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AMENDED IN BOARD
FILE NO. 151121 12/1/2015 ORDINANCE NO.

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

Ordinance amending the Planning Code by establishing a new citywide Transportation
Sustainability Fee and suspending application of the existing Transit Impact
Development Fee, with some exceptions, as long as the Transportation Sustainability
Fee remains operative; applying 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.

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

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

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

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

Code Section 21000 et seq.). Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of
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Supervisors in File No. 150790 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board affirms
this determination.

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

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

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

approved this legislation, recommended it for adoption by the Board of Supervisors, and
adopted findings that it will serve the public necessity, convenience and welfare. Pursuant to
Planning Code Section 302, the Board adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said
Resolution is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 150790, and is

incorporated by reference herein.

Section 2. The Planning Code is hereby amended by adding Sections 411A, 411A.1,
411A.2, 411A.3, 411A4, 411A.5, 411A.6, 411A.7, and 411A.8, to read as follows:
SEC. 4114. TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE.

Sections 411A4.1 through 411A4.8 (hereafier referred to collectively as “Section 41147) set forth

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

SEC. 411A4.1. FINDINGS.

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

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

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

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

periods. "

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

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

City’s transportation network,

(c) Starting in 2009, the 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”). The fee would offset impacts of Development Projects, both residential

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

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

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

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

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

apply to both residential and non-residential Development Projects in the City. While the Nexus
Study found that all new>land uses in San Francisco will generate this increased demand for
transportation, the Board finds that it is in the public interest to exempt some uses from
payment of the fee, in order to promote other important City policies and priorities, such as
affordable housing, small businesses and charitable organizations. The Board finds that
Hospital and Medieal-Health Service projects, however, are generally of such scope and size
that they create a substantial demand for transportation infrastructure and services, and

therefore, they should contribute to the TSF to meet this demand.
(e) In accordance with the TSF Nexus Study, Section 4114 imposes a citywide

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

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

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

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

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

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen, Cohen, Farrell
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will be incurred by SEMTA and other iransportation agencies serving San Fraricisco to meet the

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

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

throughout the City.

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

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

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

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

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

is incorporated herein by reference.

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

of providing transportation infrastructure_and service to the population associated with the new

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

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

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

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

transportation demands imposed on the City by new Development Projects.

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

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

Act"), as follows:

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

transportation system by new Development Projects.

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

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

generated by new development in the City.

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen, Cohen, Farrell
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(3) There is a reasonable relationship between the proposed uses of the TSF and the

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

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

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

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

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

SEC. 411A4.2. DEFINITIONS.

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

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

Development Fee): TSF (Transportation Sustainability Fee).

SEC. 4114.3. APPLICATION OF TSF.

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

the City that results in:

(1) More than twenty new dwelling units;

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

existing group housing facility;

(3) New construction of a Non-Residential or-PBDR use in excess of 800 gross

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

or

(4) New construction of a PDR use in excess of 1,500 gross square feet, or
additions of 1,500 gross square feet or more to an existing PDR use; or

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen, Cohen, Farrell .
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(45) _Change or Replacement of Use, such that the rate charged for the new use is

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

the TSF or TIDF.,

(6) Change or Replacement of Use from a Hospital or a Health Service to
any other use.

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

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

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

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

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

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

otherwise exempted under Section 4114,

(2) Redevelopment Projects and Projects with Development Agreements.

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

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

the extem"pavment of the TSF would be inconsistent with such Redevelopmeni Plan or Development

Agreement.

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

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

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

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

DUrposes.

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

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

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

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen, Cohen, Farrell
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(6) Small Businesses. Each Change of Use from PDR to Non-Residential, or

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

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

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

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

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

(7) Charitable Exemptions.

(4) The TSF shall not apply to any portion of a project located on a property

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

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

Taxation Code Section 214. However, any Hospital or Health Medieal Service Post-Secondary
Educational-nstitution that requires an Institutional Master Plan under Section 304.5 of the 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.

(GB) Any project receiving a Charitable Exemption shall maintain its tax

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

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

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

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

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen, Cohen, Farrell
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MBC) Ifaproperty owner fails to pay the TSF within the 90-day period, a

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

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

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

Building Code.

(ED) _The Zoning Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a

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

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

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

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

(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

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

accordance with Section 1074.13.3 of the San Francisco Building Code.

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen, Cohen, Farrell
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ed) Application of the TSF to Projects in the Approval Process at the Effective Date of

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

effective date of Section 4114, except as modified below:

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

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

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

A 2) Projects that have filed g Development Application or environmental review
application on Or before j j ton July 21, 2015, but and have not

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

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

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

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

HBE-and TSF but pay the applicable TIDF rate per Planning Code Sections 411.3(e) and 409, as

well as any other applicable fees.

(3) ___ Projects that have not filed a Development Application or environmental
review application afterbefore July 242, 2015, and file the first such application on or after

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

(A) Residential Uses subiject to the TSF shall pay 100% of the
applicable residential TSF rate, as well as any other applicable fees.

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen, Cohen, Farrell
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(B) The Non-residential or PDR portion of any project shall pay 100%
of the applicable Non-residential or PDR TSF rate, as well as any other applicable fees. be

(e)  Effect of TSF on TIDF and Development Subject to TIDF.

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

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

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

exceptions:

(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 Successor Agency to the

Redevelopment Agency, that is valid and effective on the effective date of Section 4114, and that by its

terms would preclude the application of Section 411A, and instead allow for the application of Section

411 et seq.

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

Development Projects that are in the approval process as of the effective date of Section 4114, and for

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

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

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

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

2) Notwithstanding subsection (f8)(1) above, if the City Attorney certifies in writing

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

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

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

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen, Cohen, Farrell
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City Attorney shall cause to be printed appropriate notations in the Planning Code indicating that the

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

(3) The City Attorney’s certification referenced in subsection (¥e)(2) above shall be

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

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

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

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

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

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

411A4. Further, the City Attorney shall cause to be printed appropriate notations in the Planning Code

indicating the same,

SEC. 4114.4. CALCULATION OF TSF.

(a) Calculation. The TSF shall be calculated on the basis of the aumber-of-amount of

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

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

Development Project, as provided in the Fee Schedule set forth in Section 411A4.5, except as provided

in subsections (b)-(e) and-He), below. An accessory use shall be charged at the same rate as the

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

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

applications for building permits to evade paving the TSF for g single Development Project,

(b) Chdn;ze or Replacement of Use. When calculating the TSF for a development project in

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

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

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

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen, Cohen, Farrell
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(c) _ Calculation Method for Residential Uses. Areas of Residential use within a
project that creates no more than 99 dwelling units shall pay the fee listed in Table 411A.5.
When a project creates more than 99 dwelling units, the fees for areas of Residential use shall
be calculated as follows: The number of dwelling units greater than 99 shall be divided by the
total number of dwelling units created to determine the proportion of the project represented

by those dwelling units. The resulting guotient shall be multiplied by the total gross floor area
of Residential use in the project. The resulting product represents the number of gross square

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

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

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

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen, Cohen, Farrell
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(d) Calculation Method for Hospitals. For any project creating a new Hospital use, or

expanding an existing Hospital use, as defined in Section 102 of this Code, the number of Gross
Square Feet that shall be used to calculate the TSF shall be calculated by the following formula:

Net increase of licensed inpatient beds in the City and
County of San Francisco created by the proposed Hospital
GSF of New use for the associated licensed hospital operator
X

X (
Hospital Use Total number of existing licensed inpatient beds in the City
and County of San Francisco for the associated licensed
hospital operator

This formula calculates the number of gross square feet of the new Hospital use,
multiplied by the ratio of the net increase of licensed inpatient beds in the City and County of
San Francisco resulting from the proposed Hospital use for the associated licensed hospital
operator fo the total number of existing licensed inpatient beds in the City and County of San
Francisco, including licensed beds at one or more locations, for the associated licensed hospital
operator. The gross square feet resulting from this formula shall be subject to the TSF rate set
forth in Table 411A.5.

(e) Calculation Method for Changes or Replacements of Use, from a Hospital to any
other use. If a Hospital use that was previously subject to the TSF undergoes a Change or
Replacement of Use to any other use, the rate applicable to the new use shall be applied to any

gross square feet of previous Hospital use that was excluded from the fee calculation per the
formula established in Section 411A.4(d).

SEC. 411A.5. TSF SCHEDULE.

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen, Cohen, Farrell
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Development Projects subject to the TSF shall pay the following fees, as adjusted annually in

accordance with Planning Code Section 409(b).

Table 411A4.5, TSF Schedule

Land Use Categories

ISF(1)yPerGross-Square-Foot-{gsf)
of Development-Project

Residential, 21-99 units

Residential, any-all units above 99 units

$ 7.74 for all gsf of Residential use in the
first 99 dwelling units (see Section
411A.4(c) above).

$ 8.74 for all gsf of Residential use in all

dwelling units at and above the 100% unit

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

Non-Residential, except Hospitals and
Medical-UsesHealth Services, 800-99,999

asf

Non-Residential, except Hospitals and
Medical-UsesHealth Services, any-all gsf

above 99 999 gsf

Non-Residential-Hospitals

$ 18.04 for all gsf of Non-Residential uses
less than 100,000 gsf.

$ 19.04 for all gsf of Non-Residential use
greater than 99,999 gsf.

$18.74 ennetnewbed-area—asper

calculation method set forth in Section

411A.4(d).

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen, Cohen, Farrell
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Nen-Residential-Medieal-UsesHealth $11.00 for all gsf ef Medical-Uses above

Services, all gsf above 12,000 gsf 12-,000 gsf
Production, Distribution and Repair 3761

SEC. 4114.6. TSF EXPENDITURE PROGRAM

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

. 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 411A4.6A. TSF Expenditure Program

Transit Capital Maintenance

Subtotal 61%

Transit Service Expansion & Reliability Improvements — San Francisco

Subtotal . 32%

Transit Service Expansion & Reliability Improvements — Regional Transit

Providers

Subtotal 2%
Complete Streets (Bicycle and Pedestrian) Improvements

Subtotal 3%
Program Administration 2%

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen, Cohen, Farrell
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Total

100.0%

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 411A4.6B. TSF Expenditure Program in Rincon Hill and Visitacion Valley

Transit Capital Maintenance

Subtotal 61%
Transit Service Expansion & Reliability Improvements — San Francisco
Subtotal 35%
Transit Service Expansion & Reliability Improvements — Regional Transit
Providers
Subtotal 2%
Complete Streets (Bicycle and Pedestrian) Improvements
Subtotal 0%
Program Administration 2%
Total 100.0%

SEC. 4114.7. TSF FUND

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

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

Government Code Section 66006 of the Mitication 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

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen, Cohen, Farrell
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maintenance projects, transit capital facilities and fleet, and complete streets (pedestrian and bicycle)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

way, physical protection of bicycle facilities from motorized traffic, bike sharing, bicycle parking, and

traffic calming. Proceeds from the TSF may also be used to administer, enforce, or defend Section

411A4.

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

Every five three years, or sooner if requested by the Mayor, the Planning Commission, or
the Board of Supervisors, the SFMTA shall update the TSF Economic Feasibility Study. This update

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

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

Code.

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

SEC. 411. TRANSIT IMPACT DEVELOPMENT FEE.

(a) Sections 411.1 through 411.9, hereafter referred to as Section 411.1 ef seq., set
forth the requirements and procedures for the TIDF. The effective date of these requirements
shall be the date the requirements were originally effective or were subsequently modified,

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

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

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

4114, Accordingly, Section 4114.3(e) suspends, with certain exceptions, the operation of Section 411

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

Section 4. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Section 401, to read as
follows: |
'SEC. 401. DEFINITIONS.

* % kK

“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.

L

“Development Application” shall mean any application for a building permit, site permit,

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

Sections 309, 309.1, or 322.

LI

“Hope SE 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 markei-rate units may be constructed as a means to cross-subsidize newly needed -

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

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

which includes Assessor’s Block 4367, Lots 004 and 0044; Block 42204, Lot 001, Block 4222, Lot 001
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and Block 4223, Lot 001; and the Sunnyvdale / Velasco Project, which includes Assessor’s Block 6310,

Lot 001; Block 6311, Lot 001: Block 6312, Lot 001; Block 6313, Lot 001; Block 6314, Lot 001, and

Block 6315, Lot 001.

A Section 5. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Section 406, to read as
follows:
SEC. 406. WAIVER, REDUCTION, OR ADJUSTMENT OF DEVELOPMENT
PROJECT REQUIREMENTS.
(a) Waiver or Reduction Based on Absence of Reasonable Relationship.

(1) The sponsor of any development project subject to a development fee or
development impact requirement imposed by this Article may appeal to the Board of
Supervisors for a reduction, adjustment, or waiver of the requirement based upon the absence
of any reasonable relatidnship or nexus between the impact of development and either the
amount of the fee charged or the on-site requirement.

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

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

takes final action on the project approval that assesses the requirement. The appeal shall set
forth in detail the factual and legal basis for the claim of waiver, reduction, or adjustment.

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

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

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

shall promptly transmit the nature and extent of the réduction, adjustment or waiver to the
Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI and the Unit shall modify the Project Development
Fee Report to reflect the change.

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

(1) An affordable housing unit shall receive a waiver from the Rincon Hill
Community Infrastructure Impact Fee, the Market and Octavia Community Improvements
Impact Fee, the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee, the Balboa Park Impact
Fee, and the Visitacion Valley Community Facilities and Infrastructure Impact Fee, and the

Transportation Sustainability Fee, if the affordable housing unit:

‘ (A) is affordéble to a household at or below 80% of the Area Median Income (as
published by HUD), including units that qualify as replacement Section 8 units under the
HOPE SF program; |

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

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

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

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

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

fee reduction from z‘hé TSF, applicable both to the affordable housing units and the markei-rate units

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

Area agre otherwise subject to dll other applicable fees per Article 4 of the Planning Code.
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(4) Residential uses within projects where all residential units are affordable to households

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

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

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

(35) This waiver clause shall not be applied to units built as part of a developer's
efforts to meet the requirements of the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program, exd-Sections

415 or 419 of this Code—or any units that trigger a Density Bonus under California Government

Code Sections 65915-65918.

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

the Visitacion Valley Community Facilities and Infrastructure Impact Fee-_and the Transportation

Sustainability Fee.

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

shall update the schedule of waivers or reductions accordingly.
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Section 6. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Section 410, to read as

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

Commencing on July 1, 2011, and every five fiscal years thereafter in conjunction with
the Annual Citywide Development Fee and Development Impact Requirements Report
described in Section 409, above, the Director and the Controller shall jointly prepare and
publish a comprehensive report on the status of compliance with this Article, compliance of
any development fees in this Article with the California Mitigation Fee Act, Government Code
section 66001 et seq., including making specific findings .regardinrg any unexpended funds,
the efficacy of existing development fees and development impact requirements in mitigating
the impacts of developm.ent projects, and the economic impacts of existing development fees

and development impact requirements on the financial feasibility of projects and housing

affordability in particular,_taking into account, to the extent possible, the feasibility of the fees
in different areas of the City-neighborhoeds. In such report, the Director and Controller may

recommend any changes in the formulae or requirements or enforcement of any area-specific
or Citywide development fee or development impact requirement in this Code, prepare
additional economic impact studies on such changes or recommend that additional nexus
studies or financial feasibility analyses be done, to improve the efficacy of such fees br
requirements in mitigating-development impac{s or to reduce any unintended deleterious
economic or social effects associated with such fees or requirements. In making their joint
report and recommendations, the Director and the Controller shall consult with the Directors of
OEWD, MOH, the MTA, or other agency whose fees are affected and shall coordinate the

report required by this Section with any other development fee evaluations and reports that
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this Article requires to be performed. The Director and the Controller shall present the Report
to the Commission at a public hearing and to the Land Use & Economic Development

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

Section 87. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sections 418.3, 420.3
and 424.7.2, to read as follows:

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

* % %k k%

SEC. 418.3. APPLICATION.

(c) Fee Calculatipn for the Rincon Hill Community Infrastructure Impact Fee. For
development projects for which the Rincon Hill Community Infrastructure Impact Fee is
applicable:

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

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

Schedule in Table 418.3B.

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

* k Kk %
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SEC. 420.3 APPLICATION OF VISITACION VALLEY COMMUNITY
IMPROVEMENTS FACILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE FEE

* % X %

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 TDR units to exceed ah 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.

Section #8. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sections 421.3, 422.3,
423.3, 423.5 and 424.3, and deleting Section 421.7, to read as follows:
SEC. 421. MARKET AND OCTAVIA COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FUND.

* k kK

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 Conﬁmunity 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.
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SEC. 422. BALBOA PARK COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FUND.

* %k k%

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 422.3B.

SEC. 423. EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS IMPACT FEES AND PUBLIC BENEFITS
FUND. |

SEC. 423.3. APPLICATION OF EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS INFRASTRUCTURE
IMPACT FEE.

* % %k
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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 423.3B.

* % k %

SEC. 423.5. THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS
FUND.

* %k * %

Table 423.5
BREAKDOWN OF USE OF EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS
COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FEE/FUND BY
IMPROVEMENT TYPE*
Dollars Dollars Received From
Imorovement Tvoe Received From Non-
P yp Residential Residential/Commercial
Development Development
Complete Streets:
Pedestrian and
Streetscape 31% 34%
Improvements,
Bicycle Facilities
Transit 10% 53%
Recreation and 47 5% 6%
Open Space
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Childcare 6.5% 2%
Program .
Administration 5% 5%

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

423.5A

Table 423.5A

BREAKDOWN OF USE OF EASTERN

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

HOUSING ZONES

_ Dollars Dollars Received From
Received From Non-
Improvement Type - Residential Residential/Commercial
Development Development

Affordable Housing '

preservation and 75% n/a

development

Complete Streets:

Pedestrian and

Streetscape 4% 36%

[mprovements,

Bicycle Facilities

Opern-Space-and o o

P , 10% 6%

Transit 6% 5385%

Recreation and Open 10% 6%

Space —

Podestrian-and

Streetscape 4% 4%

I HpFOvEIeHLs

Program o o

administration 5% 5%

* ok ok K
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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.
(iiy All uses in any Development Project within the Van Ness and Market

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

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

9:1.

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

SEC. 421.1. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS SUPPORTING THE MARKET AND
OCTAVIA COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FUND.
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(b)  Findings. The Board of Supervisdrs 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 ‘(T SF Nexus Study), dated May, 2015, both on

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

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

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

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

under this Section.

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

*oxox ok

(b) Finding's. 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,
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and the Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (TSF Nexus Study), dated May, 2015, bothk on

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

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

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

under this Section.

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”), arnd the San
Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014,
and the Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (TSF Nexus Study), dated May, 2015, botk on

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

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

Streetscape Findings, Childcare Findings, axd Bicycle Infrastructure Findings, and Transit

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

under this Section.

* kK %

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
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the need for offsetting open space for relief from the physical presence of larger buildings.
Additionally, the FAR bonus provisiohs 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 fo 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 (TSF Nexus Study), dated May, 2013, betk on file with

the Clerk of the Board in Files Nos. 1507149 and 150790, and, under Section 401A, adopts the

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

Findings, Childcare Findings, axd Bicycle Infrastructure Findings, and Transit Findings, and

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

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

read as follows:

SEC. 401A. FINDINGS.

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

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

botk on file with the Clerk of the Board in Files Nos. 150149 and 150790, and 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 fou* five infrastructure categories:
Recreation and Open Space-, Childcare, Streetscape and 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 developmeht 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:

* Kk k)

(5) Transit Findings: See Section 4114,
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(36) Additional Findings. The Board finds that the Nexus Anralysis Analyses
establishes that the fees are less than the cost of mitigation and do not include the costs of
remedying any existing deficiencies. The City may fund the cost of remedying existing
deficiencies through other public and private funds. The Board also finds that the Nexus Study
Analyses establishes that the fees do not duplicate other City requirements or fees. Moreover,
the Board finds that #his these fees is are only one part of the City’s broader funding strategy to

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

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

Section 4011. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after
enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the
ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board

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

Section 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

appears under the official titie of the ordinance. Specifically, the Board of Supervisors

recognizes that Ordinance No. 200-15 (File No. 150790), was enacted on November 25,
2015, and has not vet become effective. This Ordinance does not supersede any portion of
Ordinance No. 200-15 except as specifically provided herein, consistent with the Note.

Section 411A.9 from Ordinance No. 200-15 was not included in this Ordinance, but was

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen, Cohen, Farrell
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adopted by Ordinance No. 200-15, and should be included in the final codification of Section
411A.

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

By:

ANDREARUIZ-ESQUIDE
Deputy City Attormey

n:\legana‘\as2015\1500870\01065432.docx

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Wiener, Breed, Christensen
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FILE NO. 151121

REVISED LEGISLATIVE DIGEST
(12/1/2015, Amended in Board)

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

e 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.

e 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.

e 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 hospltals $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 Ordinance also sets forth an Expenditure Plan, with five broad expense categories of
projects among which the TSF funds must be allocated, while giving priority to specific
projects identified in the different Area Plans. These categories are Transit Capital
Maintenance; Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Improvements (both for San
Francisco and Regional Providers); Complete Streets (Bicycle and Pedestrian) Improvements;
and Program Administration. The Ordinance speCIfles 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 Codes, including changes to some of the Area Plans sections.
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Backaround 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. Atthe 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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Hospital Gouncil

of Northern & Central California

Excellence Through Leadership & Collaboration
December 1, 2015

Angela Calvillo, Clerk o

Office of Clerk for the Board of Supervisors ; i
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 N T
San Francisco, California 94102 i@ —
Subject: File No. 151121 duplicated from 150790 ‘ =k

Establishing a New Citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee , r

Dear Clerk Calvillo: | =

On behalf of the Hospital Council of Northern and Central California (the “Hospital
Council”) and its many community-serving, not-for-profit members, we wish to thank the Board
and involved staff for meeting with us to hear our concerns about the proposed Transportation
Sustainability Fee (“TSF”’). We are appreciative of the opportunity to participate in the process,
and look forward to working productively with the City to ensure transportation/transit facilities
are expanded to keep up with and serve the needs of future development.

Through our discussions, the Board and the Hospital Council considered a host of
proposals to include hospital development in the TSF. Ultimately, the parties developed a
proposal that acknowledges in part the charitable nature of these Hospital and Health Service
uses. This letter seeks to assist in providing future guidance as to TSF’s application.

Specifically, with respect to charitable Hospital uses, the Board’s current proposal would
assess a TSF of $18.74 for additional gross square footage associated with net new licensed
inpatient beds for the hospital operator. For example:

Hospital Operator A owns two hospitals in San Francisco (Hospital 1 and Hospital 2).
Hospital 1 has 100 beds and Hospital 2 has 150 beds.

Hospital Operator A builds a new hospital building in a new location, which is not adjacent
to either Hospital 1 or Hospital 2. The new hospital will have 300,000 square feet and
house 150 inpatient beds. Hospital 1 will cease operations, while Hospital 2 will reduce its
capacity to 125 inpatient beds upon the construction of the new hospital.

In this situation, the TSF will be calculated based on the net new beds:

25 increase of licensed inpatient beds
$18.74 TSF x 300,000 gross square feet x 250 total existing licensed inpatient beds
= $18.74 TSF x 30,000 gross square feet

= $562,200 total TSF due
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If, on the other hand, Hospital Operator A does not increase its number of licensed
inpatient beds, we understand that it would not be required to pay any TSF. Also, we understand
that if the new construction was on a site adjacent to Hospital 1, the square footage of Hospital 1
would be subtracted from the new square footage to arrive at the additional gross square footage
that would then be subject to the above-described formula.

For Health Service uses, the Board’s current proposal would apply a reduced TSF of
$11.00 for all additional gross square feet above 12,000 square feet. Accordingly, if Hospital
Operator A sought to expand a currently existing primary care clinic from 8,000 square feet to
21,000 square feet by building on an adjacent lot, it would be required to pay based on the
additional gross square feet of 13,000 square feet, less the 12,000 square feet exempted from the
TSF, i.e., 1,000 square feet. The TSF in this situation would be $11,000.

We thank the Board for working with us on this important issue.

Sincerely,

RN ) A
V2oL Lol o

David Serrano Sewell, Regional :
Hospital Council of Northern Central California

cc: Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors
San Francisco Hospital CEOs
Art Sponseller, President & CEO, Hospital Council
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September 11, 2015

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk
Honorable Supervisor Wiener
Board of Supervisors

City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 244

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

Re: . Transmittal of Planning Department Case Number 2015-009096PCA:
Establishing a New Citywide Transportation Sustamablhty Fee
Board File No. 150790

Planning Commission Recommendation: Approval with Modifications

Dear Ms. Calvillo and Supervisor Wiener:

On September 10, 2015, the San Francisco Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public
* hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the proposal introduced by Supervisors Scott
Wiener, Breed, and Christensen to: create a new Planning Code Section 411A; amend Planning

1650 Mission St.

Suite 400
San Francisco,

CA94103-2479 .

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax
415.558.6408

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377

Code Sections 411 (Transit Impact Development Fee), 401 (Definitions), and 406 (Waiver,

Reduction, or Adjustment of Development Project Requirements); and to make other conforming
-amendments to the Area Plan Fees in Planning Code Article 4. At the hearmg, the Planning
Comrmssxon recommended approval with modifications.

The proposed amendments have been determined to be not a project under the California
Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15378(b)(4) and is thus exempt from environmental
review. Pursuant to San Francisco’s Administrative Code Section 8.12.5 “Electronic Distribution of
Multi-page Documents”, the Department is sending electronic documents and one hard copy.
Additional hard copies may be requested by contacting Lisa Chen at (415)575-9124.

Supervisor, please advise the City Attorney at your earliest convenience if you wish to incorporate
the changes recommended by the Commissions.

Please find attached documents relating to the action of the Planning Commission, as well as a
resolution issued by the SFMTA Board of Directors and a list of Board and public comments heard
at their September 1% meeting. If you have any questions or require further information please do
not hesitate to contact me,

Manager of Legislative Affairs

www.sfpla‘n?n%.org
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., - Transmital Materials ' CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA

Establishing a New Transportation Sustainability Fee
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cc: ‘

Andres Power, Aide, Supervisor Wiener’s Office

Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney

Andrea Ruiz-Esquide, Deputy City Attorney

Nicole Elliot, Mayor's Director of Legislative & Government Affairs

Attachments (two hard copies of the following):

Planning Commission Resolution

SFMTA Board of Directors Resolution No 15-123 .

SFMTA. Board of Directors September 1+t Meeting: Summary of Board Member & Public Comments
Planning Department Executive Summary :

SAN FRANCISCO ’ 2
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Planning Commission
Resolution No. 19454
- HEARING DATE SEPTEMBER 10, 2015
Project Name: Establishing a New Transportation Sustainability Fee
Case Number: 2015-009096PCA [Board File No. 150790] '
. Initiated by: Mayor Lee and Supervisor Wiener, Supervisor Breed, and Supervisor
' Christensen / Substituted September 8, 2015
Staff Contact: Lisa Chen, Planner, Citywide Division
" lisa.chen@sfgov.org, 415-575-9124
Reviewed by: Adam Varat, Senior Planner, Citywide Division
adam.varat@sfgov.org, 415-558-6405
Recommendation: Recommend Approval '

RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPT A PROPOSED
ORDINANCE AMENDING THE PLANNING CODE BY ESTABLISHING A NEW CITYWIDE
TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE AND SUSPENDING APPLICATION OF THE
EXISTING TRANSIT IMPACT DEVELOPMENT FEE, WITH SOME EXCEPTIONS, AS LONG
AS THE TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE REMAINS OPERATIVE; AMENDING

. SECTION 401 TO ADD DEFINITIONS REFLECTING THESE CHANGES; AMENDING

SECTION 406 TO CLARIFY AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND HOMELESS SHELTER
EXEMPTIONS FROM THE TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE; MAKING
CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO THE AREA PLAN FEES IN ARTICLE 4 OF THE
PLANNING CODE; AFFIRMING THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT'S DETERMINATION
UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT, AND MAKING FINDINGS,
INCLUDING GENERAL FINDINGS, FINDINGS OF PUBLIC NECESSITY, CONVENIENCE

1650 Mission St.

Suite 400
San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6400
Planning

Information;
415.558.6377

AND WELFARE, AND FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND THE

'EIGHT PRIORITY -POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1.

WHEREAS, on September 8, 2015 Mayor Lee and Supervisors Wiener, Breed, and Christensen introduced
a proposed Ordinance under Board of Supervisors (hereinafter “Board”) File Number 150790, which

would amend the Planning Code to establish a new Transportation Sustainability Fee (hereinafter TSF)

and suspend application of the current Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF), with some exceptions,
for as long as the TSF is in effect; and :

. WHEREAS, San Francisco is a popular place to work, live and visit, plécing 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

www.sfplarpipg.org



Resolution 19454 , . CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA
September 10, 2015 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 (the “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 and non-residential development project in the City; and

WHEREAS, This fee would help foset impacfs of both residential and non-residential development
projects on the City’s transportation network, including impacts on transportation infrastructure that -
support pedestrian and bicycle travel; and

WHEREAS, The TSF rates take into consideration the recommendations of a TSF Economic Feasibility
Study that analyzed the impact of the TSF on the feasibility of development projects throughout the City;
and : :

WHEREAS, The TSF Expenditure Plan will help enable the San Francisco Municipal Transportation A
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, The TSF 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, 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 not a project under the
California Environmental Quality Act, as a “government funding mechanism or other governmeit 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 Plannihg Commission (hereinafter ”Cornmissioﬁ”) conducted a duly noticed public
hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the proposed Ordinance on 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 may 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 reviewed the proposed Ordinance; now, therefore, be it

* SAN FRANCISCO : 2
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Resolution 19454 ’ CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA
September 10, 2015 Establishing a New Transportation Sustainability Fee

MOVED, that the Planﬁing Commission hereby recommends that the Board of Supervisors approval the
proposed ordinance with the following modifications:

_1. Grandfather residential projects before July 1, 2014 with a 50% fee reduction and residential

projects after July 1, 2014 with a 25% fee reduction; ' ' '

2. Exempt non-profit secondary institutions that require a full Institutional Master Plan from paying

" the fee; '

3. Apply the fee to non-profit hospitals that require a full Institutional Master Plan;

4. Request that the Board consider fee rates of up to 33% of nexus, subject to further analysis of
development feasibility;

5. Request that the Board consider graduated fee rates based on area/neighborhood of the city,
and/or consider removing the area plan fee reduction; and,

6. .Require economic fea.sibility analysis updates every three years rather than five, and include the
Planning Commission as an entity that may request analyses sooner.

FINDINGS

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: -

7.

10.

11.

-Substantial investments in infrastructure are needed to address the predicted demands on the

transportation system and street network generated by new growth.

The TSF is an efficient and equitable method of providing funds to address the transportation
demands imposed on the City by new development projects, and is projected to generate
approximately $1.2 billion in revenue over the next 30 years, of which approximately $420
million would be new revenue.

The TSF rates were set to maximize revenues for transportation and complete streets without
making developments too costly to build, and were based on the findings of the TSF Nexus Study
and TSF Economic Feasibility Study.

General Plan Compliance. The proposed amendments to the Planning Code are not addressed
in the General Plan; the Commission finds that the proposed Ordinance is not inconsistent with
the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan.

Planning Code Section 101 Findings. The proposed amendments to the Planning Code are
consistent with the eight Priority Policies set forth in Section 101.1(b) of the Planning Code in
that: :

SAN FRANCISCO 3
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Resolution 19454 . CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA
- September 10, 2015 Establishing a New Transportation Sustainability Fee

SAN FRANCISCO

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 serving retail uses and

will not impact opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of neighborhood—serz}ing
retail.

That existing housing and neighborhood character be consexrved 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.

‘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.

That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking;

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

That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors
from dlsplacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for
resident employment and.ownership in these sectors be enhanced;

The proposed Ordinance would not cause displacerient 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.

That the City achieve the greatest p0531ble 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.

That the landmarks and historic buildings be preserved;
The proposed Ordinance would not have an impact on the City’s Landmarks and historic buildings.

That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from
development; '

The proposed Ordinance would not have an impact on the City's parks and open space and thezr access

- to sunlight and vistas.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 4
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Resolution 19454 CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA
September 10, 2015 Establishing a New Transportation Sustainability Fee

>

8. Planning Code Section 302 Findings. The Planning Commission finds from the facts presented
that the public necessity, convenience ‘and general welfare require the proposed amendments to
the Planning Code as set forth in Section 302.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission hereby recommends that the Board ADOPT
the proposed Ordinance as described in this Resolution.

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

Jonas?. Ionin
Commission Setretary

AYES: Fong, Wu, Antonini, Hillis, Johnson, Moore, Richards
- NOES:
ABSENT:

~ ADOPTED:

SAN FRANCISCO . l 5
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_ EXecutive Summary

Planning Code Text Change
HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 10, 2015

Project Name: Establishing a New Citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee

Case Number: 2015-009096PCA [Board File No. 150790}
Initiated by: Mayor Lee, Supervisor Wiener, Superviéor Breed, and
‘ Supervisor Christensen / Substituted July 28, 2015
Staff Contact: Lisa Chen, Planner, Citywide Division
- lisa.chen@sfgov.org, 415-575-9124
Reviewed by: Adam Varat, Senior Planner, Citywide Division
adam.varat@sfgov.org, 415-558-6405 -
Recommendation: Recommend Approval
PLANNING CODE AMENDMENT

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

Overview: The Transportation Sustainability Program (TSP)

San Francisco is a popular place to work, live and visit, placing strains on the City’s existing
transportation network. The City is projected to grow substantiélly over the next 25 years — by
2040, up to 100,000 new households and 190,000 new jobs are expected in San Francisco.! Without
enhancements to our transportation network, this growth will result in more than 600,000 cars on
our streets — or more than all the cars traveling each day on the Bay and Golden Gate bridges
combined. If we don’t invest in transportation improvements citywide, we can expect
unprecedented gridlock on our streets, and crowding on our buses and trains.

The City is addressing the need to enhance and expand the syste:ﬁ in a comprehensive way,
including making multiple public investments in key projects such as:-

1 Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), Projections 2013.

www.sflapning.org
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Executive Summary . ’ CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA

Hearing Date: September 10, 2015 Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF)
. Transit capital and operational investments (Central Subway, Muni Forward, Bus
‘ Rapid Transit Projects, etc.)
. Bicycdle 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 accomimodate new growth, and creating a policy
framework for private development to contribute to minimizing its impact on the transportation
system, including helping to pay for the system’s enhancement and expansion. The TSP is a joint
effort by the Mayor's Office, the San Francisco Planning Department, the San Francisco County
Transportation Authority and the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMI’A),
comprised of the fo]lowmg three components:

1. Invest: Fund Transportation Improvements to Support Growth. The proposed
Transportation Sustainability Fee (“TSE”) 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 new development on the transportation system under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This reform has been prompted by
California State Bill 743, which requires that the existing Level of Service (LOS)
transportation review standard be replaced ‘with a more meaningful metric such as
Vehicles Miles Traveled (VMT). The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR)
and the Secretary of Natural Resources are currently working to develop the new
transportation review guidelines, and are expected to release new CEQA guidelines in
2016.

3. Shift: Encourage Sustainable Travel. This component of the TSP will help manage
demand on the transportation network through a Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) Program, making sure new developments are designed to make it easier for new
residents, visitors, and workers to get around more easily without a car. The City will
create a consolidated menu of TDM options to help developers design projects that
encourage more environmentally-friendly fravel modes such as transif, 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 investment in transportation infrastructure.
They also passed Proposition B, which is projected to contribute about $300 million for
transportation over the next 15 years. These funds are dedicated to improving the City’s existing
transportation infrastructure and do not materially address the need to expand the system'’s
capacity, which will be required to accommodate new growth. '

The TSF would provide additional revenue to help fill the City’s transportation funding gap. The
TSF would replace the current Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF; Planning Code Section
411), which is a citywide impact fee on nonresidential development, and would expand
applicability to include both larger market-rate residential and nonresidential wuses.
Developments would pay the proposed fee, contributing a portion of their fair share to help pay
for transportation system expansion and efficiency measures to serve the demand created by new
residents and workers.

On May 15, 2012, Mayor Lee, along with co-sponsoring Supervisors Wiener and Olague,
introduced a previous ordinance to establish a Transportation Sustainability Fee [BOS File no.
120524], which was proposed to replace the TIDF and expand applicability to residential and -
nonprofit uses. At that time, the fee was contemplated as both a mitigation fee under CEQA and -
a development impact fee, and a draft nexus study and economic feasibility study were
developed.

The TSF was reintroduced by Mayor Lee and co-sponsoring Supervisors Wiener, Breed, and
Christensen on July 21, 2015. As part of the new proposal, the City and the San Francisco County
Transportation Authority have reconfigured the program and are now proposing the TSF as a
development impact fee only. This proposal includes an updated nexus study and economic
feasibility study (Exhibits D and E, respectively), as well as an expenditure plan that would
allocate funds towards categories of projects intended to offset impacts of new development on
the City’s transportation network, including transit capital maintenance, transit expansion and
reliability, and pedestrian and bicycle projects.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,
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; WalkSF; residential and commercial real estate
" developers; participants in the Muni Equity Strategy Working Group — including Chinatown
Community Development Center, Transit Riders, Senior & Disability Action, Council of
Community Housing Organizations; SPUR; BOMA; San Francisco Labor Council; the Small
Business Commission, and others. A full schedule of outreach meetings and public hearings is

2The Complete Streets nexus was established by the Citywide Nexus Study available at:
http:/fwww.sf-planning.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 this process when drafting the
proposed legislation. ~

The Way It Is Now:

The Transit Impact Development Fee, or TIDF (Section 411), is an impact fee levied on most non-
residential development citywide and serves as. the City’s primary mechanism to offset the
impacts of new development on the transportation system. Revenue generated by the fee is
directed to the SEMTA and used to fund Muni transit capital and preventive maintenance. First
enacted in the Downtown area by local ordinance in 1981, the fee has been amended in 2004,
2010, and 2012 to expand both the geographic scope and the types of development subject to the
fee, in recognition that a broad range of uses have impacts on the City’s transit system. The TIDF
rates are applied to seven non-residential economic activity categories as follows:

Table 1. Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF)

(2015 Rates)
Use Fee [$/GSF]
Management, Information, and Professional Services $13.87
Retail/Entértainment $14.59
Cultural/Institution/Education $14.59
Medical $14.59
Visitor services $13.87
Museum . $12.12
PDR $7.46 ‘

The TIDF does not apply to residential uses, and currently there is no citywide transportation
impact fee on residential uses. However, in many plan areas, both residential and nonresidential
Pprojects pay an area plan impact fee that allocates a portion of revenues to transportation within
the specific Area Plans. Many of these area plans also.allocate a portion of funds to complete
streets projects (such as pedestrian safety and bicycle projects); however, there is currently no
citywide impact fee dedicated to complete streets projects.

The TIDF also exempts properties owned and operated by non-profits (through a Charitable
Exemption process per Section 411.8) and by the city, state, and federal governments. Projects
that fall within a redevelopment plan or an area covered by an existing development agreement
are also exempt, to the extent that application of the fee would violate the terms of that plan or
agreement, ‘
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Required payment of the TIDF is triggered by an application for any of the following:
s New construction of 800 square feet or greater;
e 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 rate.

A prior use credit is avajlable for existing uses on the project site, as long as such uses were an
approved and active use within five years prior to the date of the development application.

Finally, the existing TIDF includes a Policy Credit program (Section 411.3(d)(2)) that may reduce
or eliminate the fee burden for some projects if they reduce onsite parking supply or if they
qualify as a small business (defined as a business that is less than 5,000 square feet; formula retail
uses are ineligible). Credits are available first-come, first-served on an annual basis, until the
annual limit is reached (equal to 3% of the total anticipated TIDF revenue for the current fiscal
year). '

The Way It Would Be:

Proposed TSF Fee Rates

If adopted, the TSF would replace the current TIDF for as long as the TSF remains in effect. It
would apply to commercial developments, large market-rate residential developments, and large
non-profit universities (those that are required to submit a full Institutional Master Plan per
Section 304.5). Under the TSF, there would be no change in the status quo for the vast majority of
nonprofits, who would continue to be eligible for a Charitable Exemption. The TSF would
‘consolidate land use categories into residential, non-residential, and PDR, consistent with other
Planning Code impact fees. Table 2 shows the proposed fee TSF rates and how they compare to
.the current TIDF rates.

Table 2. TYIDF vs. TSF Proposed Fee Schedule

Existing: Proposed:
Transit Impact Development | Transportation Sustainability Fee
A Fee (TIDD) . (TSP
Use , [$/GSF] [$/GSF]
Residential n/a $7.74
Nonresidential $13.87 - $14.59 $18.04
PDR $7.46 $7.61

These proposed fee amounts were informed by two reports: the San Francisco Transportation
Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (“TSF Nexus Study”) and the San Francisco Transportation
Sustainability Fee Economic Feasibility Study (“TSF Economic Feasibility Study”). The TSF
Nexus Study - describes the total cost to the City of providing transit service to the new
population, based on the increased transportation demand from new development. The TSF
Economic Feasibility Study evaluated the potential impact of a range of fee levels on new
development, to determine how high fees could be set without making projects too costly to

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 716 5



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

Executive Summary
Hearing Date: Septemiber 10, 2015

build. See the following sections for further discussion of how the proposed fee amounts were
established.

The legislation would require the City to update the TSF Economic Feasibility Study every five
years, or sooner if requested by the Mayor or the Board of Supervisors. This update will analyze
the impact of the TSF on the feasibility of development throughout the city.

TSF Nexus Study

The proposed fee rates are based on two technical documents — the TSF Nexus Study and the TSF
Economic Feasibility Study. The TSF Nexus Study, developed by Urban Economics, is intended
to meet the requirements of the California Mitigation Fee Act. (California Government Code
Section 66000 et seq). This statute establishes requirements and principles for local jurisdictions to
impose certain fees as a condition of development approval. One of the requirements is that the
local jurisdiction establish a reasonable relationship or “nexus” between the impacts of new
development and the use of the proposed fee. '

The TSF Nexus Study identified a range of transportation projects that will be needed to serve
new growth and established that the total cost to the-City of providing these services through
2040 is as follows:

Table 3: Maximum Justified TSF! per Building Square Foot (2015 dollars)

Use Transit* | Complete streets? Total
Residential $22.59 - $8.34 $30.93
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) $80.68 $6.74 $87.42
Production, Distribution, $22.59 $3.48 $26.07
Repair (PDR)

1. The TSF Nexus Study describes the maximum amount of development impact fees that can be charged for transit
and complete streets projects, inclusive of citywide fees (e.g. TIDF, TSF) and any area plan impact fees that include a
fransit or complete streets component. . .

2. Includes transit capital maintenance and transit capital facilities.

3. Nexus established in the San Francisco Citywide Nexus Study (2014). Includes bicycle facilities plus pedestrian and
other streetscape infrastructure.

The nexus study methodology involved estimating the demand for new infrastructure, based on
a consistent set of development estimates for 2010 and land use projections for 2040. These
estimates are converted to trip generation estimates and used to evaluate the impact of
development on the transportation system, and subsequently, the cost of new infrastructure
needed to address this demand. Further information on the land use and trip generation
‘assumptions used to establish the maximum justified TSF rates can be found in Appendix A of
the TSF Nexus Study.?

3 Residential trip generation calculations are based on housing umnit 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. In order to understand the implications of the fee on new development, the City
also commissioned a TSF Economic Feasibility Study to help determine the ultimate fee rates.

TSFE Economic Feasibility Study

. The concurrent TSF Economic Feasibility Study, conducted by Seifel Consulting, helped inform
what fee levels would maximize transportation revenues, without sfifling development or
causing housing and commercial real estate costs to increase substantially. The study evaluated
the potential impact of the proposed TSF on new residential and non-residential developments
citywide, by modeling the financial feasibility of ten development prototypes (seven residential,
three nonresidential) under several fee scenarios, representing fee rates ranging from 100% to
250% of levels initially proposed in the 2012 TSF proposed ordinance. This translates to a range of
$6.19 - $15.48/GSF for residential uses and $14.43 - $36.08/GSF for nonresidential uses.

The economic feasibility study found that the current market could support $7.74/GSF for
residential uses and $18.04/GSF for non-residential uses citywide, or roughly 125% of the levels
proposed in 2012 (accounting for cost inflation). These fees would amount to an increase of
roughly 1 to 2% of construction costs for residential developments, and less than 1% of
construction costs for nonresidential projects, depending on project and construction type. The
. study found that this would not have a major impact on overall project feasibility or resulting
housing costs in neighborhoods where most new development is occurring.

The study also found:that raising the TSF above these proposed amounts could inhibit
development feasibility in some areas of the city and for some project types. New development in
certain neighborhoods in the City — such as the western neighborhoods and outer Mission — have
lower than average price levels and rents and may not be financially feasible given the current
high cost of construction relative to potential revenues. While the TSF itself will not cause these
developments to be infeasible, it may further distance these areas from development feasibility.
As the City wants to ensure that new housing and other development can occur in these areas,
. the study recommended setting fees no higher than what was ultimately proposed in the TSF
ordinance. As part of the TSF proposal, the City will renew the economic feasibility analysis
every five years — or sooner if requested by the Mayor or the Board of Supervisors — to ensure
that the fee levels are appropriate. ’

The following Table 4 illustrates the proposed TSF rates compared to the maximum justified
nexus amounts identified in the TSF Nexus Study, taking into consideration the contribution of
area plan fees which may include expenditures that fall under the transit and complete streets
nexus categories. :

and employment density factors that are consistent with the Planning Department’s land use allocation tool, with the
exception of office development. Office trip generation calculations utilize the TIDF trip generation rate and an
employment density factor that blends the citywide factor with the récent figure identified in the Central SoMa draft EIR
analysis, which found that the area has higher employment densities than the city average (see Table A-3 of the TSF
Nexus Study for more information). ’ .
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Table 4. Proposed Fees compared to Transit and Complete Streets Nexus

Transit: "Complete streets:
Proposed TSF | Total fees as a % of maximum | ‘Total fees as a % of maximum

Use ($/GSF) justified nexus? justified nexus?
Residential $7.74 33% - 34% 3% - 99%
) (in area plans: 33% - 34%) (in area plans: 30% - 99%)
Non- $18.04 21% - 32% . 8% -89% -
residential (in area plans: 22% — 32%) (in area plans: 18% —89%)
PDR $7.61 . '32% - 33% 7%

(in area plans: 32% - 33%) (in area plans: 7%)

1. “Total fees as a % of maximum justified nexus” includes portions of area plan impact fees that are dedicated to transit
and complete streets projects, with the exception of the Transit Center District Plan area. That area plan fee (the Transit
Center Transportation & Street Improvement Fee) has a separate nexus designated for specific projects meant to address
the substantial impacts on transit associated with areas developed to such a high level of density.

TSF Applicability and Exemptions .
The proposed TSF would apply to any development project that results in:
¢  More than 20 new dwelh‘ng units

¢ New group facilities, or additions of 800 gross square feet or more to an existing
group housing facility

e New construction or additions of non-residential or PDR uses greater than 800-gross
square feet

e . Changes/replacement of use from a category with a lower fee rate to a category with
a higher fee rate

The following table summarizes how these fee triggers compare to the current TIDE.

Table 5: Fee Triggers, TIDF vs. Proposed TSF

Development ’
Type TIDF Fee Trigger ' Proposed TSF Fee Trigger

Non-residential | New construction of 800 sf or greater | New construction of 800 sf or greater
and PDR ‘

Additions of 800 sf or greater Additions of 800 sf or greater
Residential n/a Any development (new construction or
(not assessed on residential) additions) that results in more than 20 new
' units

New group housing facilities or additions of
800 sf or more to an existing facility

Changes of use | All changes of use of 800 sf or greater | All changes of use,
except for small businesses
(see below)
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Under the proposed TSF, the following types of development would be exempt from paying the
fee. Many of these exemptions are intended to ensure that the TSF is aligned with other atyw1de
policy goals (e.g. increasing production of affordable housing).

s 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 units are income-
restricted. Inclusionary housing units as required under Section 415 would still be
subject to the fee.

¢ HOPE SF projects, mdudmg market—rate and affordable units, and non-residential
square footage.

. »  Small businesses (< 5,000 square feet) applying for a change of use from PDR to Non-
Residential, except formitla retail.

o Non-profit institutions (same as existing TIDF), except for large non-profit
universities that are required to subnut a full Institutional Master Plan (Section
304.5).

o Non-profit hospitals would continue to be exempt. However, the ordinance
proposes that the Board of Supervisors may vote to apply the TSF to
hospitals when California’s Seismic Safety Law requirements are exhausted
(currently estimated for 2030).

e Projects that fall within a redevelopment plan or area covered by a development
agreement, to the extent that application of the fee would violate the terms of that
plan or agreement (same as existing TIDF). '

«  City-, state-, and federally-owned projects (same as existing 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. This 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 credits program currently in the TIDF, which is a
first-come, first-served program to reduce or eliminate fees for small businesses and projects that
reduce onsite parking. The TSF proposes a small business exemption that would, in effect,
expand the existing policy credit system and apply it to all qualifying small businesses, obviating
the need for a credit. The TSF would not provide any reduction or credit for projects that reduce
onsite parking. The existing policy credit system does not serve as an adequate incentive for
developers to reduce their parking supply, as the available credits are very limited in scope and
are typically expended early in the year. However, parking reduction is being contemplated as
one of the tools that may be included in a future Transportation Demand Management program,
which is another 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 portion of revenues to be allocated to transit
and/or complete streets projects. Under the TSF proposal, residential projects in some area plans
may be eligible for a reduction of their area plan fee, which can help offset some of the cost of the
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 6 Residential Fee Increases in Area Plans Under Proposed TSF (2015 fee rates)

Net new residential fee
Area plan residential | . (Proposed TSF Rate,
feereduction |  Less area plan fee reduction)
Plan area . ($/GSF) ($/GSF)
Outside of Area Plans $0.00 $7.74
Eastern Neighborhoods
Tier 1 $0.97 . $6.77
Tier 2 $1.46 $6.28
Tier 3 . $1.94 $5.80 |
Balboa Park $1.17 $6.57
Market & Octavia $2.40 $5.34
Van Ness & Market SUD $4.00 $3.74
Visitacion Valley? - $0.00 $7.74
Rincon Hillt $0.00 $7.74
Transit Center District Plan (TCDP)2 '
Tier 1 (FAR below 1:9) ) $0.00 $7.74
Tier 2 (FAR 1:9 t0 1:18) $0.00 : $7.74
Tier 3 (FAR above 1:18) $0.00 $7.74
1. The area plan fees for Visitacion Valley and Rincon Hill do not include a component for transit, so there would be no area plan fee
2. %ﬁ:ﬁo&n’m District Plan is not eligible for an area plan fee reduction. The Transit Center Transportation and Street Improvement
Fee is designated to address the substantial impacts on transit associated with development to such a high degree of density.
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Grandfathering of Projects in the Development Pipeline

The proposed legislation includes a grandfathering provision for projects that are currently under
review by the City, in recognition of the fact that such projects may not have anticipated the cost
of the TSF when making past financial decisions about their development projects. The
grandfathering proposal is as follows: '

o Projects that have received a planning entitlement: these projects would not be subject
to the TSF, but would be subject to the TIDF and pay the existing TIDF rates.

o Projects that have submitted a development apphcatlon, but have not received an
entitlement: .
o Residential projects would pay 50 percent of the new TSF rate,
o Non-residential and PDR projects would be subject to the TIDF, and would pay the
full amount of the existing TIDF rate.

Projects would continue to be subject to any other existing applicable impact fees, such as Area
Plan impact fees.

TSF Expenditure Plan

The TSF is projected to generate a total of approximately $1.2 billion in over 30 years. If the fee is
not adopted, the TIDF would generate about $24 million a year on average for transit capital and
maintenance projects. The TSF is expected to generate an additional $14 million a year in revenue
— resulting in over $400 million in net new revenue over 30 years. It will expand eligible
expenditures to include t{ransit 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 & Grandfathering! ($7,700,000) ($230,000,000)
. Net new revenue under proposed TSF $14,000,000 - $420,600,000
Total TSF $38,000,000 $1,170,000,000
1. Includes projected revenue loss due to exemptions for affordable hotising, small residential (< 20 units), small
businesses, and non-profits, plus grandfathering for projects in development pipeline.
2. Figures are rounded to nearest $1000.

Tables 8 and 9 show how the TSF expenditure program would be allocated among project types.
TSF revenue would help fund projects that fall within these categories, such as (but not limited
to): the expansion of the Muni fleet, reliability and travel time improvements projects, upgrades
to Muni maintenance facilities, improvements to regional transit (such as retrofitting BART train
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cars to provide more space for passengers and bikes), and improvements to bike and pedestrian
infrastructure.

Table 8. TSF Expenditure Program (Proposed Table 411A.6A)
(except Rincon Hill and Visitacion Valley)

Project type - % expenditure
Transit Capital Maintenance (Replaces current TIDF expenditures) 61%
Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Improvements - SF 32%
Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Improvements - Regional 2%
Complete Streets (Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements) 3%
Program Administration ' 2%

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

Project type " % expenditure
Transit Capital Maintenance (Replaces current TIDF expenditures) 61%
Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Improvements-S5F - 35%
Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Improvements - Regional 2%
Complete Streets (Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements) 0%
Program Administration 2%
1. The TSF expenditure plan in Rincon Hill and Visitacion Valley area plans does not allocate funds to
complete streets, as these area plan fees do not include any transit expenditures and already allocate a
high proportion of funds to complete streets improvements.

Fee 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. 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 each category, which
will be reviewed at the City’s Capital Planning Committee.

In order to respond to community feedback that projects should prioritize areas where significant
growth is anticipated to occur, language was added in the substitute ordinance (introduced July
28, 2015) specifying that the expenditure plan shall give priority to transportation projects
identified in area plans.
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Other amendments to-the Planning Code

The fee proposal also includes technical clean up language to clarify definitions, ensure accurate
application of the fee, and provide cross-references where necessary. These changes include
modifications to impact fee definitions (Section 401) and fee waivers and exemptions applicable
to affordable housing (Section 406(b)), as well as conforming language in the area plan impact
fees (Sections 418, 420, 421, 422, 423, 424, and 424.7).

ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS

TSF Public Outreach and Comment

City staff conducted outreach on the TSF to key stakeholders who would be impacted by the fee,
including: Citizen Advisory Committees (SFMTA, SFCTA, Eastern Neighborhoods, Market &
QOctavia); SFCTA Board; Housing Action Coalition, Chamber of Commerce, Residential Builders
Association, BART, Hospital Council, SEMTA Board Policy and Governance Committee and Full
Board, San Frandsco Bicycle Coalition, Walk SF, residential and commercial real estate
developers, participants in the Muni Equity Strategy Working Group — including Chinatown
Community Development Center, Transit Riders, Senior & Disability Action, Council of
Community Housing Organizations; SPUR; BOMA; San Francisco Labor Council; the Small
Business Commission, and others. 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 1= meeting, as did the Small Business Commission at their
. August 24% meeting. Most stakeholders, including residential developers, expressed support for
the legislation and acknowledged that new development needs to coniribute to fund
transportation improvements. Stakeholders raised several issues during the public outreach, as
follows:

Smuall Businesses

The Small Business Commission had questions about the applicability of the fee, particularly as it
relates to the 5,000 square foot threshold. Similarly, the Chamber of Commerce had questions
about the applicability of the fee to changes of use as well as to formula retail. Staff met with
representatives from the Chamber of Commerce and presented at two Small Business
Commission meetings at the end of August to address these concerns. At the August 24t hearing,
the Small Business Commission voted unanimously to issue a resolution in support of the
Transportation Sustainability Fee, without modifications.

 Area Plan CACs

Members of the Market/Octavia and Eastern Neighborhoods Commumity Advisory Committees
(CACs) expressed general support of the overall fee concept. They also indicated a desire to
“ensure that funding would be allocated to projects within the respective area plans. To address
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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 fransportation system, and they were generally supportive of the
proposed TSF amounts. However, some developers noted that the grandfathering rates for
residential uses were set too high (initially proposed at 75% of the TSF rate, versus 50% in the
current proposal) which could make some projects currently in the development pipeline
infeasible. Further, some residential builders noted that the fee might disproportionately burden
smaller residential projects, which led to the development of the fee exemptlon for projects 20
units and smaller.

Transportation & Other Advocates

.Finally, some advocates have expressed concerns with respect to the fee not being high enough,
the grandfathering provisions being too expansive, and the middle-income exemption being too
lenient (targeting households that earn up to 150% of AMI). They also requested that the fee be
assessed on space dedicated to accessory parking, which is not currently considered as part of
gross square footage for the purpose of calculating Planning Code impact fees. As described
above, the fee amounts were set based on the findings of the TSF Economic Feasibility Study,
with the goal of maximizing transportation revenues while maintaining economic feasibility in a
range of neighborhoods around the city. See the “Basis for Recommendation” section below for
further discussion of these findings.

Potential Modifications to the Ordinance

As part of the continued public outreach process that occurred in August (coinciding with the
recess at the Board of Supervisors), 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 adophon, rejection,
~ or adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors,

LANRING DEPARTMENT
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RECOMMENDATION

The Department recommends that the Commission recommend upproval of the proposed
Ordinance and adopt the attached Draft Resolution to that effect.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The proposed TSE is projected to generate approximately $1.2 billion in revenue for
transportation and complete streets projects to accommodate the City’s expected growth, which
represents over $400 million net new revenue above current TIDF and Area Plan impact fees.
This revenue would help address funding needs identified by the TSF Nexus Study and the
Mayor’s Transportation Task Force, and would support the City’s Transit First Policy by funding
more transit vehicles, faster and more reliable transit, and safer streets for all users. During the
development of the TSF, outreach was conducted with key stakeholders to inform them about the
fee and solicit feedback, much of which has been incorporated in the proposed ordinance.

Combined with the other two components of the Transportation Sustainability Program, the TSF
would ensure that new developments are doing their part to contribute to improve the
transportation system, as well as minimize their impacts by encouraging more sustainable modes
of travel. If adopted, the TSF would-be the first citywide transportation fee on residential uses,
ensuring that market-rate residential developers throughout the city are paying to improve the
transportation. system to serve new growth. The fee would also represent the first citywide fee to
fund complete streets improvements, which will be allocated to projects that improve safety and
comfort for pedestrians and 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 that fee amounts above those proposed in the TSF
ordinance could negatively impact development feasibility for some project types and in some
areas of the city. Further, the study noted that if the real estate market were to experience a
downturn such that future revenue growth is insufficient to cover construction and other
development costs, new development will be more sensitive to higher impact fees. For these
reasons, the study recommended that the TSF be established at no more than 125% of the 1mt1al
fee levels, which is consistent with the fee amounts proposed in the TSF ordinance.

Similarly, the TSF grandfathering proposal for residential projects was developed to ensure that
the fee does not cause projects currently in the pipeline to become infeasible. Members of the
development community acknowledged the need for additional transportation funding, but
indicated that payment of 75% of the fee (the amount initially proposed during the outreach
process) would be difficult for projects already in the development pipeline that haven’t
budgeted for this cost in their pro formas. However, they indicated that most residential projects
could likely support a 50% fee amount.

o . enr | 726 15
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Although stakeholders have voiced feedback that the income criteria for the proposed middle-
income exemption is too high, staff from the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community
Development (MOHCD) have confirmed that the 150% AMI threshold is appropriate and
consistent with the agency’s eligibility criteria for the Middle Income Rental Housing Program.*

Finally, in response to stakeholder comments, staff have investigated whether impact fees could
be assessed on space devoted to accessory parking. They found that charging such uses cannot
be justified by the TSF Nexus Study, as the study did not include an analysis of whether the
amount of accessory parking has a corresponding impact on increased demand for transportation
services. However, as mentioned above, parking reduction may be one of the tools considered as
part of the Transportation Demand Management program currently under development by the

City.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The proposal to create a new Planning Code Section 411A; amend Planning Code Sections 411
{Transit Impact Development Fee), 401 (Definitions), and 406 (Waiver, Reduction, or Adjustment
of Development Project Requirements); and 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.

RECOMMENDATION: Recommendation of Approval

Attachments:

Exhibit A: Draft Planning Commission Resolution

Exhibit B: Board of Supervisors File No. 150790

Exhibit C: CEQA Findings :

Exhibit D: San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) Nexus Study

Exhibit E: San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Economic Feasibility Study
Exhibit F: TSF Stakeholder Outreach List

Exhibit G: Public Comments

4 More information on the Middle Income Rental Housing Program. is available at: http:/sf-
moh.orgfindex.aspx?page=1411.

SAN ERANCISCO
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- SAN FRANCISCO
MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY
‘ BOARD OF DIRECTORS

RESOLUTION No. 15-123

WHEREAS, San Francisco is a popular place to work, live and visit, placing strain on the
City’s existing transportation network; and,

WHEREAS, Since 1981, the City has imposed a Transit Impact Development Fee (“TIDF”)
on new development in the City, first limited to office space in the downtown core, and expanded to
most non-residential uses citywide in 2004; and

WHEREAS, Starting in 2009, the City and the San Francisco County Transportation
Authority have worked to develop a comprehensive citywide transportation fee and supporting nexus
study (the “TSF Nexus Study”); and

WHEREAS, The TSF Nexus Study concluded that all new land uses in San Francisco will
generate an increased demand for transportation infrastructure and services, and recommended that
the TSF apply to both residential and non-residential development project in the City; and

‘WHEREAS, This fee. would help offset impacts of both residential and non-residential
development projects on the City’s transportation network, including impacts on transportation
infrastructure that support pedestrian and bicycle travel; and,

WHEREAS, As part of implementation of the TSP, the Board of Supervisors has pending
before it legislation that would amend the City’s Planning Code by establishing a new Section 411A,
imposing a citywide transportation fee, the Transportation Sustainability Fee, which will help enable
the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (“SFMTA”) and other regional transportation
agencies serving San Francisco to meet the demand generated by new development and thus maintain
their existing level of service, and

WHEREAS, Section 411A will require sponsors of development projects in the City to péy a
fee that is reasonably related to the financial burden such projects impose on the City’s transportation
network; and

. WHEREAS The TSF is an efficient and equitable method of prov1dmg funds to address the
transportation demands imposed on the City by new development projects; and

WHEREAS, Every five years, or sooner if requested by the Mayor or the Board of
Supervisors, the SFMTA will update the TSF Economic Feasibility Study, analyzing the 1mpact of’
the TSF on. the feasibility of development, throughout the City and

WHEREAS, The TSF would replace the TIDF, suspending the TIDF as long as the TSF
remains in effect; and
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' PAGE 2.

WHEREAS, Subject to economic conditions, the TSF is projected to generate approximately
$1.2 billion in revenue over the next 30 years, of which approximately $430 million would be new
revenue; and

WHEREAS, The Planning Department determined that the proposed legislation is not a
project under the California Environmental Quality Act, as a “government funding mechanism or
other government fiscal activities which do not involve any commitment to any specific project
which may result in a potentially significant physical impact on the environment.” (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15378(b)(4)); now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, That the SEMTA 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.

W/émmf;

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 leglslatmn 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:
s Fee should be higher.
» Should charge for accessory parking.

_Tyler Frisbee (San Francisco Bicycle Coalition):
e Strongsupport.
e Fee should be higher.
» Should charge for accessory parking.

Tim Colen (SF Housing Action Coalition):
e Supportive.
e TFees cannot go higher.
e _ Fees should be spent to provide improvements local to development projects.

730



SFMTA Board Hearing: September 1, 2015
Item 12: Recommending that the Board of Supervisors approve legislation estabhshmg the
Transportation Sustainability Fee.

Summary of Board Member & Public Comments

Board Member comments:

Cheryl Brinkman:
o Explain the accessory parkmg issue and why it is not con51dered part of Gross Floor Area
when assessed impact fees.
e How often does TSF get updated?
s Supportive; Fee could be higher.

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

Gwyneth Borden:
e LOSreform is exciting.

e Hospitals which have completed thelr seismic requirements should pay the fee once
completed.

¢ (Can developers do in-kind contributions with TSF?

e Consider charging more TSF for projects that build above certain parking thresholds.

e Consider reducing/waiving the fee for universities not expanding their total student
population - universities building student housing is good for the transportation system.

Joel Ramos:
e Recognize that this program is part of a broader set of solutions.
e Consider establishing transit benefit assessment districts.
-« Want to encourage affordable housing.

Public Comment:

Members of the public expressmg support: Cathy DeLuca, Howard Strassner, Tyler Frisbee, Tim
Colen.

Members of the public expressing opposition: Herbert Weiner

Members of the public expressing neither support nor 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 TNCs?

Should have mitigations at the point of origin.

Need regional bus service.
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SFMTA Board Hearing: September 1, 2015
Item 12: Recommending that the Board of Supervisors approve leglslanon establishing the
Transportation Sustainability Fee.

Kathy DeLuca (Walk SF):

e 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 Bicycle Coalition):
e Strong support.
e Fee should be higher.
o Should charge for accessory parking.

Tim Colen (SF Housing Action Coalition):
e Supportive.
e . Fees cannot go higher.
s Fees should be spent to provide improvements local to development projects.
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City Hall
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

July 29,2015

File No. 150790

Sarah Jones '
Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, 4" Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Jones:
On July 28, 2015, Mayor Lee introduced the following legislation:

File No. 150790

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

This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review.

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

AL

. By: Andrea Ausberry, Assistant Cler
Land Use & Transportation Committee

Attachment . : Statutory Exemption under CEQA Section 15273 Rates,
Tolls, Fares, and Charges - the establishment,
modification, structuring, restructuring, or
%pfé:oval of rates, tolls, fareé and other charges..

c. Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning

i. Digitally slgnied by Joy Navarrete
J O N a V a r r e t e DN: cn=Joy Navatrete, o=Planning, ou=Environmental
2 Planning, emall=joy.navarrete@sfg ov.org, e=US

Date: 2015.08.13 08:37:42 -07'00°
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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 tesidential development. The TIDF funds costs’
associated with increased transit service provided by the San- Francisco
Municipal Transportation Agency (SEMTA) to accommodate development
impacts, including capital facilities, fleet expansion, and capital maintenance.

The only other current City transportation impact fees are separdte fees
imposed in specific plan areas (e.g. Bastétn Neighbothoods infrastructure
impact fee). These fees apply to both residential and most non-tesidential
development within plan areas. Nontesidential development projects
cuttently pay these atea plan fees in addition to the TIDF.

This report presents the technical analysis (“nexus study”) necessaty fot the
City to update the TIDF and support adoption of the proposed
Transportation Sustainability Fee (T'SF) that would replace the TIDF. The
'ISF would replace and expand the TIDE’s applicability to include tesidential
development projects. The use of TSF revenues would expand to include
bicycle facilittes and pedestrian and other streetscape infrastructure in
addition to existing uses of the TIDF for public transit.

By adopting and implémenu'ng the TSF the City would achieve the following
three objectives:

1. Replace the existing TIDF and expand its application to residental
development and cettain major institutions.

2. Expand the use of this citywide transportation impact fee to include
bicycle facilities and pedestrian and other streetscape infrastructure to
address transportation impacts from new development.

3. BEstablish a maximum justified transportation impact fee for all
development whether or not subject to an area plan transportation fee in
addition to the citywide TSF.

Growth Projections

Current projections indicate that over the.next 30 years the number of
housing units in the City will increase by 27 percent and employment by 35
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percent.! Increased population and employment citywide from new
development will generate increased auto and transit trips as well as increased
bicycle and 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 areas of the City that are -also expected to experience the most
development. Pedestrian activity will also increase in congested areas.
Increased ttavel from new development will directly affect the petformance
of the City’s transportation system.’

Table E.1 provides a summaty of the growth projections used in the nexus
study. “Non-ISF Development” primarly refers to major projects not
subject to the TSF because of separate development or other cohtractual
agreements or whose impacts are regulated by other agencies. “TSF
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 (jobs) are within one percent of citywide totals
estimated by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). See’
Tables A.1 and A.2 in Appendix A for details.

" Includes major projects not subject to the TSF because of separate
development or other contractual agreements or whose impacts are
regulated by other agencies, plus an estimate of constructed,.entitled, or
approved projects from 2010 through 2014 that would be too far along in
the development process to have a new fee applied to them.

Sources: Table 2.4.

1See 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 mote
automobiles. Instead, the City’s Transit First policy ditects investments to

transit, bike, and pedestrian modes of travel to improve transportation

services within the City and shift travel away from the use of single-occupant

autos. The policy thus benefits all travel modes: when commuters choose to

travel by transit, bicycle, or walking they benefit from improvements to these

facilities; when they choose to 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 pedesttian facilities.
The TSF would have three components: (1) transit capital maintenance, (2)
transit capital facilides (including fleet expansion), and (3) complete streets
(bicycle, pedestrian, and other streetscape infrastructure). These thtee
components atre desctibed in the following sections.

- SFMTA Transit Capital Maintenance Component

The transit capital maintenance component of the TSF is based on the same
methodology used to calculate the maximum justified rates for the cutrent
TIDE. If adopted the TSF would replace the TIDF with revenues continuing
to support SEFMTA service expansion. The relationship between -
development and the transit capital maintenance component is summatized
below:

¢+ Need for transit capital maintenance: The impact of development on
the need for additional transit capital maintenance is based on
maintaining the existing transit level of 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 houts) to the level of
transportation demand (measured by number of auto plus transit ttips).
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 transit
vehicle maintenance to increases the availability of vehicles that provide
transit service. SEMTA’s transit vehicles include motor coaches (buses),
trolley coaches (electric buses), light rail vehicles, historic streetcars, and
cable cars. Improved vehicle maintenance directly increases revenue’
setvice hours by reducing the amount of time that 2 vehicle is out of
service.
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¢’ Proportional cost: The TSF vaties in direct proportion to the amount of
ttip generation of each development project.

Transit Capital Facilities Component

The transit capital faciliies component of the TSF is based on a list of
. currently planned capital projects and programs needed to accommodate
increased transit demand from new development. Examples include transit
fleet expansion, improvements to increase SFMTA transit speed and
reliability, and improvements to regional transit opetators such as BART and
Caltrain. The relationship between development and the transit capital
faciliies component of the TSF is summatized below:

¢ Need for expanded transit capital facilities: The impact of
development on the need for expanded transit facilities is caused by
increased transit and auto trips. The fair share cost of planned transit
facilities is allocated to TSF development based on ttip generation from
TSE development as a percent of total trip generation setved by the
planned facility (including existing' development and development not
subject to the TSE).

For example, if a bus rapid transit project will imptrove setvice for both
existing and new development then the cost allocated to the fee is the
share of total trips in 2040 associated with TSF development. Altetnately,
if a fleet expansion project only serves growth then the cost allocated is
the TSF development share of trips from growth only (ISF plus non-
'ISE development).

¢ Use of TSF transit capital facilities component revenue: The benefit
to development from the use of fee revenues is based on funding new ot
expanded transit capital faciliies to support increased transit setvices
including improved vehicle availability.

¢ Proportional cost: The TSF varies in direct proportion to the amount of
trip generation of each development project.




Complete Streets Component

The complete streets component of the TSF would fund the enhancement
and expansion of bicycle facilities as well as pedesttian and other streetscape
infrastructure to accommodate growth. This component of the TSF is
equivalent to maintaining the existing amount of sidewalk space per
pedesttian 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 Frandisco Citywide Nexcus

© Analysis completed in March 2014.> The pedestrian LOS is based on
sidewalk space pet capita. As growth occuts mote investment is needed
in pedestrian and other streetscape infrastructute to offset the congestion

caused by more pedestrian trips.

¢ Use of TSF complete streets revenue: The benefit to development
from the use of fee revenues is based on enhancing and expanding
pedestrian and other streetscape infrastructure. Revenues may also be

used for bicycle capital facilities.

¢ Propottional cost: The TSF vaties in ditect proportion to the amount of

service population of each development project.

TSF Summary

Table E.2 provides 2 summary of the maximum justified TSF for each fee
component describe above. The two transit components ate summed
because they apply to the same type of facility and to enable compatison 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 cutrently
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 faciliies and services, and likewise for complete streets.
The City may choose to impose any amount up to the maximum justified

amount for either ot both of the two components.

2 San Francisco Planning Department, San Franisco Citywide Nexus Analysis, March 2014,

ESE
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Table E.2: Max1mum Justified TSF per Buﬂdmg Square Foot

(2015 dollars)
Complete
Transit’' Streets® Total
Residential ~ $22.59 $8.34 $30.93
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) $80.68 $6.74 $87.42
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) $22.59 $3.48 $26.07

! Includes transit capital maintenance and transit capital facilities.

2 Includes bicycle facilities plus pedestrian and other streetscape
infrastructure.

Source: Table 6.1.

TSF Implementation

The TSF is part of a larger effort, the proposed Transit Sustainability
Program (ISP). 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 ovetlap with othet TSP requitements or in any way double charge
development projects for the same .impact. Based on the cutrent proposal,
the TDM component of the TSP is focused on reducing vehicle miles
-travelled from new development whereas the TSF is focused .on
accommodating increased transit, bicycle, and pedestrian ttips from new
development. The TDM component would include a wide range of measures
to encourage travel by transit, bicycle, and pedesttian modes and thus
increase the need for the expanded facilities and setvices funded by the TSE.

Transportation fees within plan areas, e.g. Eastern Neighborhoods, may
overlap with the TSF depending on the types of impacts 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, ahd defines several key concepts and methods.’

Background

In the City and County of San Francisco (the City) the only current citywide
transportation impact fee is the Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF).*
The City first adopted the TIDF in 1981 and imposed it only on downtown
office development only to fund increased transit services requited to setve
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 setvice (including capital
facilities, fleet expansion, and capital maintenance costs) incurred by the San
Prancisco 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. Eastetn
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-quarter of the City’s projected
development over this 30-year planning hotizon will be exempt from the
existing TIDF or the proposed TSF. In most cases, this development is
subject to an adopted development agreement that requires implementation
of a substantial array of transportation mitigation measures and other
tequirements identified during the environmental review and planning
entitlement process for each project. For example, the City has entered into
development agreements establishing transportation mitigation and
improvement tequirements with the Candlestick Point — Hunters Point
Shipyatd Phase II and the Treasure Island— Yetba 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 cootrdination with the San Francisco County
Transpottation Authority (SECTA) and the San Francisco Planning Department.

4 San Frandisco Planning Code, Section 411.
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At this ime, based on cutrent 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 ateas® plus the
TIDF, or (3) no transportation impact fee in the case of residential
development outside plan areas (because the TIDF is only imposed on
nontesidential development).

Purpose of Report

This report presents the technical analysis (“nexus study”) needed to support
the City’s adoption of a citywide development impact fee for the following
transportation services and facilities:

¢ Transit capital maintenance
¢ Transit capital facilities

¢ Complete streets (bicycle facilities plus 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.° The nexus for the complete streets component
is based on the Sa# Frandsco Citywide Nexus Analysis prepared by the San
Francisco Planning Department in March 2014. The transit capital facilities
compenent is a new nexus analysis that relies substantially on recent capital
planning studies completed by SEMTA.

By adopting and unplemenﬂng the Transportation Sustmnablhty Fee (TSE)
the City would be able to achieve the following 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 pedesttian and other streetscape infrastructure, in
addition to impacts on transit service.

3. RBstablish a maximum justified transportation fee for all development
whether or not subject to an area plan transportation fee in additon to
the citywide TSF.

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

6 Cambridge Systematics (with Urban Economics), Sa# Francisco Transit Impact Developmmz‘ Fee Update, February
2011 (adopted in 2012).
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The TSF would be part of a larger effort, the Transpottation Sustainability
Program (ISP). In addition to the TSF, the TSP would include, if adopted,
(1) a transportation demand management (TDM) program for new
development projects, and (2) revision to the City’s policies regarding
evaluation of transportation impacts under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA).

This report describes the nexus analysis and documents the findings required
by the Mitigation Fee Act (the Act)’ for the City’s adoption of the TSF. The
putpose of the TSF would be to fund transportation system improvements
that accommodate citywide development impacts caused by increased
demand for auto, transit, bike, and pedestnan travel generated by new
development.

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

¢ Impact of development: Reasonable relationship 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 transpottation services
provided by expanded transit capital maintenance, fleet and facilities, plus
complete streets infrastructure to be funded with fee revenues.

¢+ DProportional cost: Reasonable relationship between the impact of a
development project and the total cost (maximum justified fee) attributed
to the project.

Together these three key findings define the “nexus” between a development
ptoject, the fee paid, and the benefits received. The nexus study also
documents the use of fee revenues as tequited 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 subséquent sections of the California Government
Code. ’
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Citywide Transportation System

San Francisco has a mature, built-out transportation netwotk providing
tights-of-way (streets, sidewalks, bike paths, and sepatate light rail corridors)
for all modes of travel. On a typical weekday, this network accommodates
about 3.2 million ttips to, from, ot within the City.* The current share by
mode is shown in Figure 1.1. Mode is the type of transportation used to
complete a ttip such as private auto, transit, walking, ot bicycling,

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

& Private Auto
¥ Transit

= Walk

EBike

s Taxi

WTNC*

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

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

The SEMTA is responsible for all modes of surface transportation within the
City including public transit, bicycling, pedestrian planning, accessibility,
pakag and traffic management, and taxi regulaﬁon The transportation
system is the citywide network of public facilities® that support transportation
services for all modes of travel (auto, transit, bicycle, and pedesttian). The

8 The data cited refets to “t:tips”, not “trip ends”, as explained in the Trip Generation section of Chapter 2.

9 Ptivate parking lots, shuttlcs ride hailing companies, and garages and a few private streets are the only non-

_public components of the City’s transpottation facilities. -
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SEMTA secks to provide mobility for its customers through whatever mode
they choose.

The Municipal Railway (Muni) is San Francisco’s extensive local transit
system and is the largest SEMTA operating division. San Francisco is the
nation’s second most densely populated major city, and Muni is one of the
most heavily ridden transit systems on a pet capita basis. The system has ovet
700,000 boatdings on an average weekday. Muni focuses on serving
downtown employment centers- during the morning and afternoon peak
petiods and also provides cross-town and neighborhood setvice. With 73 bus
toutes and tail lines neatly all city tesidents are within two blocks of a2 Muni
stop. With nearly 1,000 vehicles the Muni fleet is unique and includes historic
streetcats, biodiesel and electric hybrid buses, electric trolley coaches, light
rail vehicles, patatransit cabs and vans, and cable cats.

~ The SFCTA setves as the county congestion managemént 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 respect 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 ate
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 highways (Interstate 280 and Hwy. 101) extending south.
Caltrans owns and operates the freeways and funds maintenance of the local
highway netwotk within San Francisco, including Hwy. 101 (Van Ness
Avenue and Lombard Street), Hwy 280, Hwy. 1, and Route 35 (Skyhne ~
Boulevard).

Thete is also a transit rail tunnel under the Bay operated by Bay Atea Rap1d
Transit (BART) and terminals to accommodate ferry travel. The ptimary
regional transit operators that serve the City include:

_* Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (“AC Transit” setving Alameda

and Contra Costa counties)

* Bay Area Rapid Transit District (“BART” serving Alameda, Contra
~ Costa, and San Mateo counties)

* Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and Transportation Disttict (“Golden
Gate Bus” and “Golden Gate Ferry” serving Matin and Sonoma
counties)

* Peninsula Cotridor Joint Powers Board (“Caltrain™ setving San Mateo
and Santa Clara counties)
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* San Mateo County Transit District (“SamTrans”).

* San Prancisco Bay Area Water Emergency Transportation Authority
(“WETA” or “San PFrancisco Bay Ferry” setving Alameda, Matin, and
San Mateo counties)

Addressing Development Impacts on the Citywide
‘Transportation System

Curtent projections indicate that over the next 30 years, the number of

‘housing units in the City will increase by 27 petrcent and employment will

increase by 35 percent.”® Increased population and employment citywide
from new development will generate increased auto and transit trips as well
increased bicycle and pedestrian travel. ‘

The City’s transportation system is ‘already highly congested, including
significant transit crowding, under current conditions. Congestion occurs
particulatly during' morning and afternoon commute hours in the same

“eastern areas of the City that ate also expected to expetience the most

development. Pedestrian activity will also increase in congested ateas. This
increased travel activity will directly affect the performance of the City’s
transpottation system and constrain the City’s ability to achieve its
transportation system goals.™

As a dense and buﬂt—out urban environment, the City does not have the
option of physically expanding its roadways to accommodate mote
automobiles. Instead, the City’s Transit First policy directs investments to
transit, bike, and pedestrian modes of travel to improve transportation
services within the City and shift travel away from the use of single-occupant
autos.” These investments include increased transit capacity to relieve
crowding on key lines as well as complete streets and bicycle facilities to
support increased walk and bike trips. Increased bicycling has the effect of
reducing both auto congestion and transit overcrowding. The policy thus
benefits all travel modes. Those choosing to ‘travel by transit, bicycle, ot
walking benefit from improvements to the faciliies associated with these
modes. Those choosmg to drve benefit from the congestion teduction
caused by the increased use of- these modes associated with these
improvements.

10 See Table 2.1 in Chapter 2. 4

11 San Francisco County Transportation Authority, Sen Franciso Tmﬂ@orlalzon Plaﬂ 2040, December 2013, pp-

13-17.

12 City and County of San Francisco, 7996 Charier (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 transportation system. These tools include (1) design standards
adopted by ordinance requiting on site and adjacent transpottation
improvements, (2) the environmental review process resulting in mitigations .
for transportation impacts, (3) agteements with developers to implement
transportation  improvements or form transportation —management
associations as a condition of project approval, and (4) development impact
fee ptograms that identify and fund plan area or citywide transportation
improvements. As mentioned under the Purpose of Report section, the TSF
would update the City’s citywide transportation development impact fee
progtam by including residential development, expanding the use of funds to
include bicycle and pedestrian modes, and providing a maximum justified
amount for all development projects whether ot 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. Evety development
project has citywide impacts because most ttips extend actoss significant
portions of the City’s transportation network.” Furthermore, all new
development projects benefit from the expenditure of TSF revenues citywide
for the same reason that the SFMTA and SFCTA must plan for
transpottation . improvements from 2 citywide perspective: the
interconnectedness of the transportation network. Finally, most transit ttips
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 vatiety of travelers'due to transfers within the
Muni system and the myriad otigins and destinations. Furthermote, these
improvements must address potential impacts to the system that extend
across the netwotk, for example the effect of a transit line upgrade on setvice
to lines connecting to different parts of the City.

Report Otrganization

The nexus study is organized as follows:

13 San Francisco County Transportation Authotity, San Francisco Transporiation Plan 2040, December 2013, pp.
11-19.
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Chapter 2 explains how transportation impacts from new development
are measured.

Chapter 3 Provides the nexus analysis for the transit capital maintenance
component of the TSF.

Chapter 4 provides the nexus analysis for the transit capital facilities
component of the TSF.

Chapter 5 provides the nexus analysis for the complete streets
component of the TSE. '

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

Appendices provide additional tables to suppott the quantitative
infofmation provided in individual chaptets.
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2. GROWTH IN DEMAND FOR TRANSPORTATION SERVICES

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

2010 Development Estimates and 2040 Projections

qu 2015

The 'TSF nexus study is based on citywide development estimates for 2010
and a consistent set of development projections for 2040. These 30-year
ptojections are based on the most recent estimates available when the nexus
study was produced. Projections were prepared by the Association of Bay
Atea Governments (ABAG) for the nine-county San Francisco Bay region in
association with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). These

. ABAG/MIC development projections, known as the “Jobs Housing

Connections” scenatio, wete approved in 2013 and are used for the most
tecent regional land use and transportation plan (Plan Bay Ared).

The ABAG/MTC development ptojections anticipate that the City will
continue to attract growth and investment as a primary employment centet
for the region. The number of housing units is projected to grow by 27
petcent while employment is projected to grow by 35 percent. Employment
growth will be supported by both increased commuting from outside the
City and the addition of over 100,000 housing units in the City. Both
employment and housing growth will depend on increased commuting into
and out of the City supported by increased transit services.

The San Francisco- Planning Department prepared estimates of existing and
ptojected development for use in the TSF nexus study based on the
ABAG/MTC projections for 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 new policies, projects, and plans.

The Planning Department maintains a land use allocation tool to provide

~ land use inputs to SE-CHAMP. SE-CHAMP is the travel model operated by

the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) to generate
detailed forecasts of travel demand for transportation planning and policy
putposes, including developing countywide and neighborhood transportation
plans and providing input to micro-simulation modeling for cottidor and
ptoject-level evaluations. The primaty purpose of the land use tool is to
allocate ABAG’s citywide forecasts to housing and employment categoties
for each of the travel demand model’s structure of 981 traffic analysis zones
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(TAZs).** The Planning D.epartrnent’s land use allocation tool constrains the
sum of its projections by TAZ within plus or minus one percent of the
ABAG/MTC citywide totals for population, households, and employment.

The Planning Department land use allocation tool converts the ABAG/MTC
employment by industry sector to the land use categories used by the
Planning Department and SF-CHAMP. The Planmng Department’s
economic activity categoties are:

+ Residential

¢ Management, Information, and Professional Setvices
+ Retail/Entettainment

+ Production, Distribution, Repair

¢ Cultural/Institution/Education

¢+ Medical and Health Setvices

+ Visitor Setvices.

Table 2.1 summarizes the 2010 to 2040 growth estimates for San Francisco
used as a basis for the nexus study. See Tables A.1 and A.2 in Appendix A
for a compatison of these projections to Plan Bay Area estimates.

TSF and Non-TSFDevelopment

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

+ Major private development projects that have already received primary
entitléments from the City and/or entered into development ot other
contractual agreements with the City."® These entitlements and
agreements  contractually define developers' commitments to
transportation infrastructure improvements to mitigate transpottation
impacts. These projects would not be subject to the TSF but nonetheless
fund substantial improvements to the City’s transportation system to
mitigate project impacts.

4 TAZs are small geographlc areas (e.g., city blocks) used by SF-CHAMP to aggregate trips within the
geogtraphic atea for analysis by the model.

15 State and local laws provide the City with authority to enter into development agreements (or disposition and
development agreements, in the case of a Redevelopment Plan) with ptivate parties, to establish the terms for
exactions inchuding impact fees in eonnection 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
developmcnt with areas covered by these agreements.

Mgy 2015



San Frandisco Munitipal Transporiation-Agen
S L T A i RGN S AT S LS ) i

ettt

Transit Sustainability Fee Nexus Study

SERLSIATR

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 8.1% 6.4%

Employment (Jobs)

‘Management, Information and

Professional Services 295100 | 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 tegulated by
the respective public agency and not subject to the TSE.

+ Pipeline development that includes both nonresidential and residential
projects constructed from 2010 through 2014 because the TSF would not
be adopted until 2015 and could not apply to prior development. Pipeline
‘development also includes residential projects that have already treceived
their fitst construction document and thetefore would not be subject to 2
new fee program adopted in 2015. At the time of adoption of the TSF
these projects would be too far along in the development process with
permit conditions that would not provide for imposition of the TSE
Entitled or approved non-residential projects as of 2015 are excluded
from pipeline development (and included in TSE development) because
these projects would be subject to the TSF 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 that have an adopted area
plan, Major projects and area plans included as patt of TSF development are
shown in Table 2.3. The relationship between existing atea plan
transportation fees and the TSF is discussed in Chapter 6.
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Major Private and Public Development Projects

Included in Non-TSF Development

Project Why TSF Is Not Applicable

California Pacific Medical | Development agreement provides for

Center (CPMC) transportation improvements and financial
contributions to address impacts and prevents
application of TSF fo project.

Candlestick Point — Redevelopment plan provides for transportation

Hunters Point Shipyard improvements to address impacts and prevents

Phases | and Il application of TSF to project.

Parkmerced and Treasure
Island — Yerba Buena
Island (residential only)

impact fees. Nonresidential development would

Disposition and development agreement requires
payment of TIDF but project not subject to new

pay TSF as update to the current TIDF.
Residential development would not pay the TSF
because the current TIDF does not apply to
residential development.

Presidio

.Development regulated by a federal agency

(Presidio Trust).

San Francisco State
Umversny

Developer is a state agency exempt from the
current TIDF and has a separate mitigation
agreement for transportation impacts.

Transbay Redevelopment
Project Area (Zone 1)

Exempt from the current TIDF based on S.F. °
Planning Code. :

University of California —
San Francjsco Master Plan

Developer is a state agency exempt from the
current TIDF.

Source: San Francisco Planning Department.
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Table 2.3: Major Projects and Plans Included in TSF
Development
Project Why TSF Is Applicable
Mission Bay Redevelopment plans included a 10-year

moratorium on-application of new impact fees and
exactions in the project area that expired in 2011
(so the TSF would apply).

Parkmerced and Treaéure
Island — Yerba Buena
Island (residential only)

Disposition and development agreement requires
payment of TIDF but project not subject to new
impact fees. Nonresidential development would
pay TSF as update to the current TIDF. Residential
development would not pay the TSF because the
current TIDF does not apply to residential
development.

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

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.

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 Valley’

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 o the TSF.

Note: Transbay Redevelopment Project Area
(Zone 1) parcels within the TCDP would not be
subject to the TSF (see Table 2.2).

the TSF if adopted.

' The Schiage Lock development project in Visitacion Valley recently entered
into a development agreement with the City that commits the project fo pay

Source: San Francisco Planning Department.

Development projections for 2010 to 2040 allocated to TSE and non-TSE
development are shown in Table 2.4.
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Table 2.4:

Housing Units and Employment

.S' an. rzzmzsm Muﬂmpal Traﬂ.gboﬂaﬂon Agmgl

TSF and Non-TSF Development (2010-2040)

Non-TSF Development
Pipeline . TSF
Major Develo;: " Develop-
Economlc Activity Category Total Pro;ects 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 (Jobs)
Management, Information 119,700 14,200 14,200 105,500
& Professional Services
Retail/Entertainment 25,500 2,100 1,000 3,100 22,400
Cultural/Institution/ 20,600 2,600 1,400 4,000 16,600
Education :
Medical & Health Services 15,700 6,600 (100) 6,500 9,200
Visitor Services 5,800 300 (400) (100) 5,900
Nonresidential (ex. PDR) 187,300 25,800 1,900 27,700 | 159,600
Production, Distribution, 9,600 | - 400 (1,100) (700) 10,300
Repair (PDR)
Total Nonresidential 196,900 26,200 800 27,000 | 169,900
Percent 100% 13% <1% 14% 86%

' Major projects represent development that would not be subject to the TSF because of
separate development or other contractual agreements to mitigate fransportation 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

The TSF uses two measures of the impact of development on the
transportation system: ttp generation and setvice population. The
assumptions and methods for converting the growth projections discussed
above to each of these two measures of impact are explained in the following

sectons.
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Trip Generation

The transit capital maintenance and transit capital facilities components of
the TSE use trip generation to measure development impact on the need for
transit setvice. Trips occur between origins and destinations such as from
home to wotk, ot from wotk to shopping, or from shopping back to home.
Trp generation is related to travel demand, or the desite for mobility by
tesidents and workets to access hornes jobs, shopping, recteation, and other
acttvltles

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
ttips 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 ttip generation directly increases crowding on transit
vehicles.

Ttip generation estimates for the purposes of this nexus study do not 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 ate

converted to building space, and a trip generation rate applied per 1,000

squate feet of building space. Ttip 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

ttip generation, ate based on citywide averages developed by the Planning

Department and commonly apphed in studies of development impacts in San

Francisco.

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

16 For the purposes of the nexus study trip genetation tepresents the movement by one person on a typical
weekday from one activity to another, and are measured as person trips, not vehicle trips (an auto ot 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 Total
Sq. Ft. Housing | Building | Housing | Building | Housing | Building
Economic per Unit | Units or Space Units or Space Units or Space
Activity or per Employ- {1,000 Employ- (1,000 Employ- (1,000
Category Employee ment sq. ft.) ment sq. ft.) ment sq. ft.) .
Formula | a b c=a*bh d e=a*d | f=b+d | g=c+te
Residential 1,156 | 47,000 54,300 54,400 62,900 | 101,400 | 117,200
Percent 46% 54% 100%
Nonresidential
Management, 260 14,200 3,700 [ 105,500 27,400 | 119,700 31,100
Information &
Professional
Services
Retail/ 368 3,100 1,100 22,400 8,200 25,500 9,300
Entertainment .
Cultural/Institu- 350 4,000 1,400 16,600 5,800 20,600 7,200
tion/Education
Medical & 350 6,500 2,300 9,200 3,200 15,700 5,500
Health Services A
Visitor Services 787 (100) (100) 5,900 4,600 5,800 4,500
Nonresiden- 308 27,700 8,400 | 159,600 49,200 | 187,300 57,600
tial (ex. PDR)
Production, 597 (700) (400) 10,300 6,100 9,600 5,700
Distribution,
Repair (PDR)
Total Non- 27,000 8,000 | 169,900 55,300 | 196,900 63,300
residential
Percent 13% 87% 100%
Total 62,300 118,200 180,500
Percent 35% 65% 100%

Sources: Tables 2.4 and A4.

For the nexus study, the employment density factor and trip generation rate
for the management, information, and professional setvices economic
~activity category is updated to represent a weighted average of assumptions
used for citywide development, and assumptions recently developed for the
Central SoMa area plan environmental review. The latter 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-TSE development. To be consistent
with existing area plan impact fee nexus studies and the recently completed

"~ May 2015
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San Francisco Citywide Nexcus Analysis,” five of the six nontesidential economic
activity categories are. merged into a single categoty “Nonresidential
(excluding PDR)”. The Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) category
is maintained as a separate category. A weighted average trip generation rate
for the five merged categoties 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 .| Building
Economic (trips per Space Trip Space Trip Space Trip
Activity 1,000 sq. (1,000 Genera- (1,000 Genera- (1,000 Genera-
Category ft.) sq. ft.) tion sq. ft.) tion sq. ft.) tion
Residential 7 54,300 | 380,000 62,900 440,000 | 117,200 | - 820,000
Nonresideritial A . S
(ex. PDR) ‘ 25 8,400 | 210,000 49,200 | 1,230,000 57,600 [ 1,440,000
Production, .
Distribution,
Repair (PDR) 7 (400) | (3,000 8,100 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.

Moze detail on housing unit size, employment density factors, and ttp
generation rates is shown in Appendix A, Tables A.3 and A.4. See Tables
A.5 and A.6 in that appendix for mote detail on the estimates of total trip
generation used in the nexus study.

Trip generation from new development will cause the need for higher levels
of transit setvice and increased 'transit facility capacity. Without the transit
setvices and facilities to be fully or pattially funded by the TSF, transit service
in San Francisco is projected to become increasingly overcrowded. Increased
overcrowding will diminish petformance of the City’s transportation system
and constrain the City’s ability to achieve its transpottation system goals.®
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 TSF such
as the Central Subway. As shown in Figure 2.1, the number of passengets on

17 San Francisco Planning Departtment, San Frandsco Citywide Nexus Analysis, March 2014.

18 San Francisco County Transportation Authotity, San Frandisco Transportation Plan’ 2040, December 2013, pp-
13-17.
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overcrowded routes will increase from 2010 to 2040 by approximately 6,500
passengers duting the morning and aftetnoon peak periods. When transit
reaches capacity, motorists that would have taken transit are unable to shift
and opt to drive, exacerbating congestion. '

Figure 2-1: Transit Passengers On Overcapacity Routes
Without TSF

35,000

30,000

= 2012-2040 Overcapacity
Increase Without TSF

2012 Overcapacity

25,000

20,000

15,000

10,000

5,000

Passengers On Overcroded Routes*

0 g
AM Peak PM Peak

Note: "Overcapacity" is greater than 85 percent occupancy with passengers
measured at maximum load point on each route.

Source: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, personal
communication summarizing analysis of SF-CHAMP model output,
MLP Loads & % Contribution.xls, August 29, 2015.

Setvice Population

The complete streets component of the TSF uses service population to
measure the impact of new development on the need for complete streets
(improved pedestrian and other streetscape infrastructure). Setvice
population includes both residents and those who wotk in the City
(“employees” measured by the number of jobs). Thus a resident who works
in the City is counted both as a resident and an employee to fully reflect the
level of demand for complete stteets infrastructure. One employee (whether
or not a resident) is counted at 50 percent compared to one resident to
reflect the lowet level of demand for complete streets infrastructure
associated with the workday compated to the morning, evening, and
weekend demand of a resident. Tourists and visitors ate reflected in the
growth in employment in the City’s business establishments that serve
tourists and visitors. This service population approach to measuting the
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impact of development on the need for complete streets infrastructure is
typical for impact fee nexus studies and is consistent with the San Francisco
Citywide Nexcus- Analysis.”

Assumptions used in the nexus study that convett population and
employment to building space are shown in Table A.4. '

19 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Citywide Nexcns Analysis, March 2014,




This page intentionally left blank.

766



S an Francisco Munmpal Trzm{bon‘atzon Ageﬂgl 7 Tramzt RY ustamabzlzgy Fee N exs .S' z‘m{y

3 i i Gy

3. TRANSIT CAPITAL MAINTENANCE

The SEMTA transit capital maintenance component of the TSF is based on
the same methodology used to calculate the maximum justified rates for the
current TIDF. If adopted, the TSF would replace the TIDF. The relationship
between development and the transit capital maintenance component of the
TSF is summarized below and explamed mote fully in the sections that
follow:

¢ Need for transit capital maintenance: The impact of development on
the need for additional transit capital maintenance is based on
maintaining the existing transit level of service (transit LOS) as growth
occuts. The existing transit LOS is the current ratio of the supply of
transit services (measured by transit revenue service houts) to the level of
transpottation demand (measured by number of auto plus transit trips).”
As development generates new trips the SFMTA must increase the
supply of transit services, and in particular capital maintenance
expenditures, to maintain the existing transit LOS.

¢ Use of TSF transit capital maintenance revenue: The benefit to
development from the use of fee revenues is based on improving
SEMTA transit vehicle maintenance to increase the availability of vehicles
that provide transit service. SEFMTA’s transit vehicles include motor
coaches (buses), trolley coaches (electtic buses), light rail vehicles, historic
streetcars, and cable cars. Improved vehicle maintenance directly
increases revenue service hours by reducmg the amount of time that a
vehicle is out of service.

¢ Proportional cost: The TSF vaties in ditect propottion to the amount of
ttip generation of each development project.

Need For Transit Capital Maintenance |

- The TSF accommodates the impact of development by funding additional
SEMTA transit capital maintenance to maintain the existing SEMTA transit
LOS. Transit LOS is based on the existing number of revenue setvice houts
per tdp. The latest available financial data from the National Transit
Database used to calculate the transit capital maintenance component is for

20 As discussed in Chapter 2 (Measuring Transportation System Impast 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
genetates additional transit delays due to increased auto congestion causing a need for additional transit setvice.

May 2015 = ez e
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2013 so the transit LOS calculation is based on 2013 estimates as well. As
shown in Table 3.1, SEMTA delivers 1.31 revenue service houts for every
1,000 auto and transit trips.

Table 3.1: SFMTA Transit Capital Maintenance Service

Standard
Formula Amount
Annual Revenue Service Hours a 3,458,000
Days per Year : _ b 365
Average Daily Revenue Service Hours c=a/’b 9,474
2013 Average Daily Trips (ADT)’ d 7,235,000
"Revenue Service Hours per 1,000 ADT e=c*d/1,000 | 1.31

' Auto and transit trip ends only within San Franc'isco. Excludes bicycle and
pedestrian trip ends.

Sources: U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration,
National Transit Database, RY 2013 Data Tables
(http://iwww.ntdprogram.gov/ntdprogram/pubs/dt/2013/excel/DataTa
bles.htm); Table A.5. .

The net cost pet-revenue service hour is shown in Table 3.2. Non-vehicle
maintenance costs and general administrative costs are deducted because
these costs are not directly related to providing expanded transit service. Fare
box revenue is also deducted because transit system users from development
projects would pay fates 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 TSE. The transit capital
impacts of development ate addressed separately in the transit capital
facilities component of the TSF (see next chapter).

Use of Fee Revenues

Based on the nexus approach, SFMTA may use fee revenues from the TSF
transit capital maintenance component for any operating cost that directly
suppott increased transit service. SEFMTA 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 ovetlap
with the tranisit capital facilities component of the TSF, not costs in the two
categories excluded from the level of service calculation in Table 3.2 (non-
vehicle maintenance costs and general administration).




Table 3.2: Net Annual Cost per Revenue Service Hour

Revenue Service Hour

. Formula Amount

Total Operating Costs a $ 668,000,000
Excluded Operating Costs .

Non-Vehicle Mainfenance b $ (66,000,000)

General Administration c (111,000,000)

Farebox Revenue d (220,100,000)

Subtotal e=bh+c+d (397,100,000)

Net Annual Costs f=a+e $ 270,900,000
Average Daily Revenue g 1
Service Hours’ 9,474
Net Annual Cost per Daily h=f/g $28,504

es.htm); Table 3.1.

Sources: U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration,
National Transit Database, RY 2013 Data Tables
(http://www.ntdprogram. gov/ntdprogram/pubsldt/201 3/exceI/DataTabl

Maximum Justified Fee

May 2015

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
pet trip. The cost per trip takes into account that the fee is paid once when 2
development project receives a building permit, but transit service must be
provided for years following to setve that development project. The net
annual cost per trip is multiplied by a net present value factor representing
the funding needed over a 45-year petiod to provide the additional transit
setvice. These calculations are shown in Table 3.3, with supporting
calculations shown in Tables B.1 and B.2 in Appendix B.




Trzm:zf S u:tamzzbzlzgy Fee N excas S z‘mg’y San mema Muﬂqual Trzzm;bortalzon Agmgy
g T R P e R R R = e

2

Table 3.3: Transit Capital Maintenance Cost Per Trip

. Formula Amount
Net Annual Cost per Revenue Service Hour a $28,594
Revenue Service Hours per 1,000 Average b ‘
Daily Trips 1.3100
Net Annual Cost per Average Daily Trip’ c=a*bh/1,000 $ 37.46
Net Present Value Factor ' d 58.78
Total Cost per Trip e=c¢c*d $ 2,202

! Auto and transit trips only. Excludes bicycle and pedestrian frips.

% Net present value factor represents the multiplier for $1.00 in annual costs to
be fully funded over a 45-year period, given interest earnings and inflation.

Sources: Tables 3.1, 3.2, and B.2.

The maximum justified transit capital maintenance component of the TSF is
based on the cost per ttip shown in Table 3.3 multiplied 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 dollars)

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 (excluding PDR) $2,202 25 $55.05
Production, Distribution, Repair $2,202 7 $15.41
(PDR)
Sources: Tables 3.3 and A4.
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TRANSIT CAPITAL FACILITIES

The transit capital facilities component of the TSF is based on a list of
currently planned capital projects and programs needed to accommodate
increased transit demand from development” The relationship between
development and the transit capital facilites component of the TSF is
summatized below and explained more fully in the sections that follow:

¢ Need for expanded transit capital facilities: The impact of
development on the need for expanded transit facilities is caused by
increased transit and auto trips as discussed in Chapter 2 in the Trp
Generation section. The fair share cost of planned transit facilities allocated
to TSF development to accommiodate this demand is based on trip
generation from TSF development as a percent of total trip generation
served by the planned facility (including existing development and non-
TSF development, depending on the specific facility).”

¢ Use of TSF transit capital facilities component revenue: The benefit
to development from the use of fee revenues is based on funding new or
expanded transit capital faciliies to support increased transit setvices
including improved vehicle availability.

* Ptoporﬁonal cost: The TSF vaties in direct proportion to the amount of
trip generation of each development Project. :

Need For Transit Capital Facilities

The impact of increased trip generation from development on the need for
expanded transit capital faciliies is accommodated by a list of major
proposed projects and programs drawn from the SEMTA’s most recent long-
range plans. Only projects and programs that ate not fully funded with
programmed funding are included in the TSF list of transit capital facilities.
The total cost of each project or program is allocated to TSF development
based on one of the following two fair shate 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 ttips

21 Bicycle facilities ate included in the transit capital facilities component nexus because bicycle infrastructure
improvements shift demand away from transit thereby relieving transit overcrowding, However, TSE 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 of TSF and non-TSF development.

ST
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generated by existing and new (2010-2040) development because
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-TSF and TSF 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-TSF and TSF development, because only new
development is associated with the need for the project ot
program.

As shown in Table 4.1, method 1 results in an allocation of 18 percent of the

total cost to TSF development. Method 2 results in an allocation of 75

percent of total cost to TSEF development.

Table 4.1:  Trip Generation Shares

Trip Method 1 | Method 2

Development Generation | 2040 Total | 2010-2040
2010 Development 7,222,000 75.8% NA
2010-2040 Development

Non-TSF Development 587,000 6.2% 25.5%

TSF Development 1,713,000 18.0% 74.5%

Subtotal 2010-2040 2,300,000 24.2% 100.0% -

2040 Development 9,522,000 100.0% NA
Sources: Tables 2.6 and A.6.

The planned projects and programs used to calculate the transit capital
faciliies component of the TSF ate shown in Table 4.2, with notes and
sources provided in Table 4.3. All costs reflect 2015 dollars. The planned
projects and programs ate shown in three major facility categories:

¢ Transit setvice 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

Formula "

a

where X, y, z = fair share cost allocation (Table 4.1)

Non-TSF
Existing Develop- Non-TSF Potential
Alloca- | Develop- ment Cost TSF
Expenditure Category / Total tion ment (2010- Share Cost
Project or Program Cost Method' (2010) 2040) Subtotal Share
b=a*x c=a'y d=b+c d=a*z

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 / 19th Ave. 520,000 394,200 32,200 426,400 93,600
Subtotal $1,977,200 $980,100 $254,700 | $1,234,800 $742,400
Improvements Supporting Regional Transit Operators :
BART Fleet Expansion 145,200 2 NA $37,000 $37,000 $108,200
BART Train Control 100,000 2 NA 25,500 25,500 74,500 |
Caltrain Electrification 1,332,100 1 1,009,700 82,600 | 1,092,300 239,800
Transbay Transit Center 2,376,900 1 1,801,700 147,400 | 1,949,100 427,800
(Phase 2) )
Subtotal $3,954,200 $2,811,400 $292,500 | $3,103,900 $850,300
Bicycle Infrastructure Improvements )
Bicycle Programs 548,500 2 NA $139,900 $139,900 $408,600
(expansion)
Total $6,479,900 . $3,791,500 $687,100 | $4,478,600 | $2,001,300

" Method 1 allocates costs based on total trip generation in 2040 (existing and new development). Method 2
allocates costs based only on trip generation from new development (2010-2040).

Sources: Tables C.2, C.3,C.4,C.5, C.6, 4.1, and 4.3.
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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.1and C.2
Fleet needed to serve 2010-2040 growth as identified
Expansion |in recent (2014) fleet and facility planning
studies’ Excludes cost of replacement vehicle
capacity, Central Subway vehicles (funded), and
Geary BRT vehicles (see Geary BRT project). :
Transit Allocate costs to all 2040 development because | See Table C.3
Facilities the needs include rehabilitation and replacement
: of existing facilities. A more detailed analysis by
facility would likely result in a higher allocation
share to 2010-2040 development.
Muni All costs associated with additional capacity See Table C.4
Forward needed to serve 2010-2040 growth. Total Rapid
Rapid Network investment estimated at $231 mil. of
Network which about 77 percent ($178 mil.) is funded and
associated with near-term projects that address
existing deficiencies and provide additional
capacity. TSF funding limited to funding 23
percent of Rapid Network total cost ($53 mil. and
currently unfunded) as a conservative estimate of
costs associated with additional capacity needed
fo serve growth.
Geary Bus | Allocate to all 2040 development because project | See Table C.5
Rapid would replace and increase capacity of existing
Transit service. Includes vehicles. .
M-Ocean Allocate to all 2040 development because project | San Francisco County
view/ 19" | would replace and increase capacity of existing Transportatlon Authority,
Ave. service. Total cost represents most likely cost for | 19" Avenue Transit Study,

“Longer Subway/Bridge” option.

March 2014, Table 4.8. p.
66.

2015
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Table 4.3: Transit Capital Facilities (Notes & Sources) (continued)
Project or .
Program Fair Share Cost Allocation & Funding Notes Sources
Improvements Supporting Regional Transif Operators :
BART Fleet | All costs associated with. additional capacity San Francisco Bay Area
Expansion | needed to serve 2010-2040 growth. Total cost of | Rapid Transit District
44 additional cars to accommodate additional (BART), Building A Better
peak hour trips, based on SF-CHAMP model run | BART: Investing In The
indicating 4,554 passengers that would exceed Future Of The Bay Area’s
current capacity, and 105 passengers per car at | Rapid Transit System (draft),
100 percent capacity. Assume $3.3 million cost | July 2014, p. 13; San
per car based on latest public report though Francisco Municipal
BART staff now anticipating cost of $5.5 million Transportation Agency
per car. ‘ {personal communication
regarding SF-CHAMP model
output,
transitCrowding_Peak BAR
T_Transbay v2.xisx, Nov.
. 21, 2014). :
BART Train | All costs associated with additional capacity BART, “Funding Prlormes
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 -1 Priorities”, presentation to
transhay trips serving downtown San Francisco San Francisco Capital
s0 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,
tion service. Based on $1,456 mil. in year-of- . 2014 Prop. K Strategic Plan,
expenditure dollars, discounted 9.3% to 2015 Appendix D, Sep. 12, 2014;
based on scheduled project completion by FY
2019-20. Excludes Advanced Signal System /
Positive Train 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 doliars, discounted 9.3% to 2015 Appendix D, Sep. 12, 2014;
Downtown | based on project completion by FY 2019- 20
-| Extension subject to funding availability.
Bicycle Infrastructure Improvements
Bicycle All costs associated with expanding service to See Table C.6
Programs | shift trips and increase transit capacity to serve :
(expansion) | 2010-2040 growth.
' The fair share cost allocation to TSF development is slightly conservative because fleet
expansion costs are based on a 2015-2040 growth whereas the cost allocation is based on
2010-2040 growth.
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Bicycle improvements are included because bicycle infrastructure
improvements shift demand away from autos and transit thereby relieving
auto congestion, improving transit travel times, and reducing transit
ovetcrowding.® However, TSF spending on bicycle infrastructure will occur
solely from the complete streets component of the TSE (see Chapter 5). This
approach is consistent with the bicycle, pedestrian, and streetscape
infrastructure components of the atea plan fees based on curtent legislation
pending before the Board of Supervisots.

Table 4.2 calculates the potential TSF cost shate (shown in the last column of
the table) by deducting the shares allocated to existing development and non-
'ISF development. '

The potential TSF cost share shown in Table 4.2 must be adjusted to
calculate the maximum justified funding that could be provided by the 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 ptior
legislative action and includes funding from:

¢ Proposition K funding from the San Francisco County Transportation
Authority

¢ Transportation 2030 general obligation bond recently approved in San
Francisco

¢ Metropolitan Transportation Commission transit cote capacity challenge
grant progtam for SEMTA 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 vatious soutces

% 'The San Francisco County Transportation Authotity (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 and transit modes (petsonal communication, Sep. 26, 2014); Dill,
Jennifer and Theresa Carr (2003), “Bicycle Commuting and Facilities in Major U.S. Cides: If You Build Tem,
Commuters Will Use Them —~ Another Look”, TRB 2003 Annual Meeting CD-ROM; Nelson, Arthur and
David Allen (1997), “If You Build Them, Commuters Will Use Them; Cross-Sectional Analysis of Commuters
and Bicycle Facilities”, Transportation Research Record 1578; San Francisco Department of Parking and
Traffic, “Polk Street Lane Removal/Bike Lane Trial Evaluation”, Repott to San Francisco Board of
Supetvisors, May 16, 2001.
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¢+ Developer funding through development or other contractual
agreements. . ‘ :

Progtammed funding is first allocated to the non-TSFcost share. Any
funding remaining after allocation to the non-TSF cost share is then
deducted from the TSF cost shate. Table 4.4 shows the maximum justified
TSF funding for the transit capital facilittes component based on this
approach. All funding reflects 2015 dollars. Detail regardmg programmed
funding is shown in Appendix Table C.7.

The SEMTA has access to other revenue sources to address any funding gaps

fot the projects and programs listed in Table 4.4, after deducting
programmed funding and TSF tevenue. These alternative soutces ensure that

the projects and programs listed in Table 4.4 are financially feasible. These

alternative funding soutces ate listed in ‘Table 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 expands transit service in or
to/from San Francisco, ot. ditectly suppotts the expansion of that service
such as vehicle maintenance facilities. Eligible costs that may be funded
include capital expenses such as project management, design, engineeting,
envitonmental review, land acquisition, equipment, and construction.

As explained previously, the transit capital facilities component of the TSF
will not be used to support bicycle infrastructure improvements. Instead,
spending on bicycle infrastructure will occur from the complete streets
component of the TSF.

The TSF may fund ptojects or programs that replace and expand existing
transit facilities as long as method 1 is used to allocate expansion-related
costs to the TSF (actross existing and new development) (see Need for Transit
Capital Fasilities section, above). The TSF may also fund projects ot programs
that solely support transit service expansion. In this case method 2 would be
used to allocate costs to the TSF development (new development only).

My 2015
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Table 4.4: Transit Capital Facilities Maximum Justified TSF Funding
Share ($ 1,000)
Net Pro-
grammed
Funding Maximum
Total Pro- Available Potential Justified
Expenditure Category / grammed Non-TSF For TSF TSF Cost TSF
Project or Program Funding | Cost Share | Cost Share Share Funding
Formula a b c=a-b’ d e=d-c¢
SFMTA Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Improvements
Transit Fleet Expansion $406,000 | ~ $160,800 $245,200 $469,700 $224,500
Transit Facilities 150,800 368,600 - -80,900 80,900
Muni Forward Rapid 2,000 13,700 - 40,000 40,000
Network
Geary Bus Rapid Transit 46,100 265,300. - 58,200 58,200
M-Ocean View / 19th Ave. 71,800 426,400 - 93,600 93,600
Subtotal $676,700 | $1,234,800 $245,200 $742,400 $497,200
Improvements Supporting Regional Transit Operators
BART Fleet Expansion $- $37,000 $- $108,200. $108,200
BART Train Control 2,800 25,500 - 74,500 74,500
Caltrain Electrification 108,900 1,092,300 - 239,800 239,800
Transbay Transit Center 463,900 1,949,100 - 427,800 427,800
(Phase 2) . 4
Subtotal $575,600 | $3,103,900 3- $850,300 $850,300
Bicycle Infrastructure Improvements
Bicycle Programs $13,000 $139,900 $- $408,600 | . $408,600
Expansion
Total $1,265,300 | $4,478,600 $245,200 | $2,001,300 | $1,756,100
" Unless negative, then $0.
Sources: Tables 4.2 and C.7.
52 778 May 2015
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Table 4.5: Transit Capital Facilities Funding Sources

Federal Grant Programs
« Federal Transit Administration”
- Section 5307 - Urbanized Area Formula Program

- Section 5309(b)1 — New Starts, Small Starts and Very Smali Starts
Programs

» Federal Highway Administration

Highway Safety Improvement Program

Surface Transportation Program .,

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program
TIGER Discretionary Grants

1

i

1

State Funding Programs -

» Active Transportation Program

e Cap and Trade

« Prop1B — Transportation Bond Prdgram

¢ Prop1A — High-Speed Rail Bond Program

« Regional Transportation Improvement Program

« State Transit Assistance for capital projects

« State Highway Operation and Protection Program

Regional and Local Funding Programs

« Climate Initiatives Program

« Cost Sharing With Other Counties on Joint Projects
« Lifeline Transportation Program

« OneBayArea Grant Program

« Prop AA (San Francisco vehicle reglstratlon fee)

+ Regional Measure 2 (bridge tolls)

o Transit Performance Initiative Program

» Transportation Fund for Clean Air (Bay Area Air Quality Management District)
« SFMTA revenue bonds

« General Obligation Bonds

« General Fund Allocation for Capital PI'OjeCtS

Maximum Justified Fee ‘

The fee schedule for the TSF transit capital faciliies 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 maximum justified fundmg and the total number of trips
generated by TSF development..
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Table 4.6: Transit Capltal Facilities Cost per Trlp

Amount
Maximum Justified TSF Funding $1,756,100,000
Total Trip Generation ' 1,713,000
Cost per Trip $1,025
Source: Tables 4.4 and 2.6 '

The maximum justified fee for each economic activity category is based on
the cost per trip shown in Table 4.6 multiplied by the trip generation rates
for each category. The ‘maximum justified fee schedule is shown in Table
4.7. The vatiance in the fee by economic activity category based on ttip
generation, and the scaling of the fee based on the size of the development

" project, supports 2 reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee
and the share of transit capital facilities attributable to each development
project.

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. t.)

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 Eastern Neighborhoods
Nexus Study, prepared for the City of San Francisco Planning Department,
May 2008; Tables 2, 3, and Appendix D Table D.2; Tables 4.6 and A.4.
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5. COMPLETE STREETS

The complete streets component of the TSF would fund the enhancement
and expansion of pedesttian and other streetscape infrastructure to
accommodate growth. This component of the TSF is intended to maintain
the existng level of setvice cutrently provided for pedestrians in San
Francisco. The relationship between development and the complete streets
component of the TSF 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 pedesttian infrastructure is based on
achieving the pedestrian level of service (pedesm'an LOS) recommended
in the San Francisco Citywide Nescus Analysis* The pedesttlan 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
pedesttian and other streetscape infrastructure. Revenues may also be
used for bicycle capital facilities for reasons explained in the section Use
of Fee Revenues.

. Proporﬁonal cost: The TSF 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
pedesttians in the City. As discussed in detail in Chaptet 2 in the Service
Population section, pedestrians include both residents and employees with
employees also reflecting demand from visitors who use the City’s business
establishments. The combined setvice population of residents and employees
for pedesttian infrastructure as calculated by the Ciywide Nexcus Analysis is

" based on residents plus employees weighted at 50 petcent.” Employees ate
weighted lower than residents because of the lower demand for pedestrian
infrastructure relative to residents (less time at ‘work as an employee
compared to time at home or doing other activities as a resident).

24 San Francisco Planning Department, Sa# Francisco Citywide Nexcus Analysis, March 2014, pp. 25-30.

25 San Francisco Planning Department, San Frandsco Infrastracture Level of Service Analysis, March 2014, p. 44.
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The Citywide Nexns Analysis calculated the pedestrian LOS based on the
amount of existing sidewalk. space and the future service population. Thus
the study assumes a pedestdan LOS of 88 square feet per capita in the future
compared to 103 squate feet per capita currently. To compensate for this
conservative assumption, the pedestrian LOS assumes a cost per squate foot
that incorporates improvements to existing sidewalks with the addition of
elements such as curb ramps, bulb-outs, and pedestrian signals.*®

The unit cost of pedesttian infrastructure calculated by the Citywide Nexus
Analysis and updated to 2015 dollars is $47.18 per squate foot. This cost
reflects a consetvative set of assumptions for pedesttian infrastructure and
reflects 2 range of improvement levels across the City.”’ This unit cost
specifically excludes elements of pedestrian infrastructute that may be
required under Section 138.1 of the San Francisco Planning Code telated to
urban design standards. Under this section of the code the City may require
certain development projects to improve pedestrian infrastructure directly
adjacent to the project. By excluding these cost elements thete is no overlap
between the TSF complete streets component and compliance with Section

" 138.1 of the Planning Code.”®

Based on the inputs desctibed above, the cost pet capita by economic activity
category fepresenting the cost of pedestrian infrastructute to serve new
development is shown in Table 5.1.

26 Thid, Table 18, p. 45.
27 San Fra.ncisco Planning Department, San Frandisco Citywide Nexns Analysis, March 2014, Table 17, p. 29.

28 AECOM, memorandum to San Francisco Plannmg Department regardmg San FPrancisco Infrastructure
Nexus Analysis — Sttectscape Cost, March 20, 2014, pp. 16-11. »
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Table 5.1: Pedestrian Infrastructure Level of Service

Level of
- Service Service
Economic Activity (sq. ft. per Cost per Populatlon Cost per
Category capita) Sq. Ft.! Weight® Capita
: Formula a b c d=a*h*c

Residential 88 $47.18 - 100% $4,152
Nonresidential (ex. PDR) 88 $47.18 50% $2,076
Production, Distribution,

Repair (PDR) ‘ 88 $47.18 50% $2,076

' Cost based on $43.00 ($ 2013) from Citywide Nexus Analysis, increased by
4.5% for 2014 and 5.0% for 2015 to reflect annual infrastructure construction
cost inflation estimates prepared by the City and applied to all city
development impact fees.

2 Employment service population weighted at 50 percent of residential service '
population to reflect relative demand for pedestrian infrastructure.

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco CltyWIde Nexus
Analysis, March 2014, Table 17, p. 29.

Use of Fee Revenues

The primary purpose of the TSE complete streets components is to fund
capital improvements to the City’s pedestrian and othet streetscape
infrastructure. As discussed in the Better Streets Plan (BSP),” the City aims
to improve the pedestrian environment for all of San Francisco’s residents
and employees. Acceptable uses of revenue from the TSF complete streets
component include (but ate 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 progtammed
funding for these programs with Proposition K bcmg the only current
souftce.

% San Francisco Public Works Code, Section 2.4.13.

qu2075 PR
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Table 5.2: TSF Pedestrian Infrastructure Programs

Pedestrian Infrastructure Program Amount
Pedestrian Strategy Corridor Program $363,000,000
Striping and Signage Program , 8,800,000
Total $371,800,000
Programmed Funding: Proposition K' (55,600,000)
Funding Need $316,200,000

! Prop. K funding based on (1) determining Prop. K expenditure
line items that would be eligible for funding TSF expenditure
plan projects (100% of Prop. K expenditure lines 38 and 40),
(2) discounting remaining programmed funds from FY 2016
through FY 2034 to 2014$ for those line items, (3) determining
the share available for SFMTA projects (vs. other departments
and agencies), and (4) allocating the discounted share to the
TSF project.

Sources: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency,
SFMTA 20-Year Capital Plan, Oct. 15, 2013, pp. B-20;
San Francisco County Transportation Authority, 20714
Prop. K Sirategic Plan, Sep. 12, 2014; SFCTA staff
(for discount factors).

For all area plan fees except the Transit Center District fee, legislation
pending before the Board of Supetvisors would distinguish between a fee
component for transit and a fee component for bicycle, pedestrian and other
streetscape infrastructure. To provide consistency with the proposed area
plan fee programs, revenue from the TSF complete stteets component may
also be used for bicycle faciliies. The use of the TSF fot bicycle facilities is
already justified under the transit capital faciliies component (see ptiot
chapter). Thus, as long as the maximum justified fees for each component
are not exceeded, bicycle facilities may be funded by either component.

Maximum Justified Fee

The maximum justified fee for the complete streets component is based on
the cost and bulldjng squate feet per capita by economic acuwty categozy.
The maximum justified fee is shown in Table 5.3. The variance in the fee by
economic activity category based on building space pet 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 atttibutable to each development project.




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=al/b
Residential $4,152 498 $8.34
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) $2,076 |. 308 $6.74
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) $2,076 597 . $3.48
Sources: Tables 5.1 and A.4.
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6. TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE

The maximum justified transportation sustainability fee is the sum of the
three component fees presented in Chaptets 3, 4, and 5. The maximum
justified TSF is shown in Table 6.1 per squate foot of building space. The
" two transit components are subtotaled to show the total maximum justified
TSF for transit facilities and setvices. The total fee on a development project
for transit facilities and setvices should not exceed this amount without a
nexus study justifying the higher amount. Likewise, the total 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 | Facilities | Subtotal | Component || TSF
Residential $15.41 $7.18 $22.59 | $8.34 $30.93
Nonresidential
{excluding PDR) $55.05 $25.63 $80.68 $6.74 $87.42
Production,
.| Distribution, .
Repair (PDR) $15.41 $7.18 $22.59 $3.48 $26.07
Sources: Tables 3.4,4.7, and 5.3.

Relationship Between TSF and Area Plan Fees

As listed in Chapter 2, Table 2.3, the City has area plans that have their own
sepatate transportation development impact fees. Pending approval of
legislation cutrently before the Boatd of Supervisors®, these fees would be
separated between transit and complete streets components. The complete
streets component would include bicycle, pedestrian, and other streetscape
infrastructure. The TSF is proposed to have a similar structure (separate
transit and complete streets components) to mirror the proposed atea plan
fee structure. This structure is also consistent with the Cigywide Nexus Aﬂzzﬁim
referenced in Chapters 2 and 5 of this report.

30 Pending legislation is regarding adoption of the Citywide Nexus Analysis referenced in Chapters 2 and 5 and
would amend Atticle 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 TIDFE and be applied to
both residential and nontesidential development.

Area plan transportation fees were developed to fund improvements within
their respective plan areas to address local impacts from new development.
By conttast the TSF is designed to fund citywide ptojects and progtams to
address citywide development impacts. Regardless of the separation or
ovetlap between area plan fees and the TSF, the TSF should be adopted at a
level such that the combined atea plan and TSF amounts ate less than the
maximum justified 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 from the expenditure of fee
revenues. Specifically, within each plan areas