEARJNG LAND USE 

AND TRANSPORTATION 
.COMMITTEE SAN 

FRANCISCO BOARD 
OF SUPERVISORS 

SEPTEMBER 21 1 2015 w 

1:30 PM LEGlSLATJVC 
CHAMBER, ROOM 250, 

LOCATED AT CITY 
HALL1 DR. CARLTON B. 
GOODLETT PLACE, SAN 

FRANCISCO, CA 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN 
THAT the Land Use and 
Transportation CommiUee 

~~~!~~er:C:n~e;ra~~~ 
and said public hearing will 
be held as foUov.is, et whldl 

="~~~e~::::rrs~1: 
Fiie No. 150790. Ordinance 

:~::?s~g ~i:~n~~~= 
Transportation Sustalnablllty 
Fee and suspending 
application of the existing 
Transit Impact Development 
Fee, wllh some exceptions, 
es long as lhe Transportation 
Sustalneblllty Fee remains 

~C~ram:~: ~edndin9en~itl~~~ 
reflecting these changes: 

=&dle7Pord~~ll~usfu~6 ~ 
~~ele~:hel~~e;~r:t1: 
SustafnablUty Fee; making 

fu~~.:'i~ana;:::rnmPi:n~~ 
Code, Article 4; affirming 
lhe Planning Department's 
determlnallon under the 
California Environmental 

~3J~~s, ~~~1u3i~~ ~~~~ 
findings, findings of public 

:~e;:\~, ~gn:~~~~c~f 
consis\.ancy with lhe General 
Plan. and lhe eight priority 
pollclee of Planning Code, 
Section ioi. 1. If the legislation 
passes, a new Cllywlde 
transportation Impact fee, the 
Tran~rtalJon Sustalnablllty 
Fee ~I ~J:), wru be charged lo 

~~~ha~b!op~~afe~I~ 
square foot of the development 
project multiplied bY the 
appropriate rate for each use: 
• Residential Uses: $7.74: • 
• Non·Residentie.I Uses: 
$1a04;end 
- Production, DlstribuUon and 
Repalr Uses: $7.61. 
The TSF will be charged to 
both resldenUal and non­
residential developments that 
result in: • 
- more than 20 new dwe!Hng 

~1:~ group housing facilities, 
or addllions of 800 gross 
square feet or more lo an 
existing group housing faclllty; 
- new conslructlon of norr 
residential or producUon, 
distribulion and repair (PDR) 
use ln excess of BOO gross 
square feet. DI' addfUon of 
BOO square feet or more to 
an existing non-rasidenUal or 
POA use; or 
- change or replacement of 
use of a lower lee category 
to a higher fee category, 

:f~f~I~ D~=~~r ~~ 
the TS~ or the Transportation 
~bi;:}~ Development Fee 

City projects, slate or federal 
pro~ects, affordable housing 
pro eels, small businesses, 
an certain non-prom 

r~%e~~ rs~u~un~: ooe:~tJ 
shall be held in trust by the 

Treasurer and distributed, 
according to the budgetary 
provisions of the Charter anQ 
the Mitigation Fee Act, in 
order lo mlUgata the fmpoo.ts 

Room 244, San Francisco, CA 
94102. Information relating 
lo this matter Is available In 
the Office of the Clem of the 
Board. Agenda lnformafion 
relating to this matter will be 
available for pui:.to revfew on 
~~~ra =:er 1a. 2015. 
Clerk of lhe Board 

NOTICE OF REGULAR 
MEETING SAN 

FRANCISCO BOARD OF 
SUPERVlSORS LAND USE 
AND TRANSPORTATION 

COMMITTEE SEPTEMBER 
14, 2015·1:30 PM CITY 

HAU., Ll!GISLATIVE 
CHAMBER, ROOM 250 

1 DR. CARLTON B. 
GOODLETT PLACE, SAN 

FRANCISCO, CA 
The agenda packet and 
legislalive mes are avail~e et 
www.sl'bos.org, In Rm 244 at 
lhe address Us!ed above, or by 
calling {415) 554--5184. 

ANDING OF NO 
SIGNRCANT IMPACT 

AND NOTICE OF 
INTENTTO REQUEST 
RELEASE OF FUNDS 
SBJ?lemberi1, 2015 

Mayor's Officeuf Housing 
and Communlty 
0"9lopmen~ 

Cllyarn! County 
of San Fmnc:isco 
1 Sou!h Van Ness 
Avenue, 5th Floor 

San Francisoo. CA 94103 
Eugene.llannery@sfgov.org 

415-79!H3605 
These notices shall satisfy 
two separate but relateQ 
proceduial requlremenls for 
ecHvities lo be undertaken by 
the Sen Francisco Houslnl( 
Authority and the Mayor's 
ornce of Housing and 
Communlly Development of 
the City and County of San 
Frenclsco. 

REQUEST FOR 
REU!ASE OF FUNDS 

On ot about October 13 

~~~ln~e ~~r~o~~C:n1°1 

Deve/opment(MOHCD) w% 
aulhorize the Sen RBnclsco 

~~i:~p t~trlffn~u~~\~ 
Department of 'Housing 
and Urban Development. 
ornce of Public and Indian 
Housing for authority lo 

~~~erwi~~1~ ~:~1rgs: 
~":fe~~e 1!de~ fRne~rJI 
Assistance Demonstration 
Program (RAD) under the 
Unlled Slates HOusing Act of 

0 
Under RAD, 
wlll • transfer 

~~e:J::;ldfori,,t 
The development will receive 
Increased rent subslQies while 

~~~~~ tof:re 1:.rn~:~ 
households. A p&!tnershlp wlll 
be created comprised of anon-­
profit housing corporation, and 

~~~~ f=~eT~d~= 
funds for rehabnttation or the 
property. The Authority will 

~u;:r~~~1:We'°~~n~ 
expects lo have a Rlpht of 
Fii& Refuse.I and Option to 
Purchase the buildings beck 
from Iha partnership after the 
15 year tax credit compTiance 
penod for outslnnding debt 

r~~ ~:t =:ew~r~:n~ 
~~Jsin!~~ntr/il ere~~:~~ 
l!i7a ~ ~:~n~:t ~=J:J 
the property continues to 
serve low income households, 
The Low Income Housing Tax 
Credit Program requirements 
remain in place for 55 years. 
Upon transfer of l1Ue, the 
property wiD be continued to 
be used for !he provision of. 
housing for income eliglbla 
residents. Unit density wUI 
not change. Repairs to Iha 
various elements end systems 
risted below wru be made and 
dererred maintenance ltems 
wm be addressed. 
Main areas of focus Include 
structural (extensive interior 
selsmlc structural framing 
with concealed steel lube 
collectors, PSL (parallel strand 
lumber) beams, strengthening 
existing steel beams and new 

!~:ri~~ at JS1c~~~~ 
connected to existing pull 
section), newllphtlng, new roof 

:~:~~ ~1:ra~~~~ 
system, renovate exlsting 

~~fac~~le~sasw: ~~ 
system upgrades. Five units 
will be upgraded to meet 

~~~Kon f:1~!a;!s 2 ~~~ 
with accessible features for 
~rsons wlth communlcallon 
dlsabIDUes.. Exterior elucco and 
wood skiing wDI be repaired 

~~on~nd~~: ~8jle~:~g~ 
~rg~~i~s ~~::i~em~~ 
code·complyYng slmllar 
conflgu"ra.Uon). Ground 
floor common area win be 
reconngured to add more 

~cl;~ 1;~=;:;:.nt an 
FINDING OF NO 

SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
MOHCD has determined 

~~at s~~1rf~~fcturil~clha~~ 
the human envfronmenL 
Therefore, an Environmenlal 
Impact Statement under the 
National Environmental Policy 
A.ct of 1969 NEPA is not 

5lh Acor, San Francisco, CA 
94103. ltls awllable for review 
and may be examined or 

~~8i.~~a~~i~~~~ 
Review Records, lnctuding 
mltigaUon measures, are 
also avallable ror review and 
downloading at hUp://sf-moh. 

o~~~~"dda1J~~~ 
Any lndMdual, group, or 
agency may submit written 
comments on the ERA lo 
Eugene T. Flannery at the 
San Francisco Mayor's Office 
of Housing and Community 

~='~"~~~~.~~ ~:~ x~ 
Francisc0i CA 94103. All • 
comments received by 5:00 
P.M. on October 12, 20i5, wm 
be considered by the MOHCD 
priortosubmiltlng a request for 
release of funds. Comments 
should specify which Nonce 

they 
0~N~~~~~itrAL 

CERTIACATION 
MOHCD certiftee -to lhe 
HUD that Olson Lee, In 

~1bH~~r%ns:ts°1{o~e~{ 
the jurisdlcHon of the Federal 
Courts lf an actiora ls brought 
lo enforce responsibilities in 
relation to Iha environmental 
review process and that these 

~:Fs~~~~m~Jo~av~P~:01 
of the certlficalion satlsftes 
Its responsibilities under 
NEPA and related laws 
end authorities and allows 
MOHCD to use Program 
runds. 

OBJECTIONS 
HUD wlll accept objecUons 
lo lhe Responsible Enuty's 

~~in'J!q~,t :~ro~~!~tai 
Certification for a period or 
ftfleen days following the 
submlssion date speclned 
abow or the actual receipt 

~f 1~~) ~n~e1~t th~h~ev:~ 
the following bases: {a) the 
certlficalion was not executed 

wEr~r~:>i~~ ~f:ace~~I~~ 
a step or fw1ed lo make a 
determination or finding 
required by HUD regulations 
at 24 CFR part 56 or by CEQ 
regulations al 40 CFR isoo. 
1508, as applic.eble: (c) the RE 
hes omitted one or more steps 

~r the :u~fi8C:U~ri" c°6rple~~ 
EnvironmenteJ Assessment or 
Environmental Impact Study 

~ro~~~~5fup:rts p~~I~ 
(d} the grant reclpleri\ or other 
participant Jn the development 

ro';'~ u~°J'e~":1~~~= 
not authorized by 24 CFR 
Part sa berore relftase of 

~n~~n~:nt:f P=n:.u~:: 
(e) another Federal, Slate or 
loi::a:J ageni;y has subm!Ued e 
wrillen rmdlilg that the project 
Is unsatisfactory from lhe 
slandpolnt of environmentaJ 
quaUty. Objections must be 
prepared and submitted Jn 
accordance with the tequlred 
procedures (24 CFR Part 
58, Sec. 58.76} and shall 
be addressed to omce of 
Community Planning and 
Develdpment. United States 
Department of Houslng and 
Urban Development . at 600 
Harrison Street, ard Floor, San 
Francisco, CA 94107. PotenUat 
objecLors should contact HUD 
lo 'lerify the actual last day of 
the objection period. 
Katha Hartley 
Deputy Director 
Mayor's Office of Hcuslng 
and Community Development, 
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City and County of San 
Francisco 
Certifying Officer 

CfTATION 
SUPERIOR COURT 

FOR THE STATE 
OF CAUFORNIA FOR THE 

CrTY AND COUNTY 
OF SAN FRANCISCO 

UNITED FAMILY COURT 
Case Number. J014--3358 
In the Matlerof: S.W., A Minor 

~o~th~~c1:nJ- ~~Wt~ 
~RA~~~ERrfED~~SN~1:. 
Alleged Father; and anb other 

~~~~~s~fci~i~~n~. e the • 
You are hereby notified that 
the San Fmnct.sco Juvenlle 
Depandenoy Court has 
ordered e hearing pursuant lo 
Welfare and Jnstftutions Code 
Section 366.26, to detennine 
whether your parental tights 
should be terminated and 
your chltd(ren) be freed from 
your cus!Ody and control for 
lhe puipose or having him 

~~og~ER OF THIS COURT, 
you are hereby cited and 
required lo appear before lhls 
Courton the day of November 
18,, 2015 at 1:15 p.m., at 
the Juvenlle Dependency 
Court, 400 McAllister Street, 
Room 425, San Francisco, 
Ce.lifomla, then and there to 

~~ws~d~r~ sh~~J~8:t 
be declared free from the 
custo~y and conlrtM of his 
parenl{s). This proceeding Is 
for the purpose of developing 
a pennanent plan for lhe 
;~~~~~· which could Include 

~ro1~onS:ds:ie0~ Wi~ === 
mentioned courtroom, the 
Judge Vvill advise you of the 
nature of the proceedings, 
the procedures, and possl~e 
consequencss or the entitled 
action. The parent(s) of tha 
minor(s) haw lhe right to haw 
en aUomey present and, If 
the parenl(s) cannot afford an 
attorney, the Court wlll appoint 
an aUomey for lhe patenl{s). 
Dated:August25, 2015 
Cal Valdez, Legal Assistant 
for Petitioner, De~rtment of 
~~an Services (415) 554· 

By: ANNIE TOY, Deputy Clerk 

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY 
OF DRAFT 2014--2015 

CONSOLIDATED ANNUAL 
PERFORMANCE ANO 
EVALUATION REPORT· 

announce the a.vel!abilltyor the 
Draft 2014·2015 Cpnso!idaled 
Annual Performs.nee and 
Evaluation Report (CAPER) 
for publlc review and comment 
from Seplember 4, 2015 

¥h~u9J1J~te:~~s~~i:o~5B 
a.nnual report of the City and 
County ol San Francisco's lmplementeUon of the following 
four federal programs during 
program year 2014-2015: 

Bio~~:~~1bo~:;elopment 
- Emergency Solu~ons Grant 

!ESG)~OME 
Partiership ~ 

Pe~~~in&111 
The Drart 2014·2 
wlU be available for rev'iew 
beglnnl~g September 4, 2015. 

The draft document wlU be 
avails.hie e\eclronlcally on 
MOHCD'a website et www. 
sfmohcd.org and at lhe 

~0~°01f8J°f~0o~~ Van Ness 
Avenue, 5lh Floor 
• Main Branch of the Ssn 
Francisco Public Ubrary, 
100 Larkin Street, 51h Aoor, 
Government Information 
Center. 
Members or the publlc who 

~:'1o%f~iee~ee~~~~~ 
may do ao by submlWng 
written comments to: MOHCD, 
Draft2014·2015 CAPER Start, 
1 South Ven Ness Avenue. 
5th Floor, San Francisco, 
CA 94103. The deadline for 

~id!~:na;~~e~U~~~ ~ 
5:00 p.m. 

CIVIL 

ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE 
FOR CHANGE OF NAME 

Case No. CIV 535129 
Superiot Court of Cal!fornla, 
County of Sen Mateo 
PeUlion of: Karim s. Fahmy ror 
Change of Name 
TO ALL INTERESTED 
PERSONS: 
Petitioner Karim s. Fahmy med 
a petition with thts courl for a 
decree changing names as 
fol!ows: 
Karim Safwat Fahmy to 

~~ee~~~~':m~at all 
persons Interested In this 
matter appear before this 
court et the hewing Indicated· 
below lo show cause, If any, 
why the peUtion for change of 
name sliould not be granted. 
Arrt person objecting ID the 
name changes c;lescribed 
above must file a written 
objection lhal includes the 
reasons for the nbjeclion at 
least two court days before 
the mailer Is scheduled to 
be heent and must appear 
at the hearing to show cause 
why the pelltion should not be 
granted. If no written objectlon 
ls time~ rded, the court may 
~~;}ng, e petition wllhout a 
Notice of Hearing: 
Date: 1°"16-15, Thoe: 9:00 

Th~· ~~e:~r~~,, 1s 
~~~. g/.:'~~0~nter, Redwood 
A copy of lhls Order lo Show 
Cause shall be pubUshed at 
least oncs each week for four 
successive weeks prior to 
the date set tor heBring on 
the pellfon in the following 
newspaper of ~nerel 

~~~ti~&~~er this 
Date: 9/1/15 
J.LGrandsaert 

~ff.esfls~~J5.~~fgiurt 
NPEN"2793542# 
EXAMINER - BOUTIQUE & 
VILLAGER 

,ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE 
FOR CHANGE OF NAME 

Case No. 535058 
Superior Court of CaJJfomla, 
Counly of SAN MATEO 
Petlllon of: Andrea Hyegene 
Kim tor Change of Name 
TO ALL INTERESTED 
PERSONS: 

kf~ti~~~r ~ ";;~Si1~ ~~g~: 
court for a decree changing 
names as rollows: 
Andrea Hyegene Kim lo 

Andrea HyeFn IOm The Court orders that all 
persons interested In this 
matler appear before this 
court at Uie hearing Indicated 

~~°%!° P:~ti fo~~~g:"Xr 
name should not be granted. 
Any person objecting to the 
name changes described 
above must Ille a written 
objection that Includes the 
reasons for the objeotion at 
least two court days berore 
the melter Is scheduled to 
be hean:f end must appear 
at Iha hearing to show cause 
why the petition should not be 
granted. If no written nbjection 
Is Umely riled, the court may 
grant the peliUon without a 
hearing. 
Notice of Hearing: 
Date: 10/0912015, lime: 9:00 
AM, OepL:PJ 
The address of lhe court ts 
400 County Center, Redwood 
CltyCA94063 
A copy of thts Order lo Show 
Cause shall be published 
at least once eeCh week 
for four successive weeks 
rlor lo lhe dale set for 

• on the pelltlon In 

REDWOOD Cm' TRIBUNE 
Date:B/24/15 
John Grandsaert, Judge of the 

~,'f.~111.r:tfr. 9125115 
SPEN"2791700# 
EXAMINER· REDWOOD 
CITY TRIBUNE 

FICTITIOUS 
BUSINESS 

NAMES 

Rcnnous BUSINESS 
NAME STATEMENT 

Ale No. 256512 
Tha following person(s) Is 
(are) doing business es: 
Ka.die Candles, 4157Wyendotte 

~v(ar~)'h~~c~;!~~ l1t 
~:,,'ol=~l~ei~1~ 457 

• WyandotlB Ave, Oely City, CA 
94014 
This business Is conducled by 
an Individual 
The registrant commenced 

~e U:c~~~ bb~~r;~ ~~! 
or names !Isled above on 
0812512015. 
I declare that ell Information 
in this statement Is true and 
correct. {A registrant who 

• declares as true lnformaUon 
which he or she knows to be 

~:Jsrr~~%1~~ m:·) 
This statement was filed 
with lhe County Clerk of San 
Mateo Counly on 08/2112015. 
Mark Church, Counly Clerk 
By: Glenn S Chenglin, D~uly 
A FicHUous Business Name 
Slatement expires fiw years 
from the date it was mad In 
the office of the Counly Clerk. 
The flftng of thJs statement 
does not or itself SJ.J!horize the 
use in lhls state of a AcUtious 
Business Name In violation 
of lhe rights of anolher under 
Federal, Stale, or common law 
(See SecUon 14411 et seq., 
Business and Professions 
Co<le). 
9/11, 9118, 9125, 10/2/15 
NPEN·2793021# 
EXAMINER A BOUTIQUE & 
VILLAGER 

AZ 



~usberry, Andrea 

rrom: 
s·ent: 
To: 

Andrea.Ruiz-Esquide@sfgov.org 
Friday, September 11, 201510:33AM 
Ausberry, Andrea 

Cc: Givner, Jon (CAT) 
Subject: RE: Substitute Version - 150790 - Noticed 

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL 

Hi Andrea, 

Jon and I just discussed, and we agree it does not need to.be re-noticed. 
Thanks, 

Andrea 

Andrea Ruiz-Esquide 
Deputy City Attorney 
City Hall Room 375 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Tel:· (415) 554-4618 
Fax: (415) 554-4757 
email: andrea.ruiz-esquide@sfgov.org 

From: 
To: 
Cc: 
Date: 
Subject 

"Ausberry, Andrea" <andrea.ausberry@sfgov.org> 
"Ruiz-Esquide, Andrea (CAT)" <andrea.ruiz-esquide@sfgov.org>, 
"Givner, Jon (CAT)" <jon.givner@sfgov.org> 

09/11/201510:13AM 
RE: Substitute Version -150790- Noticed 

Hi Andrea, 

The attached Ordinance was noticed due to new fee/increase prior to the September 8th, substituted version. 

Does the substituted version affect prior noticing? Please advise. 

Best, 

Assistant Clerk 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
Office 415.554.4442 
Website I bttp.;l/www.sfbos.org[ . 
~onow Us! I Twitter 

• #La Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998. 
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Disclosures: Persona/ information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Ad and the San 
Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they 
communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending 
legislation or hearings will be made ava//ab/e to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not re dad ony information from these submissions. 
This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its 
committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 

[attachment "150790-2.docx" deleted by Andrea Ruiz-Esquide/CTYATI] [attachment "150790-3.docx" deleted by Andrea Ruiz­
Esquide/CTYATI] 
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Attached for introduction to the Board of Supervisors is a substitute ordinance amending 
the Planning Code by establishing a new citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee and 
suspending application of the existi~g 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, finding~ 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. 

Please note that this item is co-sponsored by President Breed and Supervisors Wiener 
and Christensen. 

I respectfully request that this item be calendared in Land Use Committee on 
S~ptember 21 5

\ 2015. · 

Should you have any questions, please contact ('Jicole Elliott (415) 554-7940. 

1 DR. CARL TON B. Goo41~Ej9PLACE, ROOM 200 ' 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 
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