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" AMENDED IN BOARD
FILE NO. 151257 12/8/2Q15 ORDINANCE NO.

[Planning Code - Increasing Tranabodation Sustainability Fee for Nonresidential Projects]
. o
Qrdinance amending the Planning Code to increase the Transportation Sustainability
Fee for Non-residential projecta larger than 99,999 gross square feet, and to require -
Non-residential or Producti,orh l}f)idtribution and Repair (PDR) projects that filed
development or environmera't'al applications on or before July 21, 2015, but that have
not yet received approvals to pay the Transportatlon Sustainability Fee with a partial
refund; affirming thé Plannmg Department’s determination under the California

Environmental Quahty ‘Act; and maklng findings, lncludmg generai findings, findings of

|| public necessity, convemence(and welfare, and findings of consistency with the

General Plan, and the eight prlorlty policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.
. Additions t6 Codes are in sm,qle*underlzne zz‘achs Times New Roman font.
Deletions to | odes are in
Board amendment addltlons are in double-underlined Arial font.
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough-Arial-font.
Asterisks (* 1* * *)indicate the omission of unchanged Code
subsections or parts of tables.

| /. |
Be it ordained by the Péople of the City and County of San Francisco:

Section 1. Fmdmgs The Board of Supervrsors of the City and County of San
Francisco hereby fmds and determlnes that:

(a)  The Planning Dep,artment has detérmined that the actions contemplated in this
ordinance comply with the California Eﬁvironmental Quality Act (California Public; Resources
Code Section 21000 et seq.). Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors in File No. 151257 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board affirms

this determination.

, Supervisor Avalos

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ) Page 1
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(b)  On September 10, 2015, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 19454,
adopted findings that the actions contempqlated 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. 151257, 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. 151257, and is

incorporated by reference herein:

Section 2. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sections 411A.3 and
411A.5, to read as follows: |
SEC. 411A.3. APPLICATION OF TSF.

* Kk Rk

(d) Application of the TSF to Projects in the Approval Process at the Effective Date
of Section 411A. The TSF shall apply to Development Projects that are in the approval
process atthe-effective-date-of-Seetion-414A-on December 26, 2015, except as modified

below:

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

effective-date-of this-Seetion December 26, 2015 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. ’

Supervisor Avalos .
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ' 1619 Page 2
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(2) Projects that receive approval of their first approved Development

Application after December 26, 2015, but before the effective date of Ordinance No.

adding Section 411A.3(d)(3)(B). shall be subject to the TSF as follows:
(1 The Residential Uses subiéct to the TSF shall pay 50% of the

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

(2) ___The Non-residential or PDR portion shall be subject to the TSF but

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

(23) Projects that have filed a Development Application or environmental
review application on or before July 21, 2015, and have not received approval of any such

application before the effective date of Ordinance No. . adding Section 411A.3(d)(3)(B),

shall be subject to the TSF as follows:

(A) Residential Uses subjecf 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 shall be subject to the TSF,

as well as any other applicable fees, but shall receive a reduction in the TSF rate equivalent to

50% of the difference between the applicable TSF rate and the pay-the applicable TIDF rate
per Planning Code Sections 411.3(e) and 409-as-well-as-any-ctherapplicablefees.

(34) ‘Projects that have not filed a Development Application or environmental
review application before July 22, 2015, and file the first such application on or after Jﬁly 22,
2015, and have not receivéd approval of any such application, shall be subject to the TSF as
follows:
(A) Residential Uses subject to the TSF shall pay 100% of the

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

Supervisor Avalos .
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS : _ ‘ Page 3
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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.

* % kX

SEC. 411A.5. TSF SCHEDULE.

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

annually in accordance with Planning Code Section 409(b).

Table 411A.5. TSF Schedule

Land Use Categories

TSF

Residential, 21-99 units

Residential, 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 100t unit

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

Non-Residential, except Hospita‘ls and

Health Services, 800-99,999 gsf

Non-Residential, except Hospitals and

Health Services, all gsf above 99,999 gsf

Hospitals

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

$ 21.0449.04 for all gsf of Non-Residential
use greater than 99,999 gsf. '

$18.74 per calculation method set forth in
Section 411A.4(d).

Supervisor Avalos
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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Health Services, all gsf above 12,000 gsf

$11.00 for all gsf above 12,000 gsf

{l Production, Distribution and Repair

$7.61

o O 0 N o o A~ W DN

Section 3. 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 4. 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 arhendment deletions in accordance with the “Note” that ap.p.ears under

the official title of the ordinance.

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney
; .

ANDREA RUIZ-ESQUIDE

n\legana\as2015\1500870\01070959.docx

By:

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
' 1622
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FILE NO. 151257

REVISED LEGISLATIVE DIGEST
(12/8/2015, Amended in Board)

[Planning Code - Increasing Transportatioh Sustainability Fee for Nonresidential Projects]

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to increase the Transportation Sustainability
Fee for Non-residential projects larger than 99,999 gross.square feet, and to require
Non-residential or Production, Distribution and Repair (PDR) projects that filed
development or environmental applications on or before July 21, 2015, but that have
not yet received approvals, to pay the Transportation Sustainability Fee with a partial
refund; 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

On November 17, 2015, the Board of SuperVisors passed Ordinance No. 200-15, creating the
new Transportation Sustainability Fee, or TSF. The ordinance was signed by Mayor Lee on
November 25, and became effective on December 26, 2015.

The TSF requires Residential, Non-Residential and Production, Distribution and Repair (PDR)
Development Projects in the City to pay a fee, to contribute to the City’s provision of transit
service necessary to accommodate the populatlon growth related to such Development
Projects.

Amendments {o Current Law

This Ordinance amends the TSF to increase the fee rate for a particular subgroup of Non-
residential projects, those larger than 99,999 gross square feet (gsf). The Ordinance
increases the fee for these projects by $2.00 per square feet, from $19.04 to $21.04.

The Ordinance also changes the TSF’s grandfathering provisions, increasing the fee amount
that Non-Residential and PDR projects that were in the development pipeline as of the
effective date of the Ordinance. While under the TSF, as originally adopted, those projects
have to pay the TIDF rate, under this Ordinance they W|II have to pay the TSF, WIth a discount
equivalent to 50% of the difference between the TSF and the TIDF rates.

n:\legana\as2015\1500870\01070971.doc

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS o 1623 Page 1



n eferf~

AN FRANGISCO . a5
PLANNING DEPARTMENT‘

w

R e s
pemenr \r! LRI

Cpast
Fz’ le FSO'?%.

betw el

e

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 Departrent 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
hearmg at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the proposal introduced by Supervisors Scott
Wiener, Breed, and Christensen to: create a new Planning Code Section 4114; amend Planning

1650 Mission St
Suite 400

San Francisco, -
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415558.6378

Fax
415.558.6408

Planning
+ Information:
415.558.63717

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
Cormmssxon 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)575-9 124.

Supervisor, please advise the City Attormey 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 questmns or require further information please do
not he51tate to contact me. . . ‘

Sine rely,
faron D. Starr ‘
Manager of Legislative Affairs.

www.sfplanning.org
1624
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. .- Transmital Materials : : CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA
: »" Establishing a New Transportation Sustainability Fee

-
e eow !

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

A’étachmeﬁts (two hard copies of the following):. )

Planming Commission Resolution

SFMTA Board of Directors Resolution No 15-123 .

SFMTA Board of Directors September 1% Meeting: Summary of Board Member & Public Comments
Planming Department Executive Summary .

BLANNING DEPARTMENT . : 1625 2



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

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Frangisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax;
415.558.6409
Planning

Information;
415.558.6377

SECTION 401 TO ADD DEFINITIONS REFLECTING THESE CHANGES; AMENDING

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

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

'EIGHT PRIORITY-POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1.

WHEREAS, on September 8, 2015 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, placing strain on the City’s ex15t1ng

transportation network; and
WHEREAS, Since 1981, the City has imposed a Transit Impact Development Fee (“TIDF”) on new

development in the City, first limited to office space in the downtown core, and expanded to most non-
residential uses citywide in 2004; and

www.sfpjlaémaigg.org
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Resolution 19454 . CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA
September 10, 2015 Establlshmg a New Transportatlon Sustainability Fee

WHEREAS, Starting in 2009, the City and the San Francisco County Transportahon 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 c)ffset impacis 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 projécts throughout the City;
and . . '

WHEREAS, The TSF Expenditure Plan will help enable the San Francisco Municipal Tramsportation »
Agency (“SFMTA") and other regional transportation agericies serving San Francisco to meet the demand
generated by néw 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 finaqéial burden such projects impose on the City’s ttansportation 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 governmet 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 PMg Commission (hereinafter ”Comnﬁssioﬁ”) 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

) p— | 2
1627




Resolution 19454 ) CASE NO. 2015-009036PCA
September 10, 2015 Establishing a New Transportation Sustainability Fee

MOVED, that the Plamung Commission hereby recommends that the Board of Superwsors approval the
proposed ordinance with the followmg modifications:

.1. Grandfather residential projects before July 1, 2014 with a 50% fee reducuon and residential
projects after July 1, 2014 with a 25% fee reduction;

2. . Exempt non-profit secondary institutions that requxre a full Institational 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 fransportation
demands imposed on the City by new development projects, and is projected to generate
approximately $1.2 billion in revenue over the next 30 years, of which approximately $420
million would be new revenue. . '

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

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

Planning Code Section 101 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
PLANNING DEPARTMENT . - .o
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" Resolution 19454 " CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA
" September 10, 2015 Establ(shmg a New Transportation Sustainability Fee

SAN FRANGISCO

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 négative impact on neighborhood serving retail uses and

will not impact opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of ridghborhood—serﬁng
refail.

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

The proposed Ordinance would not have & negative éffect on housmg 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 would 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 displacement 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 displacenient of the industrial or service sectors due to office

development, and future opportumtzes for resident employment or ownership in these sectors would
not be zmpmred

That the City achieve the greatest p0551ble preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life in an
earthquake,

The proposed Ordinance would not have an zmpact 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 Lumimarks 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 1mpact on the Clty s parks and open space and thezr access

- to sunlight and vistas.

PLANNING DEPAHTMENT . 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 amendmients to
the Planning Code as set forth in Section 302.

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

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

D
Jo . Jonin

Commission Setretary

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

" ADOPTED:

e SR -' | s
1630



SAN FRANCISCO |
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

: EXecutive SUmmary

Planning Code Text Change
HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 10, 2015

Establishing a New Citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee

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

The proposed Ordinance would amend-the Planning Code by: establishing a new citywide

Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) and suspending application of the existing Transit Impact
" Development Fee (TIDF), with some exceptions, as long as the TSF remains operative; amending
Section 401 to add definitions reflecting these changes; amending Section 406 to dlarify affordable
housing and homeless shelter exemptions from the Transportation Sustainability Fee; amending
conforming amendments to the Area Plan fees in Planning Code, Artidle 4; affirming the
Planning Department’ s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and,
making findings, incduding general findings, findings of pubhc 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 substantially over the next 25 years — by
2040, up to 100,000 new households and 190,000 new jobs are expected in San Francisco.! Without
enhancements to our transportation network, this growth will result in more than 600,000 cars on
our streets — or more than all the cars traveling each day on the Bay and Golden Gate bridges
combined. ¥ 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 systelﬁ ina comPrehcmsive way,
including making multiple public investments in key projects such as:

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

www.sfplhbidig.org

1650 Mission St
Siffte 400

San Frangisso,
CA 941082478

Recepiom: -
#15.558.6378

Fax:
#15.558.640%
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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.) )
. Bicycle infrastructure (protected lanes, parking, etc.)
) Pedestrian safety (Vision Zero, Walk First, etc.)

The Transportation Sustainability Program (“TSP”) is an initiative aimed at improving and
expanding the transportation system to help accommodate new growth, and creating a policy
framework for private development to contribute to minimizing its impact on the transportation
system, including helping to pay for the system’s enhancement and expansion. The TSP is a joint
effort by the Mayor’s Office, the San Francisco Planning Department, the San Francisco County
Transportation Authority and the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SEMTA),

comprised of the fo]lowmg three components:

1. Invest Fund Transportation Improvements to Support Growth. The proposéd
Transportation Sustainability Fee (“ISE”) 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 workmg 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 environmentzally-friendly fravel modes such as transit, walking, and -
biking. Public outreach on the TDM program is expected to begin in Fall or Winter 2015.

These three components are discrete policy initiatives that are programmatically linked through
the TSP. The focus of this Planning Code amendment is on the first component of the program,
the Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF), which was introduced at the Board of Supervisors by
Mayor Lee and co-sponsoring Supervisors Wiener, Breed, and Christensen on July 21st, 2015
[BOS File No. 150790]. The changes to CEQA are being led at the state level, while the TDM
component will be considered separately at future hearings.

The TSF is a proposed citywide development impact fee intended to help offset the impact of
new development on the City’s transportation system. In 2013, Mayor Edwin Lee convened a
Transportation Task Force to investigate what San Francisco needs to do to fix our transportation
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network and prepare it for the future. The Task Force found that in order to meet current need
and future demand, the City needs to invest $10 billion in transportation infrastructure through
2030, including $6.3 billion in new revenue. In November 2014, San Francisco voters passed -
Proposition A, approving a $500 million one-time investment in transportation infrastructure.
They also passed Proposition B, which is projected to coniribute 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 £ill the City’s transportation funding gap. The -
TSF would replace the current Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF; Planning Code Section
411), which is a dtywide impact fee on nonresidential development, and would expand
applicability to include both larger marketrate residential and nonresidential uses.
Developments would pay the proposed fee, contributing a portion of their fair share to help pay
for transportation system expansion and efficiency measures to serve the demand created by new
residents and workers.

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

* developed. '

The TSF was reinfroduced 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,'respect'Lvely), 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 fransportation network, including transit capital maintenance, transit expansion and
reliability, and pedestrian and bicycle projects.?

In the course of developing the TSF proposal, staff conducted extensive outreach to affected
stakeholders to solicit feedback on the fee. Public outreach included but was not limited to the
following groups: Citizen Advisory Committees (SFMTA, SFCTA, Eastern Neighborhoods,
Market & Octavia); SFCTA Board; Housing Action Coalition; Chamber of Commerce; Residential
Builders Association; BART; Hospital Cotuncil; SFMTA. Board Policy and Governance Committee
and Full Board, San Frandsco Bicyclé 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, Coundl of
Cominunity Housing Organizations; SPUR; BOMA; San Francisco Labor Coundl; 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://www.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 drafhng the
proposed legislation.

The Way it [s 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 fo 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
TR . ' $7.46 |

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

The TIDF also exempts properties owned and operated by non-profits (through a Charitable
Exemption process per Section 411.8) and by the city, state, and federal govemments. 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:
¢ New construction of 800 square feet or greater;
s  Additions of greater than 800 square feet to an exdsting building; and,

e Changes of use greater than 800 square feet from an economic activity category with
a lower fee rate to a category with a higher fee rate.

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

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

year).

The Way It Would Be:

Proposed TSF Fee Rates

If adopted, the TSF would replace the current TIDF for as long as the TSF remains in effect. It
would apply to commerdal 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
Planhing Code impact fees. Table 2 shows the proposed fee TSF rates and how they compare to
.the current TIDF rates.

Table 2. TIDF vs. TSF Proposed Fee Schedule

Existing: Proposed:
Transit Impact Development | Transportation Sustainability Fee
Fee (TIDE) . (ISP
Use . [$/GSF] - [$/GSF]
Residential ) n/a . $7.74
Nonresidential ' $13.87 - $14.59 $18.04
FDR $7.46 $7.61

These proposed fee amounts were informed by two reports: the San Francisco Transportation
Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (“TSF Nexus Study”) and the San Francisco Transportation
Sustainability Fee Economic Feasibility Study (“TSF Economic Feasibility Study”). The TSF _
Nexus Study - describes the total cost to the City of providing transit service to the new
population, based on the increased transportation demand from new development. The TSF
Economic Feasibility Study evaluated the potential impact of a range of fee levels on new
development, to determine how high fees could be set without making projects too costly to
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build. See the 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 soorer 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
Sectjon 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 mpacts 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 Buﬂdmg 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
Producton, 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
transijt 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 unit sizes from the Eastern Neighborhoods Nexus Study
(2008). Nonresidential frip generation caleulations 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 cha.rged to new
development. In order to understand the implications of the fee on new development, the City .
also commissioned a TSF Economic Feasibility Study to help determine the ultimate fee rates.

TSF Economic Feasibility Study

. The concurrent TSF Economic Feasibility Study, conducted by Seifel Consulting, helped inform
what fee levels would maximize transportation revenues, without stifling development or
causing housing and commercial real estate costs to increase substantially. The study evaluated
the potential impact of the proposed TSF on new residential and non-residential developments

- citywide, by modeling the financial feasibility of ten development prototypes (seven residential,
three nonresidential) under several fee scenarios, representing fee rates ranging from 100% to
250% of levels initially proposed in the 2012 TSF proposed ordinance. This translates to a range of
$6.19 - $15.48/GSF for residential uses and $14.43 - $36.08/GSF for nonresidential uses. '

The economic feasibility study found that the current market could support $7.74/GSF for
residential uses and $18.04/GSF for non-residential uses citywide, or roughly 125% of the levels
proposed in 2012 (accounting for cost inflation). These fees would amount to an increase of
roughly 1 to 2% of construction costs for residential developments, and less than 1% of
construction costs for nontesidential 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 seme 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 whst 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 categones

and employment density factors fhat 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 de.nsxﬁes than the city average (see Table A-3 of the TSF |
Nexus Study for more information).

Smesee : 1637 ' 7



Executive Summary
“Hearing Date: September 10, 2015

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

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 fo 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 {ransit associated with areas developed to such a high level of density.

TSE Applicability and Exemphons
The proposed TSF would apply to any development pro]ect that results in:
» More than 20 new dwel]ing units

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

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

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

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

Table 5: Fee Triggers, 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 payiﬁg the
fee. Many of these exemptions are intended to ensure that the TSF is aligned with other atyw1de
pohcy goa]s (e.g. increasing production of affordable housing).

» Affordable housing: income-restricted housing units up to 80% of AMI, consistent
with other Planning Code impact fees; income-restricted middle-income units up to
150% of AMI if they are located in a building where all of the units are income-
restricted. Inclusionary housing units as required under Section 415 would still be

subject fo the fee.
e HOPE SF projects, mcludmg 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 formirla retail.

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

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

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

s  (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 i in some area plans
may be eligible for a reduction of their area plan fee, which can help offset some of the cost of the
TSE. Non-residential developments would not receive such a fee reduction, and would continue
to pay both the full citywide transportation fee (the proposed TSF) and the full area plan impact
fee, as they do under the existing TIDE.

The area plan fee reduction for residential uses Would be equal to the transit component of the -
area plan infrastructure fee, up to the full amount 6f the TSF. (For example, the Market & Octavia .
Community Improvements Fee on residential uses requires 22% of fee revenues to be allocated to -
tramsit 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 redudlon, 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 o
Tier 1 $0.97 _ $6.77
Tier 2 - $1.46 $6.28
Tier3 . ' . %194 | $5.80 |
Balboa Park | $1.17 . $657
Market & Octavia $240 | ) $5.34
Van Ness & Market SUD $4.00 $3.74
Visitacion Valley? - . . $0.00| $7.74
Rincon Hill! i ~ ' $0.00 $7.74
Transit Center District Plan (TCDP) '
Tier 1 (FAR below 1:9) ) $0.00 $7.74 |
Tier 2 (EAR 1.9 to 1:18) $0.00 . $7.74
Tier 3 (FAR above 1:18) $0.00 © %774
1. The area plan fees for Visitacion Valley and Rincon Hill do not include 2 component for transit, so there would be no area plan fee
2. ]':I?Iilgsciogenter District Plan is not eligible for an area plan fee reduction. The Transit Center Transportation and Street Improvement
. Fee s 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 currenﬂy 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: '

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

=  Projects that have submitted a development appllcatlon, but have not rece1ved 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 appm)amately $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 indude ftransit 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 revenye total
TSE $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 TSE $14,000,000 - $420,600,000
Total TSF $38,000,000 $1,170,000,000
1. Includes projected revenue loss due to exemptions for affordable housing, small residential (< 20 units), small
businesses, and non-profits, plus grandfathering for pro]ects in development pipeline,
2. Figures are rounded to nearest $1000.

Tables 8 and 9 show how the TSF expendlture program would be allocated among project types.
TSF revenue would help fund projects that fall within these categories, such as (but not limited
t0): the expansion of the Muni fleet, reliability and travel fime 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
mfrastructure.

Table 8. TSF Exi;enditufe 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 o 2%

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

Project type’ % expenditure

Transit Capital Maintenance (Replaces current TIDF expenditures) | ~ 61%

Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Improvements-SF - 35%

Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Improvements - Regional 2%

Complete Streets (Bicyde 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 indlude any transit expenditures and already allocate a
high proportion of funds to complete streets improvemients.

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 ouflined 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, SEMTA 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, langitage 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 darify 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

TSE 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 (SFEMTA, SFCTA, Eastern Neighborhoods, Market &
Octavia); SFCTA Board; Housing Action Coalition, Chamber of Commierce, Residential Builders
Association, BART, Hospital Council, SFMTA Board Policy and Governance Committee and Full
Board, San Francisco Bicycle Coaliion, 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+ Ir{eeting, as did the Small Business Commission at their
. August 24% meeting. Most stakeholders, including residential developers, expressed support for
the legislaion and acknowledged. that new development needs to contribute to fund
transportation improvements. Stakeholders raised several issues during the public outreach, as
follows:

Small Businesses

The Small Business Commission had questions about the applicability of the fee, particularly as it
relates to the 5,000 square foot threshold. Similarly, the Chamber of Commerce had questions
about the applicability of the fee to changes of use as well as to formula retail. Staff met with
representatives from the Chamber of Commerce and presented at two Small Business
Commission meetings at the end of August to address these concerns. At the August 24% 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 Community Advisory‘Comm.i’ctees
(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 transportation 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 exemphon 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
Commissior.

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION

The proposed Ordinance is before the Commission so that it may recommend adopﬁon, rejection,
or adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors.

LANNING DEPARTMENT
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RECOMMENDATION

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

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

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

Combined with the other two components of the Transportation Sustainability Program, the TSF
would ensure that new developments are doing their part to contribute to improve the
transportation system, as well as minimize their impacts by encouraging more sustainable modes
of travel. If adopted, the TSF would-be the first citywide "cranspértaﬁon 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 ml’ual
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.

gﬁg‘kugmon . o 1 64.5 _ 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 Artide 4 is exempt from environmental review under Section
16378(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

Exchibit D: San Francdisco Transportation Sustainability Fee (T SF) Nexus Study

Exhibit E: * San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Economic Feasibility Study
Exchibit F: TSEF Stakeholder Outreach List

Exhibit G: Public Comments

¢ More information on the Middle Income Rental Housing Program is avaJlable at http://sf-
moh.orgfindex.aspx?page=1411.
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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 1mposed 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 “T'SF 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 pey 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
transportatmn 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 unpaet of
the TSF on.the feas1b111ty of development, throughout the City and

WHEREAS, The TSF would replace the TIDF, suspendmg the TIDF as long as the TSF
remains in effect; and
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WHEREAS, Subject to economic conditions, the TSF is projected to generate approximately
$1.2 billion in revenue over the next 30 years, of Whmh 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 Franciscd 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 Dlrectors at its meeting of September 1. 2015.

ﬁ?ﬁamme&_

Secretary to the Board of Directors
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
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SFMTA Board Hearing: September 1, 2015
Item 12: Recommending that the Board of Supervisors approve legislation estabhshmg the
Transportatmn Sustainability Fee.

Summary of Board Member & Public Comments

Board Member comments:

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

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

Gwyneth Borden
e LOS reform is exciting.

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

e Can developers do in-kind contributions with TSF?

» 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.

]oel Ramos:
* Recognize that this program is part of a broader set of solutions.
» Consider establishing transit benefit assessment districts.
- o« Want to encourage affordable housing.

Public Comm_ent;

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

Members of the public expressing opposition: Herbert Weiner

Members of the public expressing neither support nor oppositidn: Edward Mason -

¢

‘Edward Mason:
e 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.
» Needregional bus service.

1649




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

Kathy DeLuca (Walk SF):

s Strong support
Fees are not high enough.
150 AMI threshold for Middle-Income Housing exemption is too high.
Grandfathering applies to too many projects and rates are too low.
Should charge for accessory parking.

Howard Strassner:’
s Fee should be higher. -
» Should charge for accessory parkmg

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

Tim Colen (SF Housing Action Coalition):
e Supportive.
» . Fees cannot go higher.
» _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 Frarcisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-52217

BOARD of SUPERVISORS.

December 28, 2015

File No. 151257-2

Sarah Jones

Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department

1650. Mission Street, Ste. 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Jones:

Onh December 8, 2015, the following proposed legislation was duplicated, from File No.
151121, further amended, and re- referred back to the Land Use and Transportatuon
Committee:

File No. 151257-2

Ordinance amending ’che Planning Code to increase the Transpoftation
Sustaihability Fee for Non-residential projects larger than 99,999 gross square
feet, and to require Non-residential or Production, Distribution and Repair (PDR)
projects that filed development or environmental applications on or before July
21, 2015, but that have not yét received approvals, to pay the Transportation
‘ Sus’calnablhty Fee With .a parfial refund; affirming the Planning Department's

determination under the California Envnronmental Quality Act; and making
findings; including general findings, findings of public necessity, convenience and
welfare, and findings of consistency with the General Plah, and the eight priority -
policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. -

This legislation is being transmitted fo you for efvironmental review.

Angela Calvillo, Glerk of the Board

HMiaSms &)

By: Alisa Somera; Assistant Clerk
Lahd Use and Transportation Committee

Altachment ’ Not defined as a project under CEQA Guidelines
' Sections 15378 and 15060 (c) (2) because it does
¢ Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning not result in a physical change in the

Jeanie Polinig, Environmental Planning  environment. :

i nz“z"*':"::::m@
IVATRTR,
1651 Joy Navarrete e
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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 folldwing 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 Planmng Code, Section
101.1.

This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review.

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

A

' By: Andrea Ausberry, Assistant Clerk
Land Use & Transportation Committee

Aftachment . : .Statutory Exemption under CEQA Section 15273 Rates,
Tolls, Fares, and Charges - the establishment,
modification, structuring, restructuring, or
approval of rates, tolls, fares and other charges..

1 65 2 1. Digitatly signed by Joy Navarrate
Joy Navarrete ssnimm s

Date: 2015.08 Y3 083742 D700 -

¢ Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning




BOARD of SUPERVISORS

City Hall
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel, No. 5545184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

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 Sustdinability 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. '

] tZC\'
This legisiation is being transmitted to you for environmental review. £ \ok e’ \ne_& as e (8
G))!‘\ @M‘CLQ_\\V\Cs
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Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 79It
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In the City and County of San Francisco (the City) the only cutrent citywide
transportation impact fee is the Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDE).
The fee is currently imposed on most nonresidential development in San
Prancisco and not on residential development. The TIDF funds costs
associated with increased transit service provided by the San Francisco
Municipal Transpottation Agency (SFMTA) to accommodate development
impacts, including capital facilities, fleet expansion, and capital maintenance.

The only other current City transportation impact fees ate separite fees
imposed in specific plan areas (e.g. Eastern Neighborhoods infrastructure
impact fee). These fees apply to both residential and most non-residential
development within plan areas. Nontesidential development projects
currently pay these area plan fees in addition to the TIDF.

This report presents the technical analysis (“nexus study”) necessary for the
City to update the TIDF and support adoption of the proposed
Transportation Sustainability Fee (ISF) that would replace the TIDF. The
TSF would teplace and expand the TIDF’s applicability to include residential
development projects. The use of TSF revenues would expand to include
bicycle faciliies and pedestrian and other streetscape infrastructure in
addition to existing uses of the TIDF for public transit.

~ By adopting and implémenﬁng the TSF the City would achieve the following
three objectives:

1. Replace the emsﬂng TIDF and expand its apphcauon to residential
development and certain major institutions.

2. Bxpand the use of this citywide transportation impact fee to include
bicycle facilifies and pedestdan and other streetscape infrastructute to
address transportation impacts from new development.

3. Bstablish 2 maximum justified transportation impact fee for all
development whethet or not subject to an area plan transportation fee in
addition to the citywide TSE.

Growth Pfojections

Curtent projections indicate that over the next 30 years the number of
housing units in the City will increase by 27 percent and employment by 35
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- percent.’ Increased population and employment citywide from new
development will generate increased auto and transit trips as well as increased
bicycle and pedesttian activity.

The City’s transpottation system is alteady highly congested under current
conditions, as a result of both limited roadway capacity for vehicles and
limited transit vehicle capacity for transit passengers. Congestion occuts
patticulatly duting moming and afternoon commute hours in the same
eastern areas of the City that are ‘also expected to expetience the most
development. Pedestrian activity will also increase in congested areas.
Increased travel from new development will directly affect the performance
of the City’s transportation system.’

Table E.1 provides a summaty of the growth projections used in the nexus
study. “Non-TSF Development” ptimarily refers to major projects not
subject to the TSF because’ of separate development or other contractual
agreements of whose impacts are regulated by other agencies. “TSF
Development” is an estimate of development that would be subject to the
TSE.

Table EA: 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 e 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 | 196,800
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 confractual 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 foo far along in
the development process to have a new fee applied to them.

Sources: Table 2.4.

1 See Teble 2.1 in Chapter 2,
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As a dense and built-out utban environment, the City does not have the
opton’ of physically expanding its foadways 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. The policy thus benefits all travel modes: when commuters choose to
travel by transit, bicycle, or walking they benefit from improvements to these
facilities; when they choose to dtive, they benefit from the reduction in
. automobile congestion that would exist without these improvements.

The TSF would 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-
telieve transit congestion and by expanding bicycle and pedesttian facilities.
The TSF would have three components: (1) transit capital maintenance, (2) -
transit capital faciliies (including fleet expansion), and (3) complete streets
(bicycle, pedestrian, and other streetscape infrastructure). These three
components ate described in the following secuons

- SEMTA 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 current
TIDF. If adopted the TSF would replace the TIDF with revenues continuing
to support SFMTA service expansion. The relaﬁonship between
development and the transit capital maintenance component is summanzad
below:

+ Need for transit capital maintenance: The impact of development on
the need for additional transit capital maintenance is based on .
maintzining the existing transit level of service (transit LOS) as growth
occuts. The existing transit LOS is the curtent ratio of the supply of
transit services {measutred by transit revenue setvice hours) to the level of
transportation demand (measured by number of auto plus transit ttips).
As' development generates new tdps the SFMTA must increase the

-supply of transit services, and in particular capital maintenance
expenditutes, 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 a vehidle is out of

setvice.
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¢’ Proportional cost: The ‘TSF vaties in direct propottion to the amount of
tip generation of each development project.

Transit Capital Facilities Component

The transit capital facilites component of the TSF is based on a list of
. curtently 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 opefators such as BART and
Caltrain, The relationship between development and the -transit capital
facilities component of the TSF is summatized below:

¢+ Need for expanded transit cap1ta1 facilities: The impact of
development on the need for expanded transit faclities is caused by
increased transit and auto trips. The fair shate cost of planned transit
facilities is allocated to TSF development based on trip generation from
TSF development as a petcent of total trip generation setved by the
planned facility (including existing development and development not
stbject to the TSF).

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

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

+ Proportional cost: The TSF vaties in direct proportion to the amount of
ttip generation of each development project. '
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Complete Streets Component

The complete streets component of the TSF would fund the enhancement
and expansion of bicycle facilities as well as pedestrian and other streetscape
infrastructure to accommodate growth. This component of the TSF is
equivalent to maintaining the existing amount of sidewalk space per
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
infrastructore is based on achieving the pedestrian level of setvice

- (pedestdan LOS) recommended in the San Frandsco Citywide Nexus

* Anapysis completed in Match 2014.> The pedestrian LOS is based on
sidewalk space per capita. As growth occurs mote investment is needed
in pedestdan and other streetscape infrastructure to offset the congestion
caused by more pedesttian trips. - .

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

+ Proportional cost: The TSF varies in ditect propottion to the amount of
setvice population of each development project. ’

TSF Summarj ~

Table E.2 provides 2 summaty of the maximum justified TSF for each fee
component descibe zbove. The two transit components are 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 faciliies and
pedestrian and other streetscape infrastructure) based on legislation cutrently
before the Board of Supervisors. The transit fee levels in Table B.2 ate the
maximum justified amounts that the City may charge new development for
impacts on transit facilities and services, and likewise for complete streets.
The City may choose to impose any amount up to the maximum justified
amount for either or both of the two components.

2 San Francisco Planning Department, San Frantisco Citywide Nesus Analysis, Masch 2014.
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Table E.2: Max1mum Justified TSF per Bu:ldlng 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 blcycle facilities plus pedestrian and other streetscape
infrastructure.

Source: Table 6.1.

TSF Implementation

The ISF is patt of a larger effort, the proposed . Transit Sustainability
Program (I'SP). In addition to the TSE, 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 requitements of State Senate Bill 743.

The TSF nexus study and the expenditute of TSF revenues are designed to -
avoid any ovetlap with other TSP tequirements 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 wheteas the TSF is focused . on
accommodating increased transit, bicycle, and pedestrian trips from new
development. The TDM component would include 2 wide range of measutes
to encourage travel by tramsit, bicycle, and pedestrian modes and thus
increase the need for the expanded facilities and setvices funded by the TSF.

Transportation fees within plan areas, e.g. Eastern Neighbothoods, may
overlap with the TSE depending on the types of impacts addtessed 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 ptovides 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 repott, and defines several key concepts and methods. 3

Background

In the City and County of San Francisco (the City) the only current citywide
transportation impact fee is the Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF).*
The City fitst adopted the TIDF in 1981 and imposed it only on downtown
office development only to fund increased transit setvices tequited 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 service (including capital
facilities, fleet expansion, and capital maintenance costs) incurred by the San

" Prancisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMI‘A) to accommodate
development impacts.

The only other transportation impact fees cutrently being imposed by the
City are separate fees imposed in specific plan areas (e.g. Eastern
Neighbothoods infrastructure impact fee) that apply generally to most
development. within plan areas, including residential and nontesidental
development. For nonresidential development projects these fees ate
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
requirements identified during the envitonmental review and planning
entitlement process for each project. For example, the City has entered into
development agreements establishing transportation mitigation and
improvement requirements with the Candlestick Point — Hunters Point
Shipyatd Phase I and the Treasure Island-— Yerba Buena Island
development projects.

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

4 San Francisco Planning Cade Section 411.
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At this time, based on cuttent law, the remaining three-quartets of the City’s
ptojected development will be subject to either (1) the citywide TIDF on
nontesidential development. outside plan ateas, (2) one of several
transportation development impact fees within adopted plan areas’ plus the
TIDF, or (3) no transportation impact fee in the case of residential
development outside plan areas (because the TIDF is only imposed on
nontesidential development).

Purpose of Report

L

This tepott presents the technical analysis (“nexus study”) needed to suppott
the City’s adoption of 2 citywide development impact fee for the following
transpottation setvices and facilities:

¢ Transit capital maintenance
+ Transit capital faclities

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

The nexus study draws substantially from ptiot efforts. The nexus for the
transit capital maintenance component is based on the curtent TIDF nexus
analysis last adopted in 2012.° The nexus for the-complete streets component
is based on the Sgn Frandsco Citywide Nexus Analysis prepated by the San
Prancisco Planning Depattment in March 2014. The transit capital facilies
component is a new nexus analysis that relies substantially on recent capile
planning studies completed by SFMTA.

By adopting and implementing the Transportation Sustamabﬂlty Fee (ISE)
the City would be able to achieve the following three objectives:

1. Replace the existing TIDF with an impact fee that extends to fesidential
development and certain major institutions.

2. Expand the use of this citywide transportation impact fee to cover
bicycle facilities plus pedestrian and other streetscape mfrastrucmre in
addition to impacts on transit service.

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

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

§ Cambridge Systematics (with Urban Economics), San Frandsco Transit Impact Development Fee Updaie, Februaty

2011 (adopted in 2012).
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The TSF would be part of a larger effort, the Transportation 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 Environmenle
Quality Act (CEQA).

This repott 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 pew
development.

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

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

+ TUse of fee revenue: Reasonable relationship between new development
and the benefits received from additional citywide transpottation setvices
provided by expanded transit capital maintenance, fleet and facilities, plus
complete streets infrastructute to be funded with fee revenues.

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

Together these three key findings define the “nexus” between a development

' project, the fee paid, and the benefits teceived. The npexus study also
documents the use of fee revenues as requited 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 tresponsibiliies of SFMTA and the San Francisco- County
Transpottation 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. '




Trzzm-zt AY tm‘azﬂabz/zy Fee Nexu.r .S' z‘ua_'y San Fratza:m Mumapal Tran.?on‘aizon Agmgy

Citywide Transportation System

San Francisco has a mature, built-out transportation network providing
tghts-of-way (streets, sidewalks, bike paths, and sepatate light rail cortidots)
fot all modes of travel On a typical weekday, this network accommodates
about 3.2 million ttips to, from, ot within the City.* The cuttent share by
mode is shown in Figure 1.1. Mode is the type of transportation used to
complete 2 tnp such as private auto, transit, walking, ot bicycling.

Figure 1-1: SanFrancisco Travel Mode Share (2014)

& Private Autok
#Transit
w\Walk

HBike

s Taxi

~ HTNC*

! Transportation network companies such as Lyit, Uber, efc.

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

'The SFMTA is responsible for all modes of sutface transportation within the
City "including public transit, bicycling, pedestdan planning, accessibility,
pm:kmg and traffic management, and taxi regulauon 'The transportation
system is the citywide network of public facilities’ that suppott transportation
services for all modes of travel (auto, transit, bicycle, and pedesttian). The

8 The data dited refers to “ttips™, not “trip ends”, as explained in the Trip Generation section of Chapter 2.

9 Private patking lots, shutrlc.s tide hailing companies, and garages and a few private streets are the only non-
.pubhc components of the City’s transportation fadlities. *
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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 SEFMTA operating division. San Frandsco is the
nation’s second most densely populated major city, and Muni is one of the
most heavily ridden transit systems on 2 per capita basis. The system has over
700,000 boardings on an average weekday.” Muni focuses on setving
downtown employment centers- duting the moming and afternoon peak
petiods and also provides cross-town and neighborhood service. With 73 bus
toutes and tail lines neatly all city residents are within two blocks of 2 Muni
stop. With nearly 1,000 vehicles the Muni fleet is unique and includes historic
streetcats, biodiesel and electric hybrid buses, electtic trolley coaches, llght
tail vehicles, patatransit cabs and vans, and cable cars.

The SFCTA setves as the county congestion managemeént agency for San

" Prancisco, providing funding and coordinating planning effofts with State
and regional transportation agencies. The congestion management agency
role includes strengthening local land use policies with respect to
transpottation impacts and mitigations. '

The City is a major regional destination for employment, shopping, toutism,
and recreation. As a result, connections with other patts of the Bay Area are
also critical components of the City’s transportation system. Due to
constraints from water bodies and topography, regional gateways for road
vehicles are limited to the Golden Gate Bridge to the north, the Bay Bridge
to the east, and two highways (Interstate 280 and Hwy. 101) extending south.
- Caltrans owns and operates the freeways and funds maintenance of the local
highway network within San Francisco, including Hwy. 101 (Van Ness
Avenue and Lombard Street), Hwy 280, Hwy 1 and Route 35 (Sky]mc :
Boulevard).

‘There is 2lso 2 transit £ail tunnel under the Bay operated by Bay Atea Rapid
Transit (BART) and terminals to accommodate ferty travel. The ptimary
regional transit operators that serve the City include:

_* Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (“AC Transit” servmg Alameda |
and Contra Costa counties)

. IBay Atea Rapid Transit Distrct (“BART” servmg Alameda, Contra
" Costa, and San Mateo counties)

-

* Golden Gate Bﬁdge, Highway and Transportaﬁon District (“Golden
Gate Bus” and “Golden Gate Ferty” setving Matin and Sonoma
counties)

* Peninsula Corrddor Joint Powers Board (“Caltrain” ser'ving San Mateo
and Santa Clara counties)
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*  San Mateo County Transit District (“SamTtans”).

* San Francisco Bay Area Water Emetgency Transpormuon Authority
(“WETA” or “San Francisco Bay Fex:ry’ serving Alameda, Matin, and

San Mateo countles)

Addressing Development Impacts on the Citywide
Transportation System

Curtent projections indicate that over the next 30 yeats, the number .of
-housing units in the City will increase by 27 percent and employment will
increase by 35 petcent.” Increased population and employment citywide
from new development will generate increased anto and transit trips as well
inctreased bicycle and pedestrian travel. :

The City’s transportation system is ‘already highly congested, including
significant transit crowding, under current conditions. Congestion occuts
patticularly duting' moming and afternoon commute houts in the same
“eastetn ateas of the City that are also expected to experience the most
development. Pedestrian activity will also increase in congested areas. This
increased travel activity will directly affect the performance of the City’s
transportation  system and constrain the City’s ability to achieve its
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 more
automobiles. Instead, the City’s Transis First policy directs investments to
transit, bike, and pedestrian modes of travel to improve transportation
setvices 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 this
benefits all travel modes. Those choosing to -travel by transit, bicycle, or
walking benefit from improvements to the facilities associated with these
modes. Those choosmg to drive benefit from the congeston reduction
caused by the increased use of  these modes associated with these
improvements.

10 See Table 2.1 in Chapter 2.

11 San Prancisco County Traasportation Authotity, San Frandseo Trzzn.;bortatzon Pla)z 2040, Deccmber 2013, pp.
13-17.

12 City and County of San Francisco, 1996 Charter (as amended through November 2013), Section 8A.115.
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The City employs vatious land use regulatoty tools to reduce development
impacts on its transportation system. These tools include (1) design standards
adopted by ordinance requiring on site and adjacent transportation
improvements, (2) the envitonmental review process resulting in mitigations .
for transportation impacts, (3) agreements with developers to implement
transportation  imptovements or form transportation —management
associations as a condition of project approval, and (4) development impact
fee programs that identify and fund plan area or citywide transportation
improvements. As mentioned under the Pxrpose of Repors section, the TSF
would update the City’s citywide transportation development impact fee
program by including residential development, expanding the use of funds to
include bicycle and pedestrdan modes, and providing a maximum justified
amount for all development projects whether ot not subject to a sepatate
area plan fee. "

Citywide Impacts and Use of Fee Revenues

The TSF is intended to addtess the citywide impact on the City’s
transportation system of development subject to the fee. Every development
project has citywide impacts because most trips extend across significant
portions of the City’s transportation network” Furthermore, all new
development projects benefit from the expenditure of TSF tevenues citywide
for the same reason that the SFMTA and SFCTA must plan for
transportation . improvements =~ from 2 citywide perspective: the
interconnectedness of the transportation netwotk. Finally, most transit trips
link to pedestrdan trips so the need for complete streets improvements is
linked to transit activity. -

For example, just as most trips extend across the network, a major
transportation improvement such as an upgraded transit line or separated
bicycle lane benefits a wide variety of travelers-due to transfers within the
Muni system and the myrad origins and destinations. Furthermore, these
improvements must address potential impacts to the system that extend
across the network, for example the effect of a transit line upgrade on service
to lines connecting to different parts of the City.

Report Organizatidn

The nexus study is organized as follows:

13 San Francisco County Transportation  Avthotity, San Frandsco Transportation Plan 2040, December 2013, pp.
11-19. '
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‘Chapter 2 explains how transportation impacts from new development
are measuted.

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

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

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

Chapter 6 summatizes the maximum justified TSF and éxplains its
relationship to atea plan fees and the Transportaton Sustainability
- Program (TSP).

Appendices provide additiopal tables to support the quantitative
infofmation provided in individual chapters.

May 2015
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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

. 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 atre based on the most recent estimates available when the nexus
study was produced. Projections were prepared by the Association of Bay
Atrea 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, were approved in 2013 and are used for the most
recent regional land use and transportation plan (Pla# Bay Areq).

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

The San Frandisco- Planning Department prepared estimates of existing and
projected development for use in the TSF nexus study based on the
ABAG/MTIC projections for San Francisco. The Planning Department
routinely prepates 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 1mpacts 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 hy
the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) to genetate
detailed forecasts of travel demand for transportation planning and policy
purposes, including developing countywide and neighborhood transportation
plans and providing input to micro-simulation modeling for cortidot and
project-level evaluations. The primary purpose of the land use tool is to
allocate ABAG’s citywide fotecasts to housing and employment categodes
for each of the travel demand model’s structure of 981 traffic analysis zones
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(TAZs): The Planning Departrrient’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 industrty sector to the land use categories used by the
Planning Depattment and SE-CHAMP. The P]zummg Depattment’s
economic activity categories ate:

'+ Residential
¢ -Management, Information, and Professional Setvices
+ Retaji/ Entertaiﬁment
+ Productic;n, Distribution, Repair
+  Cultural/Institution/Education
¢+ Medical and Health Services
¢ Visitor Services.

Table 2.1 summatizes 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—TSF’Development

Only 2 pottion of the growtﬂ summatized in Table 2.1 would be subject to
the TSF. Components of non-TSF. development included in the growth
ptojections ate described below:

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

4 TAZs are small gcographlc ateas (e.g, city blocks) used by SF-CHAMP to zggtegate tdps within the
_geographic area for analysis by the model.

15 State and local laws provide the City with authoﬂty to cnter into development agreements (or disposition and
development agreements, in the case of 2 Redevelopment Plan) with private parties, to establish the terms for
exactions including impact fees in connection with the development of the particular project. Unless authotized
by the terms of the development agreement, the City may not ordinatily impose additional fees on future
devclopmcm: with areas covered by these agreements.
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Table 2.1: San Francisco Growth 2010-2040

2010 - 2040

. Growth
2010 2040 | Amount | Percent
Housing
Housing Units ' 376,200 | 477,400 | .101,200 27%
Households 345,900 | 447,000 { 101,100 29%
Vacancy Rate 8.1% 8.4% '
Employment {(Jobs)
‘Management, Information and 1. )
Professional Services 295,100 | 414,800 | 119,700 41%
Retail/Entertainment 97,700 | 123,200 25,500 26%
Production, Distribution, Repair | - 59,900 69,500 9,600 16%
Cultural/Institution/Education 59,800 80,400 20,600 34%
Medical and Health Services 36,500 | 52,200 | 15,700 43%
Visitor Services 21,000 26,800 5,800 28%
Total Employment ‘570,000 | 766,900 | 196,900 " 35%
Jobs perHousehold '1.65 1.72
Sources: Tables A.1 and A.2.

¢ Local, state and federal public dcvelobment projects that are regulated by
the respective public agency and not subject to the TSF.

+ Pipeline development that includes both nontesidential and tesidential
projects constructed from 2010 through 2014 because the TSF would not
be adopted until 2015 and could not apply to prior development. Pipeline
‘development: also mcludcs residential projects that have already received
theit first construction document and therefore would not be subject to a
new fee program adopted in 2015. At the time of adoption of the TSF
these projects would be too far along in the development process with
permit conditions that would not provide for imposition of the 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 ptivate and public development projects included in non-TSF
development and not subject to the TSF are listed in Table 2.2 (the fitst two
of the three categoties 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. Majot projects and area plans included as patt of TSF development ate
shown in Table 2.3. The relationship between existing area plan
transportation fees and the TSF is discussed in Chapter 6.
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Table 2.2: Major Private and Public Development Projects
Included in Non-TSF Development

Project Why TSF Is Not Applicable
California Pacific Medical | Development agreement provides for
Center (CPMC) : transportation improvements and financial

contributions to address impacts and prevents
application of TSF to project.

Candlestick Point — Redevelopment plan provides for transportation

-{ Hunters Point Shipyard improvements to address impacts and prevents
Phases [ and Il application of TSF to-project.
Parkmerced and Treasure | Disposition and development agreement requires
Island — Yerba Buena payment of TIDF but project not subject to new
Island (residential only) impact fees. Nonresidential development would

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

Presidio .Development regulated by a federal agency

: (Presidio Trust).

San Francisco State Developer is a state agency exempt from the
Umversxty current TIDF and has a separate mitigation

agreement for transportation impacts.

Transbay Redevelopment | Exempt from the current TIDF based on S.F. -
Project Area (Zone 1) Planning Code. .

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

Source: San Francisco Planning Department.
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' Table 2.3: "Major Projects and Plans Included in TSF
Development
Project Why TSF |s Applicable
Mission Bay Redevelopment plans mcluded 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 to the TSF.

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

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 ptojections for 2010 to 2040 allocated to TSF and non-TSF
development ate shown in Table 2.4,
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Table 2.4: TSF and Non-TSF Development (2010-2040)
Housing Units and Employment
Non-TSF Development

Pipeline . TSF
: Major | Develop- ' Develop-

Economlc Activity Category Total Prolects men 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 - Employmen JJ bs)

Management, Information 119,700 14,200 14,200 105,500
& Professional Services i
Retail/Entertainment 25,500. 2,100 1,000 3,100 { 22,400
Cultural/institution/ 20,600 2,600 1,400 4,000 16,800
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 186,900 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 transportation impacts
or whose impacts are regulated by other agencies. See Table 2.2.

2 pipeline development is in addition to major projects and represents an estimate of all
projects constructed from 2010 through 2014, plus residential projects that have already
received their first construction document and therefore would not be subject to a new fee
program adopted in 2015. Entitled or approved nonresidential projects are included in
TSF development because they would pay the TSF as an update to and replacement of

- the TIDF after 2014.
Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, Land Use Allocation Model Output
December 2013; Table 2.1.

Measuring Transportation System Impact -

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

sections.

S A ISt S b

R i ey 3 T T T R s T e

May 2015




S an Fraﬂcz.rm Mumqpa! Trdﬂ.gﬁm‘atzarz Agmg' - - V - Trzzmzf S wz‘azmzbzlzy Fee N el S méy

Trip Generation

The transit capital maintenance and transit capital facilities components of
the TSF use trip generation to measute development impact on the need for
transit service. Ttips occur between origins and destinations such as from
home to work, or from work to shopping, ot from shopping back to home.
Tdp generation is related to travel demand, or the desite for mobility by
residents and wortkers to access homes )obs shopping, recreation, and othet
activities.”

The impact of development on the need for expanded transit services and
facilities is caused by increases in both transit and auto trips. Increased transit
trps tesulting from new development require increased transit setvices and
facilities to reduce impacts on cutrently overcrowded transit lines, or prevent
lines from becoming overcrowded. Increased auto trips from development
requite increased transit services and facilities to offset increased roadway
congestion that increases travel times for transit service. In sum, increased
transit and auto trip generation directly increases crowding on transit
vehicles. '

Ttip generation estimates for the purposes of thls 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 setvices and
thereby reducing crowding.

To calculate total trip generation, housing and employment projections ate -
converted to building space, and a ttip generation rate app]ied per 1,000
square feet of building space. Ttip genetation rates tefer to “tdp ends” with
each tip having two tdp ends and the impact assigned equally to the Jand use -
at each end of the tdp. Assumptions used to convert housing and
employment projections to building space, and to.convert building space to
ttp 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 percent of total residential growth and 87 percent of total
nonresidential growth in building space.

16 For the purposes of the nexus study trip generation repzesents the movement by one person on 2 typical
weekday from one activity to another, and are measured as person trips, not vcblde trips (an auto or transit
vehicle may carry more than one person).
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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.) meiif sq. ft.) ment sq. ft.) .

Formula |- a b c=a’*b d e=a*d | f=b+d | g=c+e

Residential 1,156 47,000 54,300 54,400 62,900 | 101,400 | 117,200
Percent 46% 54% 100%

Nonresidential _

Management, 260 14,200 © 3,700 | 105,500 27,400 { 119,700 31,100

Information & :

Professional

Services . ,

Retail/ 368 3,100 1,100 22,400 8,200 25,500 9,300

Entertainment ]

Cultural/Institu-. 350 |, 4,000 1,400 16,600 5,800 20,600 7,200

tion/Education

Medical & 350 ~ 6,500 2,300 9,200 3,200 15,700 5,500

Health Services ) .

Visitor Services 787 (100) (100) 5,900 4,600 5,800 4,500
Nonresiden- 308 27,700 8,400 | 159,600 49,200 | 187,300 57,600
tial (ex. PDR)

Production, 597 (700) (400) 10,300 6,100 9,600 5,700

Distribution,

Repair (PDR) ' B
Total Non- 27,000 8,000 | 169,900 55,300 | 196,900 63,300
residential | ~ ' ‘

Percent 13% 87% 100%
Total 62,300 118,200 180,500
Percent 35% . 65% 100%
Sources: Tables 2.4 and A4.

For the nexus study, the employment density factor and ttip 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 atea plan environmental teview. The latter represents higher
employrnent densities associated with the type of technology—based

companies likely to locate in that atea.

Table 2.6 converts the building space estimates in Table 2.5 to estimates of
total tdp generation for TSF and non-TSE development. To be consistent
with existing area plan impact fee nexus studies and the recently completed
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San Frandseo Citywide Nexus Analysis)” five of the six nonresidential economic
activity categoties are merged into a single category “Nonresidential
(excluding PDR)”. The Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) category
is maintained as a separate category. A weighted average ttip generation rate
for the five merged categories is calculated based on the 'Etip generation rate
for each categoty 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 R
Rate Building Building . | Building.
Economic | (trips per Space Trip Space Trip. Space Trip
Activity 1,000 sq. (1,000 | Geénera- (1,000 Genera- (1,600 Genera-
Category ft.) sq. ft.) tion sq. ft.) tion sq. ft.) tion
Residential | 7 54,300 | 380,000 62,900 440,000 117,200 | -~ 820,000
Nonresideritial . : ‘
(ex. PDR) : 25 8,400 | 210,000 49,200 | 1,230,000 57,600 | 1,440,000
Production, : .
Distribution,
Repair (PDR) 7 (400) | (3,000) 6,100 43,000 5,700 40,000
Total Trip Generation 587,000 1,713,000 2,300,000
Sources: Tables 2.5, A4, and A.6.

More detail on housing unit size, employment density factors, and tdp
getieration rates is shown in Appendix A, Tables A.3 and A.4. See Tables
A.5 and A.6 in that appendix for more detail on the estimates of total trip
genetation used in the nexus study.

Trip generation from new development will cause the need for higher Iévels
of transit service and increased "transit facility capacity. Without the -transit
services and facilities to be fully ot pattially funded by the TSF, transit setvice
in San Francisco is projected to become incteasingly overcrowded. Increased -
overcrowding will, diminish péetformance of the City’s transportation system
and constrain the City’s ability to achieve its transpottation system goals.”
SEMTA staff conducted an analysis of overcrowding using SF-CHAMP
. model output for existing and 2040 conditions. The 2040 projections include
transit capital projects to be completed without funding from the TSF such
 as the Central Subway. As shown in Figure 2.1, the number of passengers on

17 San Francisco Planning Department, San Frandsco Citywide Nescus Analysis, March 2014.

8 San Francisco County Transpomuon Authority, San Frandsco Transportation Plan 2040, December 2013, pp.
13-17.
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ovetcrowded routes will increase from 2010 to 2040 by apptroximately 6,500
passengers during the moming and afternoon peak perdods. When transit
teaches capacity, mototists that would have taken transit are unable to shift
and opt to dtive, exacerbating congestion.

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

35,000

30,000

= 2012-2040 Overcapacity
Increase Without TSF

E2012 Overcapacity

25,000

20,000

Passengers On Overcroded Routes®

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 Tfan’sportation Agency, personal
communication summarizing analysis of SF=CHAMP model output,
MLP Loads & % Contribution.xls, August 29, 2015,

Setrvice Population

The complete streets component of the TSF uses setvice population to
measure the impact of new development on the need for complete streets
(mptoved pedestrian and other streetscape infrastructure). Service
population includes both residents and those who. wotk in the City
(“employees” measured by the number of jobs). Thus a resident who works
in the City is counted both as a resident and an employee to fully reflect the
level of demand for complete streets infrastructure. One employee (whether
or not a tesident) is counted at 50 percent compated to one resident to
teflect the lower level of demand for complete streets infrastructute
associated with the workday compared to the moming, evening, and
weekend demand of a tesident. Toutists 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 measuring the
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impact of development on the need for complete streets infrastructure is
typical for impact fee nexus studies and is consistent with the Saz Frandsco
Citywide Nexcus-Analysis.”

Assumptions used in the nexus study that comvert populanon and
employment to building space ate shown in Table A4.

19 San Prandsco Planning Depattment, San Francisco Citywide Nexcus Analysis, March 2014,

T S T e A A S e D G N T g S o B R A B R T e o A e S YR T O (oS o Y 13 ST e 3 0 PR A2 LTy D SRV v

Mazy 2015 6 4 ) 19



'This page intentionally left blank.

1685



.S'aﬂmemaMumnpaI Trarz.gpaﬂaﬂoﬂAgmg' - N TrmtSﬂJtazﬂabzlzgyFeeNmStu@

3. TRANSIT CAPITAL MAINT ENANCE

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 telationship
between development and the transit capital maintenance component of the
TSF is summatized below and explamed more fully in the sections that
follow:

+ Need for transit capital maintenance: The impact of development on’
the need for additonal transit capital maintenance is based on
mmnfammg the existing transit level of service (transit LOS) as gtowth
occurs. The existing transit LOS is the curtent ratio of the supply of
transit services (measured by transit revenue service hours) to the level of
transportation demand (measured by number of auto plus transit trips).*
As development generates new tdps the SFMTA must increase the
supply of transit services, and in particular capital maintenance
expenditutes, to maintain the existing transit LOS.

¢ Use of TSF transit capital maintenance revenue: The benefit to
development from the use of fee revenues is based on improving
SFMTA transit vehicle maintenance to increase the availability of vehicles
that provide transit service. SFMTA’s transit vehicles 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 varies in direct proportion to the amount of
trip generauon 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 SFMTA ttansit
LOS. Transit LOS is based on the existing number of revenue setvice houts
per trip. The latest available financial data from the Natonal Transit
Database used to calculate the transit capital maintenance component is for

20 As discussed in Chapter 2 (Measuring Transportation System Impart section), “trips” include both transit and auto
ttips because an increase in the former generates additional demand for transit, and an increase in the latter
generates additional transit delays due to increased auto congestion causing 2 need for additional transit service.




12013 so the transit LOS calculation is based on 2013 estimates as well. As -
shown in Table 3.1, SEMTA delivers 1.31 tevenue setvice houts for every
1,000 auto and transit trips.

Table 3.1: ~ SFMTA Transit Capital Malntenance 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 Francisco. Excludes bicycle and
pedestrian trip ends. )

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

The net cost pet- revenue setvice hour is shown in Table 3.2. Non-vehicle
maintenance costs and general administrative costs ate deducted because

" these costs ate not directly related to providing expanded transit service. Fate
box revenue is also deducted because transit system usets from development
projects would pay fates to offset costs. Other SFMTA funding is not
deducted because it is not restricted to uses that increase setvice. Unlike the
TIDF nexus analysis, capital expenditures and funding ate not included in -
the transit capital maintenance component of the TSF. The transit capital
impacts of development are addressed separately in the transit capital
faciliies component of the TSF (see next chapter).

Use of Fee Revenues

Based on the nexus apptroach, SEMTA may use fee tevenues from the TSF
transit capital maintenance component for any operating cost that directly
support increased transit service. SFMTA anticipates using fee revenues
solely for direct preventative capital maintenance costs that inctease transit
setvice. Pee tevenues may not fund capital facilities costs to avoid ovetlap
with the transit capital facilities component of the TSF, nor costs in the two
categories excluded from the level of setvice calculation in Table 3.2 (non-

vehicle maintenance costs and general administration). V
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Table 3.2: Net Annual Cost per Revenue Service Hour

Formula Amount
Total Operating Costs a . $ 668,000,000
Excluded Operating Costs .
Non-Vehicle Maintenance b $ (66,000,000)
General Administration c (111,000,000)
Farebox Revenue d {220,100,000)
Subtotal . _{e=b+tc+d (397,100,000)

1 Net Annual Costs T f=a+e ) $ 270,900,000 |
Average Daily Revenue g ‘ A
Service Hours’ . 9474
Net Annual Cost per Daily h=f/g ’ $28,594

Revenue Service Hour

Sources: U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration,
National Transit Database, RY 2013 Data Tables .
(http://www.ntdprogram. govlntdprogram/pubs/dt/ZO13/excel/DataTabl
es.htm); Table 3.1.

Maximum Justified Fee

The maximum justified fee for the transit capital maintenance component is
based on the net ahnual cost per tevenue service hout converted to a cost
pet trip. The cost per trip takes into account that the fee is paid once when a
development project receives a building permit, but transit service must be
provided for years following to setrve that development project. The net
annual cost per trip is multiplied by 2 net present value factor representing
the funding needed over a 45-year period to provide the additional transit
service. These calculations are shown in ‘Table 3.3, with supporting
calculations shown in Tables B.1 and B.2 in Appendix B.
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Table 3.3: Transit Capital Maintenance Cost Per Trip

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

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

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

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

The maximum justified transit capital maintenance component of the TSF is
based on the cost per trp 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 vatiance in the fee by economic activity
categoty based on trip generation, and the scaling of the fee based on the size
of the development project, suppotts a reasonable relationship between the
amount of the fee and the shate of transit capital maintenance attibutable 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
: Economlc Activity Category Trip sq. ft.) (per sq. ft.)
Formula a b 1 e=a*b/
_ . ) - 1,000
Residential $2,202 7 $15.41
Nonresidential {excluding PDR) $2,202 25 $55.05
Production, Distribution, Repair $2,202 4 $15.41
 (PDR) '
Sources; Tables 3.3 and A.4.
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4., TRANSIT CAPITAL FACILITIES

The transit capital facilities component of the TSF is based on 2 list of
cutrently planned capital projects and programs needed to accommodate
increased transit demand from development? The telationship between
development and the transit capital facilities component of the TSF is
summatized below and explained mote 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 fadilities allocated
to TSF development to accommiodate this demand is based on ttip
generation from TSF development as a percent of total ttip generation
served by the plapned fadility (including existing development and non-
TSF-development, depending on the specific facility).”

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

+ Proportional cost: The TSF vaties in ditect 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 faclities is accommodated by a list of major
proposed projects and programs drawn from the SFMTA’s most recent long-
range plans. Only ptojects and programs that ate not fully funded with
programmed funding are included in the TSE list of transit capital facilities.
The total cost of each project or program is allocated to TSF development
based on one of the following two fair share cost allocation methods:

Method 1: If the project ot program includes replacement and expansion of
an existing transit facility then the to’rzl cost is allocated to trips

21 Bicycle facilities are included in the transit capital facilities component nexus because bicycle mfrastzucture
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.
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Method 2:

generated by existing and new (2010-2040) development because
all development is associated with the need for the project ot
program. Bxisting development is based on 2010 land use and
new development includes both non-TSF and TSF development.

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 ttips generated by new development,

both non-TSF and TSF development, because only new
development is associated with the need for the project ot

program.

As shown in Table 4.1, method 1 results in an allocation of 18 percent of the
total cost to TSF development. Method 2 results in an allocation of 75
petcent of total cost to TSF development. :

Table 4.1:  Trip Generation Shares
' ' Trip Method 1 | Method 2

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

Non-TSF Development 587,000 6.2% . 25.5%

TSF Development 1,713,000 18.0% 74.5%

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

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

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

+ Transit service expansion and reliability improvements

*+ Improvements supporting regional transit operators

+ Bicycle infrastructute improvements (see explanatton for inclusion of
bicydle i Jmprovements following the tables).
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Table 4.2: Transit Capital Facilities Fair Share Cost Allocation ($ 1,000)
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Non-TSF Cost Share
Non-TSF :
Existing Develop- Non-TSF Potential
Alloca- | Develop- ment Cost TSF
Expenditure Category / Total tion ment - (2010~ Share Cost
Project or Program Cost Method' (2010) 2040) Subtotal Share
Formula 1 a b=a*x c=a*y d=b+c d=a*z
, where X, y, z = fair share cost allocation (Table 4.1)
SFMTA Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Inprovements )
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 1 394,200 32,200 426,400 93,600
Subtotal $1,977,200 $980,100 $254,700 | $1,234,800 $742,400
Improvements Supporting Regional Transit Operators )
BART Fleet Expansion 145,200 2 NA $37,000 $37,000 $108,200
.BART Train Control 100,000 2 NA 25,500 25,500, 74,500
Cailtrain Electrification 1,332,100 1 1,009,700 82,600 1,082,300 239,800
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 $139,800 $408,600
(expansion)
| Total $6,479,900 $3,791,500 $687,100 | $4,478,600 | $2,001,300
T 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 o :
Program Fair Share Cost Allocation & Funding Notes Sources

SFMTA Transit Service Expansion and Reliability lmprovements
Transit All costs associated with additional capacity See Tables C.1 and C. 2
Fleet needed to serve 2010-2040 growth as identified

Expansion |in recent {2014) fleet and facility planning
: studies' Excludes cost of replacement vehicle

capacity, Central Subway vehicles (funded), and
Geary BRT vehicles (see Geary BRT project). -
Transit Allocate costs to all 2040 development because | See Table C.3
Facilities the needs include rehabilitation and replacement

) of existing facilities. A more detailed analysis by
facility would likely result in a higher allocation
share to 2010-2040 development.

Muni - All costs associated with additional capacity Seé 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 ali 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 pro;ect San Francisco County
View / 19™ | would replacé 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.
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Table 4.3: Transit Capital Facilities (Notes & Sources) (continued)
Project or ' )
Program | Fair Share Cost Allocation & Funding Notes Sources
Improvements Supporting Regional Transit Operators :
BART Fleet | All costs associated with.additional capacity - San Francisco Bay Area
Expansion | needed to serve 2010-2040 growth. Total cost of | Rapid Transit District
44 additional cars.to accommodate additional (BART), Building A Better
peak hour trips, based on SF-CHAMP model run | BART: Investing In The
indicating 4,554 passengers that would exceed |- Future Of The Bay Area’s
current capacity, and 105 passengers per carat | Rapid Transit Systern (draft),
100 percent capacity. Assume $3.3 million cost | July 2014, p. 13; San
per car based on latest public report though Francisco Municipal
.BART staff now anticipating cost of $5.5 million- | Transportation Agency
per car. {personal communication
regarding SF-CHAMP model .
output,
transitCrowding_Peak BAR
T_Transbay- v2.xlsx, Nov.
- 21, 2014).
BART Train | All costs associated with additional capacity BART, “Funding Priorities
Control needed to serve 2010-2040 growth. The $100 and Financial Outlook”,
mil. cost is 50 percent of the $200 mil. capacity BART board workshop
expansion component of the Train Control presentation, Jan. 29-30,
Modernization Program (TCMP). The capacity 2015, and “Capital Funding
expansion component is driven by growth in -| Priorities”, presentation to
transbay trips serving downtown San Francisco San Francisco Capital
so half of the cost is allocated to San Francisco Planning 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 fo all 2040 development because project | San Francisco County
Elecirifica- | 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 8.3% to 2015 Appendix D, Sep. 12, 2014;
based on scheduled project completion by FY
2013-20. 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 dollars, discounted 9.3% to 2015 Appendix D, Sep. 12, 2014;
Downtown | based on project completion by FY 2019—20 :
-| Extension | subject to funding availability.
Bicycle Infrastructure Improvements
Bicycle All costs associated with expanding service to See Table C.6
Programs shift trips and increase transit capacity to serve ’
(expansion) | 2010-2040 growth.
' The fair share cost allocation to TSF development is slightly conservative because fleet
expansion costs are based on a 2015-2040 growth whereas the cost allocation is based on
2010-2040 growth.
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Bicycle improvements are included because bicycle infrastructure
improvements shift demand away from autos and transit thereby relieving

auto congestion, improving transit travel times, and reducing transit

overcrowding.” However, TSF spending on bicycle infrastructure will occur
solely from the complete streets compotent of the TSE (see Chapter 5). This
approach js consistent with the bicycle, pedesttian, and streetscape
infrastructute components of the area plan fees based on current legislation
pending before the Board of Supetvisors.

Table 4.2 calculates the potential TSF cost shate (shown in the last column of

" the table) by deducting the shates allocated to existing development and non-

TSF development.

The potential TSF cost shate shown in Table 4.2 must be adjusted to
calculate the maximum justified funding that could be provided by the TSE.
Maximum justified TSF funding is based on applying any curtently”
programmed funding available after funding of the non-TSF cost share.
Programmed funding is funding that has been programmed through pmor_
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
Prancisco

+ Metropolitan Transportation Commission transit cote capacity challenge
grant program fot SFMTA projects that targets federal, state, and
tegional funds to high-priotity transit capital projects

+  Caltrain funding for the Caltrain electrification project

+ ‘Transbay Transit Center funding from vatious sources

%3 "The San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) modeled the impact of building out the
Class 1 bicycle facilities to 100 miles and estimated that daily bike trips would increase by zbout 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. Cities: If You Build Tem,
Commuters Will Use Them -~ Another Look”, TRB 2003 Annual Meeting CD-ROM; Nelson, Atthur and
David Allen (1997), “If You Build Them, Commuters Will Use Them; Cross-Sectional Analysis of Commuters
and Bicycle Fadlities”, Transportation Research Record 1578; San Francisco Department of Parking and
T'raffic, “Polk Street Lane Removal/Bike Lane Ttial Evaluation”, Repott to San Frandsco Boatd of
Supervisors, May 16, 2001.
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¢+ Developer funding tbrough development or other -contractual
agreements. '

Programmed funding is first allocated to the non-TSF:cost shate. Any
funding remaining after allocation to the non-TSF cost share is then
deducted from the TSF cost share. Table 4.4 shows the maximum justified
TSF funding for the transit capital faciliies 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 tevenue soutces to address any funding gaps

for the projects and programs listed in Table 4.4, after deducting’
programmed funding and TSF revenue. These alternative soutces ensute that

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

alternative funding sources ate listed in Table 4.5

Use of Fee Revenines

The SFMTA or SFCTA may use revenue from the TSF transit capital
facilities component for any capital project that expands transit setvice in ot
to/from San Francisco, of, ditectly suppotts the expansion of that service
such as vehicle maintenance faclities. Eligible costs that may be funded
include capital expenses such as project management, design, éngineeﬂng,
environmental review, land acquisition, equipment, and construction.

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

The TSF may fund projects ot programs that replace and expand existing
" transit fadlities as long as method 1 is used to allocate expansion-related
costs to the TSF (actoss existing and new development) (see Need for Transit
Capital Fadilities section, above). The 'TSF may also fund projects ot programs
that solely support transit setvice expansion. In this case method 2 would be
used to allocate costs to the TSF development (new development only). |
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Transit Capital Facilities Maximum Justlf‘ ed 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 3- $37,000 $- $108,200. $108,200
BART Train Control 2,800 25,500 - 74,500 74,500
Caltrain Electrification 108,200 1,092,300 - 239,800 239,800
Transbay Transit Center 463,900 1,949,100 - 427,800 427,800
(Phase 2) . ) )
Subtotal $575,600 | $3,103,900 $- $850,300 $850,300
Bicycle Infrastructure Improvements
Bicycle Programs $13,000 $139,900 $- $408,600 .$408,600
Expansion
Total $1,265,300 | $4,478,600 $245,200 | $2,001,300 | $1,756,100
" Unless negative, then $0.

Sources: Tables 4.2 and C.7.
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Table 4.5: Transit Capital Facilities Funding Sources

Federal Grant Programs
« Federal Transit Administration’
— Section 5307 — Urbanized Area Formula Program
~ Section 5309(b)1 — New Starts, Small Starts and Very Small Starts
Programs
« Federal Highway Administration
- Highway Safety Improvement Program
- Surface Transportation Program -,

- Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program
- TIGER Discretionary Grants

State Funding Programs -

» Active Transportation Program

« Capand Trade ’

» Prop1B — Transportation Bond Preram

» Prop1A — High-Speed Rail Bond Program

« Regional Transportation Improvement Program

« State Transit Assistance for capital projects

« State Highway Operation and Protection Program

Regional and Local Funding Programs
o Climate Initiatives Program
o Cost Sharing With Other Counties on Joint Projects
« Lifeline Transportation Program
e OneBayArea Grant Program
» Prop AA (San Francisco vehicle reglstratlon fee)
» Regional Measure 2 (bridge tolls)
« Transit Performance Initiative Program
» Transportation Fund for Clean Air (Bay Area Air Quality Management District)
« SFMTA revenue bonds
» General Obligation Bonds
"« General Fund Allocation for Capital PrOJects

Maximum Justified Fee '

The fee schedule for the TSE transit capital facilities component. is based on
the maximum justified cost per trip and is shown in Table 4.6 The cost pet
ttip is based on the maximum justified ﬁmdmg and the total number of trips
generated by TSF development..
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Table 4.6:' Transit Capltal Facilities Cost per Tl'lp

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 fée for each economic activity category is based on
the cost pet tp shown in Table 4.6 multiplied by the ttip generation rates
for each categoty. The maximum justified fee schedule is shown in ‘T'able
4.7. The vatance in the fee by economic activity categoty based on trip
generation, and the scaling of the fee based on the size of the development
project, suppotts a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee
and the shate of transit capital facilities attributable to each development
, pro]ect

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.it) (per sq. ft.)
Formula a - b c=a*b/1,000
Residential : $1,025 7 $7.18
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) $1,025 25 . $25.63
Production, Distribution, Repair $1,025 7 $7.18
(PDR) .
Sources: Seifel Consulting, Inc., San Francisco Eastern Neighborhoods
Nexus Study, prepared for the City of San Francisco Planning Department,
May 2008; Tables 2, 3, and Appendix D Table D.2; Tables 4.6 and A4. -
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5. COMPLETE STREETS

The complete streets component of the TSF would fund the enhancement
and expansion of pedesttian and other streetscape infrastructure to
accommodate growth. This component of the TSF is intended to maintain
the existing level of service currently provided for pedestdans in San
Francisco. The relationship between development and the complete streets
component of the TSF is summatized below and explained more fully in the
sections that follow:

¢+ Need for pedestrian infrastructure: The impact of developmentl on the
need for enhanced and expanded pedesttian infrastructute is based on
achieving the pedesttian level of setvice (pedestrian LOS) recommended
in the San Francisco Citywide Nexcus Aﬂa@m **The pedesttian 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
pedesttan and other streetscape infrastructure. Revenues may also be
used for bicycle capital facilities for reasons explained in the secton Use
of Fee Revenses.

¢ Proporttonal cost: The TSF vaties in direct proportion to the amount of
. setvice population of each development project.

Need For Pedestrian Infrasttucture

The need for pedesttian infrasttucture-is ditectly telated to the number of
pedestrans in the City. As discussed in detail in Chapter 2 in the Service
Population section, pedestrians include both residents and employees with
employees also reflecting demand from visitors who use the City’s business
establishments. The combined service population of residents and employees
for pedestdan infrastructure as calculated by the Citywide Nexus Analysis is

" based on residents plus employees weighted at 50 petcent® Employees ate

weighted lower than residents because of the lower demand for pedesttian-
infrastructure relative to residents (less time at ‘work as an employee
compared to time at home or doing other activities as a resident).

24 San Frandsco Planning Department, San Fransisco Citywide Nescus Analysis, March 2014, pp. 25-30.
25 San Francisco Planning Department, Sazn Francisco Infrastructure Leve] of Service Analysis, Match 2014, p. 44.
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The Citywide Nexcus Analysis calculated the pedesttdan LOS based on the
amount of existing sidewalk. space and the future service population. Thus
the study assumes a pedestrian LOS of 88 square feet pet capita in the future
compared to 103 squate feet per capita currently. To compensate for this
consetvative assumption, the pedesttian LOS assumes a cost pet squate foot
that incorpotates improvements to existing sidewalks with the addition of
elements such as cutb ramps, bulb-outs, and pedestrian signals.*®

The unit cost of pedesttian infrasttucture calculated by the Citywide Nexcus
Anabysis and updated to 2015 dollars is $47.18 per squate foot. This cost
reflects a conservative set of assumptions for pedestran infrastructure and
teflects a tange of improvement levels actoss the City.”’ This unit cost
specifically excludes elements of pedesttian infrastructute that may be
required under Section 138.1 of the San Francisco Planning Code telated to
utban design standards. Under this section of the code the City may tequire
certain development projects to improve pedesttian infrastructure ditectly
adjacent to the project. By excluding these cost elements there i no ovetlap
between the TSE complete streets component and compliance with Section
" 138.1 of the Planning Code.”®

Based on the inputs desctibed above, the cost per capita by economic activity
category reptesenting the cost of pedesttan infrastructure to serve new
development is shown in Table 5.1.

26 Thid, T'able 18, p. 45.
%7 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Citywide Nescus Analysis, March 2014, Table 17, p. 29.

22 AECOM, memorandum to San Prancisco Planmn.g Department rcgardmg San Francisco Infrastructurc
Nexus Analysis — Stxcctsmpc 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 Population { - Cost per
Category capita) Sq. Ft,' Weight® Capita

. Formula a b . C d=a*hb*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.

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 ptimaty putpose of the TSF complete streets components is to fund
capital improvements to the City’s pedestrian and other streetscape
infrastructure. As discussed in the Better Streets Plan (BSP),” 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 othet streetscape improvements cited in the BSP. Curtent
planned expenditures of TSF revenue drawn from the SFMTA 20-Year
Capital Plan ate- shown in Table 5.2. The table also shows programmed
funding for these programs with Proposition K bcmg the only current
source.

? San Prandsco Public Works Code, Section 2.4.13.
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Table 5.2: TSF Pedestrian Infrastructure Programs

Pedestrian Infrastructure Program Amount
Pedestrian Strategy Corridor Program $363,000,000
Striping and Signage Program N 8,800,000
Total $371,800,000
Programmed Funding: Proposition K' - (55,600,000)
Funding Need . : $31 6,20}0,000

! 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) aliocating the dlscounted share to the
.TSF project. .

Sources: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency,
SFMTA 20-Year Capital Plan, Oct. 15, 2013, pp. B-20;
*8an Francisco County Transportation Authority, 2014
Prop. K Strategic Plan, Sep. 12, 2014; SFCTA staff
(for discount factors).

For all atea plan fees except the Transit Center Disttict fee, legislation
pending before the Board of Supervisots would distinguish between a fee
component for transit and a fee component for bicycle, pedestrian and other
streetscape infrastructure. To provide consistency with the proposed area
plan fee programs, revenue from the TSF complete streets component may
also be used for, bicycle facilities. The use of the TSF for bicycle facilities is
alteady justified under the transit capital faciliies component (see priot
chaptet). 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 buildmg square feet per capita by economic acuvity categoty.
The mazimum justified fee is shown in Table 5.3. The vatiance in the fee by
economic activity category based on building space per capita, and the scaling
of the fee based on the size of the development project, suppotts a
" reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee and the.share of
complete streets infrastructute atttibutable to each development project.
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Table 5.3: ~ Complete Streets Component Maximum Justified

Fee (2015 dollars)
Maximum
Sq. Ft. Justified
Cost per per Fee
Economic Activity Category Capita Capita (per sq. ft.)
Formula a b c=alb
Residential $4,152 498 $8.34
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) $2,076 308 $6.74
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) | $2,076 597 $3.48
Sources: Tables 5.1 and A4.
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6. 'TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE

The maximum justified transportation sustainability fee is the sum of the
three component fees presented in Chapters 3, 4, and 5. The maximum
justified TSF is shown in Table 6.1 per square foot of building space. The
" two transit components ate subtotaled to show the total maximum justified
'TSF for transit facilities and setvices. The total fee on a developrnent project
for transit faciliies and services should not exceed this amount without a
nexus study justifying the higher amount. Likewise, the total fee on a
development project for pedesttian 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 atea plans that have their own
sepatate transportation development impact fees. Pending approval of
legislation currently before the Boatd of Supetvisors™, these fees would be
separated between transit and complete streets components. The complete
streets component would include bicycle, pedestrian, and other streetscape
infrastructure. The TSF is proposed to have a similar structure (separate
transit and complete streets components) to mirror the proposed atea plan
fee structure. This structure is also consistent with the Cigywide Nexus Aﬂaél.rz:
referenced in Chapters 2 and 5 of this report. :

30 Pending legislation is regarding adoption of the Citywide Necus Analysis referenced in Chapters 2 and 5 and
would amend Article 4 of the Planning Code.
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As exphined in Chapter 1, the curtent TIDF is a dtywide fee on
nontesidential development only. Nonresidential development within a plan
atea curtently pays the TIDF in additon to any area plan transit fee
component. If adopted, the TSEF would replace the TIDF and be applied to
both residential and nonresidential development.

Area plan transportation fees were developed to fund improvements within
their respective plan atreas to address local impacts from new development.
By contrast the TSF is designed to fund citywide ptojects and programs to
address citywide development impacts. Regardless of the separation or
ovetlap between area plan fees and the TSF, the TSE should be adopted at a
level such that the combined area plan and TSF amounts are less than the
maximum justified TSF amounts shown in Tzble 6.1. This approach would
ensure that new development is not ovetpaying for transportation impacts
and that new development fully benefits from the expenditure of fee
tevenues. Specifically, within each plan areas the TSF should be adopted at
less than the maximum justified amount such that:

+ 'The combined amount of the adol.ated area plan and TSF transit fee
. components remains less than the maximum justified TSF transit fee
component (transit capital maintenance plus transit capital facilities). -

¢ The combined amount of the adopted atea plan and TSF complete
streets components remains less than the maximum justified TSF
complete streets component.

. See Appendix D, Tables D.1 and D.2 for a list of curtent transpottation

- fees within plan areas and a comparison with the maximum justified TSF
‘amount The maximum justified TSF is greater than the cutrent fee
(including the TIDF) actoss 2ll economic activity categoties, atea plans, and

" for both the transit and complete streets fee components. In most cases the
maximum justified TSF is more than 50 percent greater than the cutrent fee.

- Thus thete is substantal flexibility for the City to detetmine the appropﬂate
'TSF amount to adopt and implement. '

Relationship Between TSF and TSP

The TSF will be part of a larger effort, the proposed Transit Sustainability
Program (TSP). In addition to the TSF, the TSP includes (1) a transpottation
demand management (TDM) program for new development projects, and (2)
revision to the City’s policies tegatding evaluation of transportation impacts
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) consistent with
State Guidelines adopted pursuant to Senate Bill 743.

The TSF nexus study and the expenditure of TSF revenues ate designed to
avoid any overlap with other TSP requirements or in any way double charge
development projects for the same impact. Based on the cutrrent proposal,
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the TDM component of the TSP includes a wide range of measures
inclnding measures to encourage travel by transit, bicycle, and pedesman
modes. These measutes do not overlap with the TSF because:

+ TDM measutes related to transit setvice are focused on transit pass
subsidies for tresidents and employees of development projects to
encourage transit use. The TSF is focused on offsetting the impact of
increased transit use on transit capital maintenance and transit capital
facilities costs. Futthermore, farebox revenue supported by transit pass
subsidies only covers about one-third of total operating costs ($220 mil.
in annual revenue versus $668 mil of annual costs) and these revenues
are excluded from calculation of the TSF transit capital maintenance
component (see Table 3.2). )

¢+ TDM measutes related to bicycle and pedesttian improvements ate
focused on on-site improvements such as bike patking and frontage
improvements for pedesttians. The TSF is focused on citywide capital
investments in bicycle facilities and pedestrian infrastructure.

TSF Updates

The TSF should be updated using the following two methods:

1. Annual updates: The calculations in this nexus study atre based on 2015
dollats. The adopted TSF should be updated annually for cost inflation in
a similar manner as the City currently does for all other development
impact fees to ensure that fee revenue remains constant with inflation to
fund development impacts. - '

2. Five-year updates: The Mitigation Fee Act and the Planning Code
require every five years that any local agency implementing 2
development impact fee make findings similat to those made at the ime
of the initial fee adoption.” For these five year updates the City should:

a Updatc the transit capital maintenance fee component based on the
latest available data from the National Transit Database and
_ cotresponding land use data for the City.

b. Update the transit capital facilities fee component based on the latest
available list of major transit capital projects that benefit new
development, along with updates to project costs and programmed

funding.

31 California Government Code Section 66001 (d).
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c. Update the complete streets component based on 2 teview of the
pedesttian level of setvice and current cost estimates for pedestt:mn
and other streetscape infrastructure. -

These petiodic reviews and adjustments to the TSF will ensure that the
program continues to adequately addxess the impacts of development on the
City’s transportation system.
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A. LAND USE PROJECTIONS & TRIP GENERATION
ESTIMATES

The Transit Sustainability Fee is based on a consistent set of development
estimates for 2010 and land use projections for 2040. These estimates and
ptojections ate convetted to trip generation estimates and used to evaluate
the impact of development on the transportation system. This appendix
desctibes these estimates and projections including key assumptions and
methodologies used to develop them.

Consistency With Regional Projections

In preparing the land use allocations for 2010 and 2040, the Planning
Depattment controlled citywide totals to the most recent estimates available
from the Association of Bay Atea Governments (ABAG) for the nine-county
San Prancisco Bay region developed in association with the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission (MTC). Citywide totals were controlled to be
within plus or minus-two percent of the 2010 and 2040 ABAG totals for
population, housing, and employment. Compatisons of the Planning
Department’s citywide totals with the ABAG totals are shown in ‘Tables A.1
and A.2. :
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Table A-1: San Francisco Development 2010
Difference,
Nexus
Study vs.
Nexus ABAG B
Study | ABAG | Amount | Percent
Housing
Housing Units 376,000 | 376,800 (900) | (0.2%) |
Households 345,900 | 345,800 100 0.0%
Vacancy Rate 8.0% 8.3% NA NA
Employment (Jobs)
Management, Information and , i
Professional Services 295,100 NA NA NA
Retail/Entertainment 97,700 NA NA NA
Production, Distribution, Repalr 59,900 NA NA NA
Cultural/Institution/Education 59,800 NA NA NA
Medical and Health Services 36,500 . NA NA NA
- Visitor Services , 21,000 NA]l . NA NA
Total Employment 570,000 | - 568,700 1,300 0.2%
Jobs per Household 1.65 1.64
Note:  “NA” indicates that San Francisco Planning uses different employment
categories than ABAG so comparisons are not applicable.
Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, Land Use Allocation Model
Output, December 2013; Association of Bay Area Governments and the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Plan Bay Area, Final Forecast
of Jobs, Population and Housing, Table 14, p. 42, July 2013.
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Table A-2: San Francisco Development 2040

.Difference,
S.F. ' Nexus
Planning Study vs.

Dept. | ABAG ABAG

2040 2040 Amount | Percent

Housing
Housing Units .- | 477,400 | 469,400 | . 8,000 1.7%
Households 447,000 | 447,400 (400) (0.1%)
Vacancy Rate 6.4% 4.7% NA NA

Employment (Jobs) .

Management, Information and

Professional Services . 414,800 NA NA NA
Retail/Entertainment 123,200 NA NA NA
Production, Distribution, Repair || 69,500 NA NA NA
Cultural/Institution/Education 80,400 NA NA NA
Medical and Health Services 52,200 NA NA NA
Visitor Services 26800 . NA NA NA
Total Employment - 766,900 | 759,500 7,400 1.0%
Jobs per Household 1.72 1.70 oo
Note: “NA" indicates that San Francisco Planning uses different employment

categories than ABAG so comparisons are not applicable.

Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, Land Use Allocation Model Output,
December 2013; Association of Bay Area Governments and the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Plan Bay Area, Final Forecast
of Jobs, Population and Housing, Table 14, p. 42, July 2013.

Housing Unit Size, Employment Density, and Ttip Generation Rates

Housing unit size (average square feet per housing unif) and employment
density factors (square fee per employee) ate used to convert projections of
housing units and employment to projections of building space. Average
housing unit size is based on the Eastern Neighbothoods Nexus Study
completed in 2008.* Employment density factors ate consistent with those
used in the Planning Department’s land use allocation tool with one
ezception (see next paragraph). Trip generation rates are based on the most
recent update of the TIDF completed in 2011.%

32 Seifel Consulting, Inc., San Frandsco Eastern Neighborboods Nexus Study, prepated for the City of San Francisco
Planning Department, May 2008

33 Cambridge Systematics with Urban Economics, Traﬂm‘ Impact Development Fee Update, prepared for the San
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, Febrnary 2011.
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The employment density factor and trip generation tate fot the Management,
Information, and Professional Setvices (MIPS) economic activity category
were adjusted to incorporate tecent information from the Central SoMa
envitonmental review as explained in Chapter 2. See Table A.3 for the MIPS
adjustment.

See Table A4 for the factors and rates used for all ecomomic activity
categoties. Sec Tables A.5 and A.6 for ttip generation estimates used for the
nexus analysis for the TSF transit capital maintenance and TSF transit capital
facilities components, respectively.

' Table A-3: Management, Information & Professional Services
Employment Density and Trip Generation Rate

All
Other
Central City-
Formula | SoMa wide Total

Management, Information & a 45,000 74,700 119,700

Professional Services '

Employment
Sq. Ft. per Employee’ b 200 276 . 247
Occupied Building Space c=a*b/
(1,000 sq. ft.) 1,000 9,000 20,600 29,600
Vacancy Rate d 5.0% 5.0% 5.0%
Total Building Space e=c/

(1,000 sq. ft.) . (1-d) 9500 | 21,700 | 31,200
Trip rate (per 1,000 sq. ft) f - 18 13 15
Trips g=e*f | 171,000 | 282,100 | 453,100
Trip Rate (per employee) h=g/a 3.80 3.78 |. 3.79

is the weighted average.

! “Central SoMa” and “All Other Citywide” employment density (sq. ft. per
employee) provided by San Francisco Planning Depariment. “Total” density

2 «All Other Citywide” trip rate is from S.F. Planning Department. “Central
SoMa” trip rate is calculated based on the inverse of the ratio of All Other
Citywide to Central SoMa employment density. “Total™ trip rate is the
weighted average of the Central SoMa and All Other Citywide trip rates.

Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, Land Use Allocation Model
Output, December 2013; Cambridge Systematics with Urban
. Economics, Transit Impact Development Fee Update, prepared for
the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, February 2011.
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Table A-4: Service Population, Building Space, and Trip
Generation Rates

Service Population & Trip
Building Space Genera-
Residents Gross tion per
Square | perUnitor | Square | Housing
Feet per Vacancy Feetper | Unitor
Resident | Rate (for | Housing 1,000
or employ- Unit or Square
Employee ment) Employee | Feet'

Housing
Housing Units 498 . 2.32 1,156, 7

Employment

Management, Information 247 5.0% 260 15

& Professional Services

Retail/Entertainment 350 5.0% © 368 - 65

'| Cultural/Institution/ 350 0.0% 350 23

Education

Medical and Health 350 0.0% 350 22

Services '

Visitor Services 787 0.0% 787 13
Nonresidential 308 25
(ex. PDRY

Production, Distribution, 567 5.0% 597 7

Repair (PDR)

' Average daily motorized (transit and auto) trips.

2 Weighted average based on 2010-2040 growth
Sources San Francisco Planning Department, San FranCIsco Citywide Nexus
+ -~ Analysis, March 2014 (for housing density and size); San Francisco

Planning Department, Land Use Allocation Model Output, December
2013 (for employment densities and vacancy rates); Cambridge
Systematics with Urban Economics, Transit Impact Development
Fee Update, prepared for the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency, February 2011 (for trip generation rates);
Table A.3.
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Table A-5: Trip Generation 2013
2010 ' Trip
Develop- Genera~-
ment 2010 2010-2013 2013 tion Rate | 2013 Trip
(housing Sq. Ft. Develop- | Develop- | Develop-| (average Genera-
' Economic units or per Unit ment ment ment daily trips tion
Activity employ- or Em-~ (1,000 (1,000 sg. (1,000 | per1,000 | (average
Category ment) ployee sq. ft.) ft.) sq. ft.) sq. ft.) daily trips)
Formula a _ b c=a*b d e=c+d f g=e*f
Residential 376,000 1,156 | 434,700 2,700 | 437,400 7 1 3,062,000
Nonresidential :
(ex. PDR) 510,100 308 | 157,100 {(200) | 156,900 25 | 3,923,000
Production, -
Distribution,
Repair (PDR) 59,900 597 35,800 {100) | 35,700 . 7| 250,000
L Total Trip Generation | 7,235,000

Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, Land Use Allocatlon Model Output, December 2013;
Tables A.1 and A 4.

Table A-6: Trip Generation 2010 and 2040 - -
Trip 2010 2010-2040 - 2040
Generation Development Development Development
Rate Building Building Building.
Economic (trips per Space Trip Space. Trip Space Trip
Activity 1,000 sq. (1,000 Genera- (1,000 Genera- (1,000 Genera-
Category . ft) sq. ft.) tion sq. ft.) tion - sq. ft.) tion
Residential 71 434,700 | 3,043,000 117,200 820,000 | 551,900 | 3,863,000
Nonresidential |
(ex. PDR)' 25| 157,100 | 3,928,000 57,600 | 1,440,000 | 214,700 | 5,368,000
Production, . ' ' '
Distribution, . . )
Repair (FDR) 7 35,800 251,000 5,700 40,000 41,500 291,000
Total Trip Generation 7,222,000 2,300,000 9,522,000
' Trip generatlon rate based on weighted average of building square feet for 2010-2040 development by
economlc activity category and rounded to whole number.
Sources: Tables 2.5, A4, and A5.
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B. TRANSIT CAPITAL MAINTENANCE

'The following two tables provide support for the calculations presented in

Chapter 3 for the transit capital maintenance component of the TSF.
‘Table B.1 ptrovides the soutce for the inflation and interest rates that are -
inputs to the model for the net present value factor shown in Table 3.3.
Table B.2 ptovides a truncated vetsion of the model used to calculate the»

. net present value factor.

Table B-1: Inflation and Interest Rates

Cost Inﬂatlon Interest Earned”
Fiscal
Calendar Annual Year : Annual
Year Index Rate Ending Index Rate
2014 252.0 2.86% 2014 105.7 0.73%
2013 245.0 2.21% 2013 105.0 0.95%
2012 239.7 270% |. 2012 104.0 1.32%
2011 233.4 2.59% 2011 102.6 1.24%
.2010 -221.5 .1.38% 2010 101.4 1.38% -
2009 224.4 2009 100.0
Five-Year Compounded Five-Year Compounded
Annual Average - 2.35% Annual Average 1.12%
, . l
' San Francisco Bay Area Consumer Price Index (index 1982-84 = 100).
2 Average annual interest eamning on City and County of San Francisco pooled
fund balances (index 2008 = 100). . "
Sources: Association of Bay Area Governments
(hitp://www.abag.ca.gov/planning/research/cpi.html); S.F.
Treasurer's Office (htip://sftreasurer.org/reports-plans).

May 2015
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Table B-2: Net Present Value Factor

Year 1 2 3 43 44 45
Beginning Fund a 58.78 58.44 ‘58.07 1} ... . 797|. 540 2.75
Balance'
Interest b=a*1.12% 0.66 0.65 0.65 | ... 0.09 0.06 0.03
Earmnings® : ‘ .
Expenditures" c= cz(gr;g/r yn* (1.00) (1.02) (1.05) | ... (2.65) | _(2.72) (2.78)
Ending Fund d=a+b-c 58.44 58.07 57.67 | ... 5.40 2.75 0.00
Balarice
Net Present: ) 58.78
Value Factor

Note:  This table models the amount necessary to collect in Year 1 such that $1.00in
expenditures can be sustained for 45 years given inflation and interest earnings.

' Beginning fund balance in Year 1 is solved for to calculate the net present value factor. The Year 1
value is set such that the Year 45 ending fund balance equals $0.00. In all other years the
beginning fund balance equals the ending fund balance from the prior year.

2 Assumes interest earned on beginning fund balance and all expenditures made at end of year.

% Expenditures at beginning of Year 1 equal $1.00 and are inflated assuming all costs represent end
of year (inflated) values.

Source: Table B.1 (for interest and inflation rates).
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C. TRANSIT CAPITAL FACILITIES

'This aépendix provides the supporting documentation for the transit capital
projects and programs included in the transit capital facilities component of
the TSF presented in Chapter 4. All cost and funding data reflect 2015
dollars. : :

+*

!
Tables C.1 and C.2 provide supporting data from the transit fleet plan
expansion project. Calculated costs reflect net fleet expansion costs to
serve new development (2015-2040).

Table C.3 provides supporting data for the transit fleet maintenance
facilities projects. The facility plan (see table soutces) reptesents a
significant re-positioning, upgtade, and expansion of SFMTA’s facilities
to serve both existing and new development.

Table C.4 provides supporting data for the transit reliability
improvements. The projects in the upper part of the table ate to be
implemented in the near term (e.g. by 2017) and are fully funded largely
through the City’s 2014 general obligation bond. These projects address
existing deficiencies and provide for some system capacity expansion to
serve new development. The projects in the lower part of the table ate
unfunded and solely associated with increasing capacity to setve new
development. These projects are allocated to TSF transit capital facilities
(Table 4.2):

Table C.5 'provides supporting data for the Geaty Bus Rapi& Transit
project. This project replaces and upgrades an existing transit line so it
setves existing development and provides for capacity expansion to setve
growth. '~ '

Table C.6 provides supporting data for the bicycle faciliies program.
These projects represent a significant expansion of the bicycle program.
These projects only serve development by shifting ttips out of autos
(thereby relieving vehicle congestion and improving transit setvice) and
shifting trips out of transit (thereby relieving transit overcrowding).

Tables C.7 and C.8 provide supporting data for the programmed
funding available for transit capital facilities shown in Tables 4.2 and 4.4.
_Estimates reflect funding for 2015-2040 in 2015 dollars.
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Table C-1: Transit Fleet Plan
Fleet
Existing Expansion/ Planned
(2015) Contraction (2040)
Motor Goach (40" 337 - (55) 282
Motor Coach (60")’ 159 157 316
Trolley Coach (40" 240 (50) 190
Trolley Coach (60") 93 17 110
Light Rail Vehicle 147 113 260
Total 976 [ 182 1,158 |-

Note:  "TFMP" source was relied upon for all data except where updated

by "Vision" source {only update was 2040 estimate of 316 60' motor
coach vehicles instead of 324 vehicles).

Note: 30" motor coach and 40' contingency coach vehicles are excluded
because their fleet size is not projected to change.

Sources: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, 2014 SFMTA
Transit Fleet Management Plan (TFMP), March 2014, Appendix B;
Parson Brinkerhoff, Addendum to. SFMTA’s Real-Estafe and
Facilities Vision for the 21st Century / Vision Refinement for Coach
Facilities (Vision), Jun. 24, 2014, Table 1, p. 2.
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Table C-2: Transit Fleet Plan Expansioﬁ Costs

Fleet Cost per .
Expansion Vehicle Total Cost
Motor Coach (40" (55) $880,000 |  $(48,400,000)
Motor Coach (60") 157 | $1,350,000 | $212,000,000
Trolley Coach (40" (50) | $1,580,000 | $(79,000,000)
> Trolley Coach (60" 17 $1,970,000 $33,500,000
Light Rail Vehicle 113 | $6,000,000 $678,000,000
Net Fleet Expansion 182 | $796,100,000
Adjustments ]
Geary Bus Rapid Transit (16) | $1,350,000 | $(21,600,000)
Vehicles' .
Central Subway Light Rail (24) | $6,000,000 | $(144,000,000)
Vehicles”
Net Fleet Expansion Cost |
After Adjustments 142 $630,500,000
Note: 30" motor coach and 40' contingency coach vehicles are excluded
_ because their fleet size is not projected to change.
! Geary BRT vehicles included in Geary BRT project in TSF capital facilities
list (Table 4.2).
2 Central Subway is not solely designed to accommodate growth and vehicles
_are fully funded. )
Sources: 8an Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (personal
communication regarding costs per vehicle, Vehicle Demand
Summary for Expenditure Plan.xisx, Nov. 21, 2014); Table C.1.
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Table C-3: Transit F!eet Maintenance Facilities

Facility Name ’ Amount
Motor and Trolley Coach Facilities )
Burke :
Central Body Repair & Paint (Muni Metro East-MME)
Facility Expansion or New Facility (fo be identified)
Flynn .
lsl);is Creek o De_t? il By
Kirkland Facility Not
d Auvailable
Marin
Potrero
Presidio
Woods :
Subtotal - ) $433,000,000
Other Fleet Facilities’ )
Cameron Beach ' 11,048,000
Green . 4,348,000
Green Annex . . 1,094,000
Total ‘ $449,490,000

' Other fleet facilities include facilities for light rail vehicles, historic rail fleet,
and cable cars. Excludes Scotf facility because it is only used for non-
revenue generating vehicles.

Sources: Parsons Brinckerhoff, Real Estate and Facilities Vision for the 21%
Century, prepared for the San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency, Feb. 5, 2013, Table 3, p. 51; Parsons Brinckerhoff, Vision
Refinement for Coach Facilities (draft), prepared for the San
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, Jun. 24, 2014, Table 5,
p. 14. .
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Table C-4: Muni Forward Rapid Network lmprovements
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Project Name

Amount

Sample Near Term Projects To Address Existing Deficiencies & Provide Additional Capacity (funded)’

5 Fulton: Outer Route Fast Track Transit Enhancements $2,800,000
71 Haight-Noriega: Haight Street Fast Track Transit & Streetscape Enhancements 1,500,000
9 San Bruno: Potrero Ave Fast Track Transit & Streetscape Enhancements 7,133,000
Columbus Street Fast Track Transit Enhancements - 700,000
Irving Street Fact Track Transit Enhancemenis 2,000,000
Mission and Silver Fast Track Transit Enhancements 400,000
5 Fulton: McAllister Street Fast Track Transit Enhancements 800,000
10 Townsend: Sansome Contraflow Signals 1,000,000
28 19th Avenue: 19th Ave Transit and Pedestrian Enhancements 16,500,000
30 Stockton: Eastern Segment Transit Enhancements 3,400,000
5 Fulton: Mid-Route Transit Enhancements : " 22,700,000
71 Haight-Noriega: Haight Street Transit and Streetscape Enhancements 6,600,000
8X Bayshore Express: Geneva Ave Transit Enhancements 8,250,000
9 San Bruno: 11th St'and Bayshore Blvd Transit and Pedestrian Enhancements 4,400,000
N Judah: Transit Enhancements 14,600,000
8X Bayshore Express: Mid-Rolute Transit Enhancements 3,750,000
14 Mission: Downtown Mission Transit and Streetscape Enhancements 19,600,000
14 Mission: Inner Mission Transit and Streetscape Enhancements 1,500,000
14 Mission: Outer Mission Transit and Streetscape Enhancements 3,850,000
22 Fillmore: 16th Street Transit and Streetscape Enhancements - Phase 1 34,745,000
J Church: Transit Enhancements ' 10,800,000
L Taraval: Transit and Streetscape Enhancemenis 10,500,000
Total $177,528,000
Share 7% |-
Sample Longer Term Projects To Provide Additional Capac:ty (unfunded)
1 California Travel Time Reduction Project $8,920,000
22 Fillmore Segment 2 (on Fillmore) Travel Time Reduction Project 6,620,000
28 19th Avenue Segment 2 (in Marina) Travel Time Reduction Project 1,900,000
30 Stockton Segment 1 (west of Van Ness) Travel Time Reduction Project - 23,120,000
5 Fulton TEP Travel Time Reduction Project: Segment 2 from Arguello to 25th Ave. 1,260,000
K v TEP Travel Time Reduction Project 4,720,000
M Ocean View Segment 1 (West Portal to 19th Av) Travel Time Reduction Project’ 500,000
M Ocean View Segment 1 (West Portal to 19th Av) Trave! Time Reduction Projec:t1 3,000,000
M Ocean View Segment 2 (East of 19th Av) Travel Time Reduction Project” 3,620,000 |
Subtotal $53,660,000
Share 23%
Total $231,188,000

segments shown here.

lmp]ementatlon Summary" (1-page summary), May 12, 2014,

' These projects are fully funded with the largest source being the 2014 general obligation transportation bond.

% The TSF transit capita facilities list also includes an M-Ocean View/19th Ave. project (see Table 4.2). There is
no overlap between the Rapid Network pro;ects listed here and that project because the later excludes the

Source: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency; "Muni Forward Rapid Network Capital Projects -
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Table C-5: Geary Bus Rapid Transit

-Project Element Amount
Dedicated colorized bus lanes $84,696,000
Station/stop bus operation improvements 53,818,000
Station/stop passenger amenities . 60,283,000
Bus vehicle changes 22,655,000
Traffic signals 40,124,000
Other street improvements . 34,779,000
Pedestrian improvements 22,296,000
Other changes at key areas : ! 4,854,000
Total $323,505,000
Source: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, Atfachment 3:
Geary Cost Estimate By Element and Phase (SFMTA Board
Presentation), Nov. 13, 2014.

Table C-6: ,Bicyble Facilities Program Expansion

Program Element ‘ Amount
Bicycle Network Expansion " $64,825,000
Bicycle Network Long Term Improvements 370,400,000
Bicycle Plan Network Short Térm Projects : 23,000,000 -
|ocation-Specific Bicycle Hotspot Improvements , . 13,500,000
Bicycle Sharing 54,000,000
Secure Bicycle Parking v 10,800,000
Short Term Bicycle Parking . : 12,000,000
Total ' $548,525,000
Source: San Francisco Municipal Transpor’ta’uon Agency, SFMTA 20—Year
Capital Plan Oct. 15, 2013, pp. B-3 to B-5.
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Table C-7: Transit Capital Projects & Programs — Programmed Funding ($ 1,000)

. Prop. K' .

Expenditure Plan Category | Expen- MTC Caltrain TTC | Total Pro-
| diture GO Core Project | Project | Developer| grammed
Pro]ect or Program Line Amount Bond Capacity | Funding | Funding | Funding Funding |
Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Improvements
Transit Fleet Expansion 15 $- $- | $400,000 3- $- $6,000 $406,000
Transit Facilities Vision 20M 13,800 70,000 67,000 150,800
Muni Forward Rapid Network 1 2,000 ' 2,000
Geary Bus Rapid Transit 1 46,100 - ) 46,100
M-Ocean View / 19th Ave. 1 - 71,800 71,800

Subtotal . $61,900 | $70,000 | $467,000 $- $- $77,800 $676,700
Improvements Supporting Regional Transit Operators
BART Car Expansion 17B - $- $- $- $- $- $-
BART Train Control 22B 2,800 2,800
Caltrain Electrification 6 3,900 $105,000 108,900
Transbay Transit Center 5 83,300 380,600 463,900
(Phase 2) :

Subtotal $90,000 $- $- | $105,000 | $380,600 $575,600
Bicycle Infrastructure Improvements .
Blicycle Programs Expansion 39 $13,000 $- $- $- $- $13,000
Total $164,900 | $70,000 | $467,000 | $105,000 | $380,600 $77,800 | $1,265,300

share to the TSF project.

K Prop. K funding based on (1) determining Prop. K expenditure line items that would be eligible for funding TSF expenditure plan
projects, (2) discounting remaining programmed funds from FY 2016 through FY 2034 to 2015 dollars for those line items, (3)
determining the share available for SFMTA projects (vs. other departments and agencies), and (4) allocating the discounted

Sources: Prop. K: San Francisco County Transportation Authority, 2074 Prop. K Strategic. Plan, Appendices D (for Transbay
Transit Center funding) and Appendix F (for ali other projects), Sep. 12, 2014; SFCTA staff, personal communication
(fordiscount factors). GO Bond: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, Transportation 2030: 2014
Transportation and Road Improvement General Obligation Bond Report, Jun. 18, 2014 (appendix). MTC Core
Capacity: Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Resolution No. 4123, Dec. 18, 2013. Calfrain and TTC Project
Funding: See Prop. K source, based on allocated plus programmed funding discounted 9.3 percent to 2015 dollars net
of Prop. K contribution (shown in separate column). Developer Funding: San Francisco Planning Department.
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Table C-8 Transit Capital Pro;ects & Program Funding Notes

Expenditure Category /
Sample Projector -
Program ’

Funding Notes

Transit Reliability Improvements

Transit Fleet Expansion

Prop. K: No funding for this line item after FY 2015. MTC Core
Capacity: $400 mil. from Cap and Trade based on proposed
legislation (AB 574 {Lowenthal) proposed in 2013). TTC Project
Funding: Excludes TCDP impact fee funding of $2 mil. for two 40’
coaches so that TSF maximum justified fee is inclusive of TCDP . -

| impact fee (see discussion of area plan fees in Chapter 6).

Developer Funding: Parkmerced providing $6 mll for one light rall
vehicle through development agreement.

Transit Facilities

Prop. K: Allocate 100% of line item. GO Bond: Allocate 100% of
“Muni Facilities” category. MTC Core Capacity: $67 mil. from Cap
and Trade based on proposed Ieglslatlon (AB 574 {(Lowenthal)
proposed in 2013).

“Muni Forward Rapid
Network

Prop. K: Allocate $2 mil. from line item. GO Bond: No funds
allocated because all funding for higher priority projects {see Table
C.A4).

Geary Bus Rapid Transit

-Prop. K: Allocates 100% of line item except for Rapid Network
allocation.

M-Ocean View / 18"
Ave.

Prop. K: Allocate 0% of line item. GO Bond: Does not allocate any
available funding for Corridor Improvement Program ($28M) that is
limited fo design and engineering studies. Developer Funding:
Parkmerced providing $70 mil. and San Francisco State University
providing $1.83 mil. through development agreements,

Improvements Supporting Regional Transif Operators

BART Fleet Expansion

Prop. K: Allocate 0% of line item because line item is only for car
replacement. No funding assumed from MTC Core Capacity because
funding needed to offset cost increases ($5.3 mil. per car versus MTC
Core Capacity estimate of $3.3 mil. per car).

BART Train Control

Prop. K: Allocate 100% of line item. No funding assumed from MTC

Core Capacity because funding needed to offset cost increases (total
project now estimated at $915 mil. of which $200 mil. is associated
with increasing system capacity versus MTC Core Capacity estimate

of $700 mil.).

Calirain Electrification

Prop. K: Aliocate 100% of line item. Caltrain Prolect Funding:
Includes all allocated and programmed funds discounted 9.3 percent
o 2015 dollars. Excludes all planned funding.

?

Transbay Transit Center
(Phase 2)

Prop. K: Allocate 100% of line item. TTC Project Fundmg: Includes
all allocated and programmed funds discounted 9.3 percent to 2015
dollars. Excludes all planned funding.

Bicycle lnfrastructure Improvements

Bicycle Program
Expansion

Prop. K: Allocate 75% of line item based on prior and near term
allocations (remainder for other departments and transit agencies and

| for non-capital projects).

Sources:' See Table C.7.
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D. . AREA PLAN FEES

Table D.1 provides a schedule of current transportation fees. Bach area plan
fee is allocated to transit and complete streets components based on
Citywide Nexus Study legislation (see Article 4 of the San Francisco Planning
Code), cutrently pending adoption at the Boatd of Supetvisots as of
publication of this report. The current TIDF is added to the area plan transit
component because the TIDE is imposed citywide on all development
ptojects. The TIDF currently only applies to nontesidential projects and not
to residential projects. Based on the proposed legislation, the complete
streets component of the area plan fees funds bicycle facilities plus pedesttian
and other streetscape infrastructure. There is no current dtywide fee for
pedestrian infrastmcture and bicycle facilities.

Table D.2 compates the total cutrent fee with the maximum justified
transpottation fee documented in this TSF nexus study (see Table 6.1 in
Chapter 6). The table separately compares the transit and complete streets

" fee components. The existing TIDF is replaced by the TSF and the TSF is .
-applied to all residential and nonresidential development. As shown in the

table the maximum justified TSF is greater than the cutrent fee across all
economic activity categodes, area plans, and for both fee components. In
most cases the maximum justified TSF is more than 50 petcent greater than
the current fee.
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Table D-1: Existing Transportation Fees (fee per sd. ft.)

Incre- - Complete
mental | Total Transit Streets .
Area Plan / Fee | Area Area | City- '
Economic Activity (TCDP | Plan Transit | wide
Category Only) | Fee' | Share | Fee | TIDF® | Total | Share | Total
c= e= g=

Formula a b a*h . d ctd f a*F
Balboa Park
Residential 9.71 ] 12% 1.17 - 1.17 38% | 3.69
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 1.82 12% 0.22| 14.14 | 14.36 38% | 0.69
Production, Distribution, Repaxr (PDR) - 0% - 7.46 7.46 0% -
Market & Octavia . .
Residential 10.92 22% 240 | . - 2.40 44% | 4.80
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 4.13 20% 0.83| 1414 | 1497 . '61% | 2.52
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.46 7.46 0% -
Rincon Hill ’ .
Residential 10.44 0% - - - 79% | 8.25
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) - 0% -1 1414 14414 0% ~
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR). - 0% - 746 748 0% _
Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District .
Residential 18.20 22% 4.00 - 4.00 44% | 8.01
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 18.20 | 45% 8.19 | 14141 22.33| 30% | 5.46
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.46 7.46 0% -
Visitacion Valley
Residential 5.56 0% - - - 45% 1 2.50
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) - 0% -| 1414 | 1414 | 45% -
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.48 748 0% -
Eastern Nejghborhoods — General — Tier 1 : '
Residential 9.71 10% 0.97 -] 087) 31% | 3.01
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) | 728 | 53% 3.86 ] 1414 18.00| -34% | 2.48
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) C- 0% - 7.46 7.46 0% -
Eastern Neighborhoods ~ General Tier 2 ’ '
Residential 14.56 10% 1.46 - 1.46 31% | 4.51
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 12.14 53% 643 | 14.14 1 20.57 34% 1 4.13
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.46 7.46 0% -
Eastern Neighborhoods — General ~ Tier 3 )
Residential 19.42 10% 1.94 - 1.94 31% | 6.02
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 16.99 53% 9.00| 1414 | 23.14 34% | 5.78
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.46 7.46 0% -
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Table D.1: Existing Transportation Fees (fee per sq. ft.) (continued)

Incre- Complete
mental | Total Transit Streets
Area Plan/ . Fee Area Area City-
Economic Activity (TCDP | Plan Transit | wide .
Category ) Only) Fee' | Share Fee TIDF? | Total | Share | Total
Formula .a B a*h d cid f e
Eastern Neighborhoods - Affordable Housing Zones - Tler 1 )
Residential 9.71 6% - 0.58 - 0.58 4% | 0.39
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) - 7.28 | - 85% 6.19 | 14.15|.20.34 4% | 0.29
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.46 7.46 0% -
Eastern Neighborhoods - Affordable Housing Zones ~Tier 2 ‘
Residential 14.56 6% 087 ~| 087 4% | 0.58
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 12.14 85% 10.32 | 14.15 | 24.47 4% { 0.49
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.46 7.46 " 0% -1
Eastern Neighborhoods - Affordable Housing Zones - Tier 3
Residential . 19.42 8% 1.17 - 117 ). 4% | 0.78
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) | 16.99 85% |~ 1444 | 14.15| 2859 | ' 4%’} 0.68
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) . 0% - 7.46 7.46 0% -
Transit Center District Plan - FAR Up To 9:1 : :
Residential 439 4.39 NA*| 439 -|{ 4.39 NA®T NA®
Office, Retall, Institutional 439 439 NA®] +4.39] 14.14] 1853 . NA®| NA®
Hotel 439 439 NA 439 | 14.14| 1853 NA’| NA®
Industrial ‘ 439 | 4.39 NA® 439 746 11.85 NA® | - NA®
Transit Center Disfrict Plan - FAR 9:1 to 18:1
Residential 658 768 NA 768 - -] 768] NA’] NA®
Office, Retalil, Institutional 2140 | 1509 | NA’| 1509 14.14] 20231 NA'[ NA®
Hotel 878 | 878 NA’ 8.78 | 1414 2292 NA’| NA®
Industrial - 439 439] NA 439 | 746 11.85] NAY| NA’
Transit Center District Plan - FAR Above 18:1 '
Residential 320] 997| NA'|" 997 -] 9897 NA®l NA®
Office, Retail, Institutional 1097 | 2571 NA°| 2571| 14.14] 3985 NA’| NA®
Hotel : 329 | 1151 NA’| 11.51] 1414] 2585| NA’|[ NA®
Industrial 439 | 439] NA 439 | 746] 11.85] NA®| NA®
' For TCDP, average fee for projects with 9:1 to 18:1 FAR based on maximum possible amount (18:1
FAR), or 100% of base fee plus 50% of incremental fee. Average fee for projects with greater than
18:1 FAR based on 181 Fremont project, or 70% of three iricremental fees summed. No mcremental
‘fee for production, distribution, repair (PDR) category. .
2 Current Transportation Impact Development Fee (applied citywide). The weighted average rate is
used for nonresidential (ex. PDR) and Office, Retall, Institutional (for the TCDP)." ‘
3 TCDP does not aliocated fee to transit versus complete streets components.
Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee
Register (rates effective Jan. 1, 2015). -
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Table D-2: Existing Vs. Maximum Justified Transpértaition

Fees (fee per sq. ft.)
AreaPlan / .
Economic Activity Category Transit Complete Streets
Max. | Differ- | Differ- Max. | Differ~ | Differ-
Cur- | Justi- | ence ence | Cur-| Justi| ence | ence
, rent | fied | (ami) | (%) | rent | <fied | (amt) (%) -

- Balboa Park . ] '
Residential 1.17 { 2259 | (2142) | (95%) | 3:69 | 8.34 | (4.65)| (56%)
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 14.37 | 80.68 | (66.31) (82%) | 069 | 6.74 | (6.05) | (90%)
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) |  7.46 | 22.59 | (15.13) | (67%) -| 3.48 | (3.48) | (100%)
Market & Octavia , . ‘ ' . .
Residential 2.40 | 22.59 | (20.19) (89%) | 480 | 834 | .(3.54) | (42%)
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 14.98 | 80.68 | (65.70) | (81%) | 252 | 6.74 | (4.22)| (63%)
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) |  7.46 | 22.59 | (15.13) | (67%) -] 348 (348) | (100%)
Rincon Hill ~ : . .

Residential ] -| 2259 | (22.59) | (100%) | 825 | 8341 (0.09) (1%)
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 14.15 | 80.68 | (66.53) (82%) -1 6741 (6.74) | (100%)
Production, Distribution, Repair (FDR) 7.46 | 2259 | (15.13) (67%) -| 348 (3.48)| (100%) |-
Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District

Residential 4.00] 2259 | (1859) | (82%) | 8.01] 8.34 | (0.33) (4%)
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 22.34 | 80.68 | (68.34) | (72%)| 546 | 6.74 | (1.28) 19%)
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) | 7.46 | 22.59 | (15.13) | (67%) -| 348 | (3.48) | (100%)
Visitacion Valley : _

Residential - | 2259 | (22.59) | (100%) | 250 | 834 | (5.84) | (70%)
Nonresidential {excluding PDR) 14.15 | 80.68 | (66.53) (82%) ~-| B8.74 1 (6.74) | (100%)

. Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) |  7.46 | 22,59 | (15.13) | (67%) -] 348 (3.48) ] (100%)
Eastern Neighborhoods - General - Tier 1 , .
Residential 0.97 | 2259 | (21.62) | (96%) {'3.01 ]| 834 | (5.33) | (64%)
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) - 18.01 | 80.68 | (62.67) (78%) | 248 | 6.74 | (4.26) | (63%)
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) 7.46 | 22.59 | (15.13) {67%) -1 348 (3.48) | (100%)
Eastern Neighborhoods - General - Tier 2
Residential ' 1.46 | 22.59 | (21.13) | -(94%) | 451 ]| 834 (3.83)| (46%) |
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 20.58 | 80.68 | 60.10) (74%) | 413 ] 6.74 | (2.61) | (39%)
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) 7.46 | 2258 { (15.13) | (67%) -| 348 (3.48) | (100%)
Eastern Nelghborhoods General - Tier 3 ' .
Residential 1.894 | 2259 | (2065) | (91%) | 6.021 834 | (2.32)| (28%)
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 23.15 | 80.68 | (57.53) (71%) ) 578 | 6.74 ] (0.96) | (14%)
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) |  7.46 | 22.59 | (15.13) [ (67%) -| 348 (3.48) { (100%)
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Table D.2: Existing Vs. Maximum Justified Transportation Fees
(fee per sq. ft.) (continued)

Transit Complete Streets

‘ Max. | Differ- | Differ- Max. | Differ- | Differ-
Area Plan/ _ Cur- | Justi- | ence ence | Cur- | Justi- | ence ence
Economic Activity Category rent | fied (amt.) (%) rent | fied | (amt) (%)
Eastern Neighborhoods - Affordable Housing Zones ~ Tier 1 '
Residential ' 0.58 | 2259 | (22.01) | (97%) | 0.39 | 8341 (7.95) | (95%)
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 20.34 | 80.68 | (80.34) | (75%)| 029 | 6.74| (6.45)] (96%)
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) | 7.46 | 22.59 | (15.13) | (67%) - -] 3481 (3.48) | (100%)
Eastern Neighborhoods - Affordable Housing Zones - Tier 2 ' - ’
Residential 0.87 | 22591 (21.72) | (96%)| 058 | 834 | (7.78) | (93%)
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) . 12447 | 80.681 (56.21) | (70%)| 049 | 6.74| (8.25)| (93%)
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) | 7.46 | 2259 | 15.13) | (67%) -| 348 (3.48) | (100%)
Eastern Neighborhoods - Affordable Housing Zones - Tier 3
Residential ] 117 ] 2259 | (2142) | (95%) |- 0.78 | 834 | (7.56) | (91%)
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) - 28.59 | 80.68 | (b2.09) | (65%)| 0.68 | -6.74! (6.06) | (90%)
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) | 7.46 | 22.59 | (15.13) | (67%) -| 348 (3.48) | (100%)
Transit Center District Plan - FAR Up To 9:1
Residential 439 | 30.93](26.54) | (86%)

Office : 18.54 | 87.42 | (68.88) | (79%)

Hotel , | 1854 | 87.42 | (68.88) | (79%)

Industrial 11.85 | 26.07 | (14.22) | (55%) ‘
Transit Cenfer District Plan - FAR 9:1 fo 18:1 TCDP does not allocate fee to,
Residential ’ 7.68 | 30.93 | (23.25) | (75%) transit and complete sireets
Office 29.24 | 87421 (58.18) | (67%) | components so total TCDP fee
Hotel 2293 | 8742 (64.49) | (74%) compared with fotal TSF
industrial 11.85 | 26.07 | (14.22) | (B5%) maximum justified under
Transit Center District Plan - FAR Above 18:1 - "Transit".
Residential 9.97 | 30.93 | (20.96) | (68%)

Office 39.86 | 87.42| (47.56) | (54%)

Hotel g 25.66 | 87421 (61.76) | (71%)

Industrial 11.85 1 26.07 | (14.22) | (55%)

Sources: Tables 6.1 and D.1.
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San Francisco TfansportatibnySustainability Fee: Economic Feasibility Study

l. Introduction

The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) estimates that the City of San Francisco will add
190,000 jobs and 100,000 households by 2040.* Much of this growth is already occurring — projects
aimed at creating housing for upwards of 60,000 new residents are currently under construction or are
being reviewed. More housing and more jobs means more travelers using the City's roads and transit
lihes, further straining the City’s already-congested and overtaxed transportation system. To offset the
impact of new development, San Francisco needs to invest in updated infrastructure, includfng
transportation system improvements. In 2013, Mayor Edwin M. Lee convened a Transportation Task
Force to investigate what San Francisco can do to update its transportation network and to prepare it
for future travelers. The Task Force found that in order to meet current need and future demand, the
City would need to invest $10 billion in transportation infrastructure through 2030, which will require
$6.3 billion in new revenues.’

. The Transpotrtation Sustainability Program {TSP) is an initiative toimprove and ‘expand San Francisco’s
transportation system. This economic feasibility study presents ﬁhdings of an ecoriomic evaluation of
the potential impact of the proposed TSP on new development in San Francisco. The Transportation
Sustainability Fee (TSF), the TSP component examined in this study, is a proposed citywide impact fee
that will help fund new transit, bicycle and pedestrian improvement projects as well as capital
maintenance. The TSF would provide additional revernue to help fill the City’s transportation funding gap
and ensure that new developments pay their fair share for impacts on the City’s transportation system.
Another TSP component examined in this study is the reform of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) review process, which has the potential to enhance the City’s ability to deliver new development
in'a more reliable, timely and cost efficient manner.

San Francisco is currently experiencing a surge in residential and commercial real estate construction
and absorption, after a significant recessionary period that ended in 2012. Increased demand from both
. business expansion and new residents, combined with the relatively slow pace of development that has
occurred for more than a decade, has contributed to rapidly escalating sales prices and rental rates.
Recognizing the need for new development (particularly housing development) to meet the needs of a
growing population and to ensure that prices do not continue to escalate to unsustainable levels, the
goal of this study is to evaluate and inform the development of the TSP to ensure that the program will
not impair development feasibility overall. ) ’

This report presents the following information:

I. Introduction— describes the purpose of the study and its organization.

ll. Summary of Findings— summarizes'the results of the economic feasibility analysis.

Hl. Description of Proposed Transportation Sustainability Program— provides an overview of the
TSP and its three interrelated components: the Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF), which
will replace the current Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF), California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA)/ Level of Service (LOS) reform, and Citywide Transportation Demand Management
(Tbm). - :

! Associétion of Bay Area Governments, Projections 2013.
% For more information on the Mayor’s 2030 Transportation Task Force, please visit:
http://transportation2030.sfplanning.org :
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Study Goals and Methodology— presents the key goals for the study, along with a summary of
the analysis methodology, including the selection of ten prototypical developments {prototypes)
for evaluation.

Cost and Time Savings from CEQA / Level of Serwce Reform— describes the potential cost and
time savings for envirorimental review that may occur with the TSP and analyzes what savings
may occur for the ten development prototypes with TSP.

Results From Analysis of Base Case TSF Levels— presents the financial results, assuming the TSF
would be established at the fee rates listed in the 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance {after adjusting for
inflation, to 2015 dollars) and assuming the proposed consolidation of non-residential fee
categories, as described in the 2015 San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus
Study. (For purposes of this study, these fee rates are referred to as “Base Case TSF.”)
Sensitivity Analysis of Alternative TSF Levels— compares the financial results, assuming
alternative TSF levels at 125 percent (%), 150% and 250% of the Base Case TSF (2012 Draft TSF
Ordinance levels inflated to 2015 Dollars). .

Conclusion
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- II. Summary of Findings

This economic feasibility study evaluates the potential impact of the proposed Transportation
Sustainability Program (TSP) on ten prototypical development types {prototypes) commonly found in
San Francisco. This evaluation is done by analyzing how the proposed Transportation Sustainability Fee
(TSF) would increase development costs and affect overall development feasibility, as measured by
changes in residual land value.? This study also examines the potential economic benefits from
streamlining the City’s environmental review process as a result of California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA)/ Level of Service (LOS) reform.

A Impact of Base Case TSF on New Development

The Transportation Sustainab'ility Fee (TSF) is a proposed citywide impact fee on both residential and
non-residential development that will replace the current Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF), which
currently applies to most non-residential development. This study first evaluates the economic impact of
imposing transportation impact fees at rates based on the 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance, also referred to as
the “Base Case TSF” scenario.® (See Section IIL.A for a more detailed description of the proposed TSF.) -

For non-residential development, the Base Case TSF rates are roughly equivalent to the current TIDF
rates. For residential development, the Base Case TSF would represent an additional cost burden of
$6.19 per gross square foot (/GSF), although this may be partially offset by fee credits and/or

_environmental review time and cost savings. (Residential developments within certain plan areas, such
as Fastern Neighborhoods or Market and Octavia, may be eligible for a fee reduction—referred to as a
fee credit in this report— equal to the transit portion of the applicable area plan impact fee.) Whlle the
potential financial impact of the TSF on development projects varies according to factors such as use,
location and certain key costs, the study found that: :

+ - Non-residential development would experience the least financial impact from TSP, as the Base
Case TSF is about the same as the existing TIDF for most land uses.

¢ The residential cost burden due to the imposition of the Base Case TSF is equivalent to an
average increase in direct construction costs of about 1-2% depending on the type of
construction. In neighborhoods where the bulk of development is occurring, this level of
increase would not have'a major impact on overall project feasibility or resulting housing costs.

¢ The impact of the additional fee on residential uses is partially mitigated in situations where a
project is eligible for a prior-use credit, area plan fee credit or predevelopment time and cost .
savings due to CEQA/LOS Reform (as described in the next section).

® Residual land value is the difference between what a developer expects to receive in revenues, less all costs
associated with developing the buildings. Land residual models are useful when comparing the impact of different
policy options on land values because they can test and compare the economic impact under a variety of site-
specific conditions and development assumptions. ' '

*The Base Case TSF levels are defined as the fee rates in the 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance (Board File No. 120524),
adjusted for inflation to 2015 dollars, with the proposed consolidation of non-residential fee categories as
described in the 2015 draft San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (2015 TSF Nexus Study)
The 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance can be found here:

http://www.sfbos.org/ftp/uploadedfi les/bdsupvrs/committees/materials/lu120524tdr.pdf
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In neighborhoods where current market rent and/or sales prices are not high enough to warrant
development investment, the TSF will further inhibit the ability of new development to become
financially feasible. However, the TSF itself will not cause these developments to be infeasible.

B. Impact of CEQA/LOS Reform on New Development

Ancther component of the TSP is reform of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review
process called for under Senate Bill (SB) 743, specifically the elimination of the transportation Level of
Service (LOS) analysis requirement in Transit Priority Areas (which encompass most of the developable
area of San Francisco). In analyzing this change, the study found that:

_If a project is currently requif’ed to undertake a transportation Level of Service (LOS) analysis,

the TSP will provide-modest economic benefits if the level of environmental review remains the
same..In these cases, the elimination of LOS analysis could reduce consultant costs by $25,000
to 595,000 and result in a time savings of 5 months during the entitlement period, which would
potentially decrease predevelopment carrying costs. This scenario applies to four of the ten
prototypes evaluated in this study. For two of these prototypes, the combination of consultant
cost savings and predevelopment savings could fully offset the impact of the Base Case TSF.
Projects that would be eligible for a lesser level of environmental review as the result of
CEQA/LOS reform would achieve the greatest economic benefit. For instance, one of the
prototypes studied might be eligible for a Community Plan Exemption (CPE) under the TSP,

as compared to a Focused Environmental Impact Report (FEIR} under current conditions.

This could potentially result in direct cost savings of about $560,000 in environmental
consultant/Planning Department fees and predevelopment time savings of 5 months, which
could fully offset the impact of the Base Case TSF. ‘

The time and cost savings described above, combined with greater predevelopment
predictability, could help offset the financial impact of the TSF for a subset of new development.
For developments that do not currently need a transportation study {which is typically the case
for smaller developments), no direct predevelopment cost or time savings would likely occur as
a result of CEQA/LOS reform. However, these projects may experience indirect benefits, as
CEQA/LOS reform would minimize the time spent on environmental review and reduce backlogs
for City staff, potentially shortening the predevelopment process for all projects.

. The study recognizes that predevelopment savings may or may not occur, due to environmental analysis
of other topics or issues that may arise during the entitlement process, and thus the study analyzes the
financial impact on RLV with and without predevelopment savings.

C. Transportation Sustainability Fee Sensitivity Analysis

Given the study findings that the TSF (at Base Case TSF levels) would not have a major impact on overall
project feasibility and potential predevelopment savings from CEQA/LOS reform could help offset this
financial impact, this report examines the impact of higher TSF levels that could provide increased
funding for new transit, bicycle and pedestrian improvement projects. A sensitivity analysis was
performed to test the effect of higher TSF levels— 125%, 150% and 250% of the Base Case TSF—which
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are all well within the maximum justiﬁed fee amounts identified in the 2015 draft San Francisco
Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study {2015 TSF Nexus Study), as shown below:” .

Alternative TSF Scenarios for Sensitivity Analysis (2015 Dollars)
Base Case 125% TSF 150% TSF 250% TSF Maximum
Use TSF (S/GSF) | (S/GSF) . (S/GSF} | (S/GSF) Justified Fee
) (not modeled)®
Residential . $6.19 $7.74 $9.29 $15.48 $30.95
Non-residential - $14.43 $18.04 $21.65 $36.08 $87.52
PDR’ ' $7.61 n/a n/a n/a $26.09

The sensitivity analysis results indicate that:

The financial impact of fees at 125% of the Base Case TSF on new development is similar to the
results found at Base Case TSF. Overall development costs would increase by about $1.60/GSF
(to $7.74/GSF) for residential and by about $3.60/GSF {to $18.04/GSF) for non-residential
development, without consideration of fee credits or predevelopment savings. This level of
increase would not have a major impact on overall project feasibility or resulting housing costs
in neighborhoods where most of new development is occurring.

At 150% of the Base Case TSF, the fee does not impact overall project feasibility for the majority
of prototypes, but development costs would substantively increase for both residential and non-
residential uses. Potential predevelopment streamlining benefits only offset the fee increase
under one prototype scenario. In some areas of the city and for certain land use and
construction types, the TSF at this level could inhibit development feasibility.

" Fee increases to 250% of the Base Case TSF would more significantly increase the cost of

development for maost of the prototypes, to a level that could not be offset by potential time
and cost savings under CEQA/LOS reform for any of the prototypes. In many areas of the city
and for a broad range of development types, the TSF at this level could significantly inhibit
development feasibility.

If the City’s real estate market were to experience a downturn and future revenue growth is not
sufficient to cover construction and other development costs, new development will be more
sensitive to higher impact fees.

For all of these reasons, and as further described in the final chépters of this report, the findings
from the economic analysis indicate that the TSF should be established at no more than 125% of the
initial fee level. '

5 All of these fee levels are within the maximum justified fee amounts identified in the 2015 San Francisco

Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (2015 TSF Nexus Study).

® Maximum Justified Fee is not modeled but is presented in the San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee
_Nexus Study (2015).

7 New development of PDR uses was not analyzed in the feasibility study.
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ll. Description of Proposed Transportation Suétainability Program

The Transportation Sustainability Program (TSP) is an initiative intended to improve and expand
San Francisco’s transportation system, which will help to keep people moving as the City grows. Today,
San Franciscao’s streets are congested while transit lines are already at or near capacity, with record
numbers of riders traveling on Muni, BART and Caltrain. If San Francisco does not change its current
development practices and invest in transportation improvements citywide, future development could
result in unprecedented traffic gridlock on San Francisco’s streets and overcrowding on San Francisco’s
buses and trains. Without investing in transportation infrastructure, San Francisco will have more than
600,000 vehicles added to its streets every day by 2040, which is more trafF ic than all the vehicles
traveling each day on the Bay Brldge and Golden Gate Bridge combined.? Caltrain ridership has grown by
60% in the last decade. Ridership on Muni is projected to increase by 300,000 trips per day(or 43%) by
2040.° Significant design measures need to be implementéd to make it safer for cyclists and pedestrians
to navigate San Francisco’s heavily-trafficked streets. )

The TSP wil Eelp fund transportation improvements so San Francisco’s streets are safer and less
congested and minimize new development’s impact on the transportation system. Further, the TSP will
help improve environmental performance from development by shifting trips away from cars to less
polluting modes of transportatlon

The TSP project goals include:

»  Make it easier to safely, refiably and comfortably travel to get to work, school, home and other
destinations. ‘

* Help manage traffic congestion and crowding on local and regional transit.

* Improve air quality and reduce greenhouse gas emissions

« Enhance the safety of everyone’s travel, no matter which mode of transportation they choose.

i

To help achieve these goals, the TSP seeks to:

* Enhance Transportation to Support Growth: Fund Cltlede transportation lmprovements
lncludmg the addition of Muni buses and trains, helping to accommodate new residents and
new members of the workforce. .

» Modernize Environmental Review: Make the review process align with the City’s longstanding
environmental policies by changing how the City analyzes the impacts of new develo‘pment on
the transportation system under CEQA. The new practices will be more reliable and will '
emphasize travel options that create less traffic.

* Encourage Sustainable Travel: Make it easier for new residents, visitors and workers to get to
their destination by means other than driving alone, and by integrating environmentally friendly
travel options into new developments. New practices will provide on-site amenities so that
people have options other than driving their cars by themselves (such as car-sharing and shuttle
services).

The.TSP consists of three policy components: 1) the Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF), which will
replace the current Transit Impact Development Fee (TiDF); 2) California Environmental Quality Act

t

® San Francisco County Transportation Agency, San Francisco Transportation Plan 2040.
g .
Ibid.
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(CEQA) / Level of Service (LOS) reform; and, 3) Citywide Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
development. The following sections briefly describe each of these three policy components. Figure 1
pravides a brief overview of the TSP.

Figure 1. Overview of Transportation Sustainability Program

TRANSPORTATION
SUSTAINABILITY PROGRAM

i

e

MODERNIZE ENCOURAGE  ENMANCE TRANSPORTATION
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW  SUSTAINABLETRAVEL T SUPPORT CROWTH

A. Transportation Sustainability Fee

The Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) is a citywide development impacf fee intended to help offset
the impact of new development on the City’s transportation system. The TSF would apply citywide to
most new development and to existing development where there is a change in land use. The proceeds
" from the TSF would fund projects that help reduce crowding on buses and trains while creating safer
streets. When combined with other anticipated funds, improvements could include:

«  More Muni buses and trains. Expand the Muni fleet by more than 180 vehicles to improve
reliability and reduce travel times. The proceeds could also upgrade Muni maintenance facilities,
as some facilities are more than 100 years old and are in need of renovation to accommodate a -
modern fleet. ‘

*  Upgraded reliability on Muni’s busiest routes. Improve transit stops and reengineer city streets
{Muni Forward projects) in a way that better organizes traffic, saving customers up to an hour a
week in travel time. ' ‘

* Roomier and faster regional transit. Retrofit or buy new BART train cars to provide more space
for passengers and bikes. Invest in electrifying Caltrain to increase service into and out of
San Francisco. .
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* Improved bike infrastructure; safer walking and bicycling. Expand bike {anes to reduce
crowding on transit, Secure millions of dollars for bicycle infrastructure and pedestrian safety
improvements. '

The TSF would replace the existing Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF), which currently applies to
most hon-residential development, and would include market-rate residential development, major
hospitals and universities. The TSF would be assessed in proportion to the size and use of the proposed
development. As described in the 2015 TSF Nexus Study, the TSF would also consolidate non-residential
fee categories. (For further information on the TSF, please refer to the Transportation Sustainability
Program website and the 2015 TSF Nexus Study."’)

The TSF econqmid feasibility study evalyates the impact‘of the proposed TSF at various potential fee

levels on protof&ypical developments. Table 1 compares the current TIDF fee rates (referred to as Base
Case TIDF in this study) with the rates contained in the 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance {with dollar amounts
adjusted for inflation to 2015 dollars), and assumes consolidated non-residential fee categories per the
2015 TSF Nexus Study (referred to as Base Case TSF in this study). Sensitivity analysis on higher TSF rates '
was also conducted, at 125%, 150%, and 250% of the Base Case TSF levels, as described in Chapter v

Table 1. Existing TIDF vs. 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance Rates

Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF) Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF)
(Base Case TIDF: Existing 2015 Fee) ‘ (Base Case TSFY)
Use ‘ Fee [$/GSF] Use Fee [S/GSF].
t/Information/Professional 13.8 ) .
Managt-amen /Information/Profession 513.87 Residential 56,19
Services {MIPS) ] :

Retail/Entertainment 5$14.59 | Non-residential 514.43

Cultural/Institution/Education S$14.59 | PDR ' - §87.61

Medical . 514.59

. - ; Note:

Visitor services NS 91387 .

Museum © $12.12 | *Fee rates from the 2012 ordinance have been
adjusted for inflation to 2015 dollars, and non- . -
residential fee categories have been consolidated,

. . ) consistent with other existing impact fees, as shown in

Production/ Dlstnbutlon/Repalr (PDR) $ $7.46 the 2015 SF Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus
Study. These fee levels are also referred to as “Base
Case TSF” in this study. .

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, 2015

10 Transportation Sustainability Program website: http://tsp.sfplanning.org )

* The Base Case TSF levels are defined as the fee rates in the 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance (Board File No. 120524),
adjusted for inflation to 2015 dollars, with the proposed consolidation of non-residential fee categories as
described in the 2015 TSF Nexus Study. The 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance can be found at:
http://www.sfbos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/committees/materials/lu120524tdr.pdf
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A portion of the impact fee funding from certain area plans is dedicated to transit projects. Under the
Transportatlon Sustamablhty Fee proposal, residential pro;ects inside some plan areas would recelve a
credit for the transit portion of the area plan impact fee.?

‘ B. California Environmental Quality Act and Level of Service Reform

Over the last 2 years, the City of San Francisco and the State of California have been actively working on
Level of Service (LOS) reform and on improvements to the environmental review process under the
California Environmental Quality Act {CEQA)}. With the adoption of the Sustainable Communities and
Climate Protection Act of 2008 {SB 375), California is promoting land use and transportation planning
decisions and investments that reduce vehicle miles traveled, thereby helping to lower greenhouse gas
emissions as required by the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32).

On September 27, 2013, Governor lerry Brown signed Senate Bill 743 (SB 743).2 A key provision of

SB 743 is the elimination of the use of LOS as a metric for measuring traffic impacts of projects in
“transit priority areas” — defined as areas within % mile of a major transit stop, which encompasses most
of the developable area of San Francisco.***® Senate Bill 743 also requires the California Office of
Planning and Research (OPR) to develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing alternative
criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts of projects within transit priority areas
that promote the “...reduction of greenhouse gas emlssmns the deveIopment of multimodal
transportatlon networks and a diversity of land uses.”

On August 6, 2014, OPR pubhshed the Updating Transportation lmpacts Analysis in the CEQA Guidelines
document, in response to SB 743.% These Draft CEQA guidelines indicate that the travel distance and
amount of driving that a development project might cause should be the primary consideration when
reviewing the project’s transportation impact. Accordingly, OPR proposes that the LOS metric be
replaced with a Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) metric. Level of Service analysis could be used for traffic
engineering or transportation planning purposes, although not for environmental review.

Level of Service reform would eliminate the need for intersection LOS analysis for development projects
that require a transportation impact study (TIS), which is typically required for larger developments:.
Level of Service analysis is a lengthy and costly process that can frequently drive the overall schedule for
the TIS and broader CEQA analysis process. Level of Service analysis typically requires: identifying study

2 projects in the Transit Center District Plan {TCDP) do not receive a TSF area plan fee reduction— referred to as a
fee credit— as the Transit Center Transportation and Streets Fee is designated to address the substantial impacts
on transit associated with such a high density development. Projects in the Rincon Hill and Visitacion Valley area
plans also do not receive a TSF area plan fee credit, since these area plan fees do not include a transit component.
*3 SB 743 can be found on-line at:
ht‘tp //leginfo.legislature.ca gov/faces/blllNavChent xhtmi?bill. id=201320140SB743
* public Resources Code, Chapter 2.7, Division 13, Section 21099. ”Modermzatlon of Transportation Analysis for '
Transxt»Onented Infill Projects o
* % A “transit priority area” is defined in as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop.
A "major transit stop” is defined in Section 21064.3 of the California Public Resources Code as a rail transit station,
a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit sérvice, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes
with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less dunng the morning and afternoon peak commute
penods
%8 Document available at:
http://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/Final_Preliminary_Discussion_Draft_of Updates_Implementing SB_743 080614.pdf
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intersections; calculating the project’s travel demand; distributing the project’s trips on the su rrounding
- roadway network; conducting traffic counts; and running a traffic SImuIatlon model that measures the
impact of the prolect-related trips on study intersections.

The existing LOS analysis requxrement creates uncertainty, as only toward the conclusion of a
transportation im pact analysis (well into the pre-entitlement process) does a developer fully realize if a
project’s traffic impact would necessitate a higher level of environmental review (such as an
Environmental Impact Report). As the environmental approvals must be completed prior to project
approval hearings, this situation represents a significant risk to the developer, who must invest time and’
money for environmental review of projects that could ultimately be rejected. Thus, time and cost
savings for environmental review, as well as earlier certainty around the TiS.findings, will help reduce

" the pre-entitlement risk taken on by project sponsors. '

The overall effect of LOS reform is to more accurately measure the environmental impacts of new
development, simplify the transportation impact analysis and environmental review process and
increase development certainty. This economic feasibility analysis evaluates the direct time and cost
savings that typical projects may experience in the preparation of the TIS and related CEQA
documentation. Additionally, there may be indirect economic benefits for all projects, as the removal of
LOS analysis from transportation and environmental review documents would minimize the time spent
on environmental review (thereby reducing backlogs for City staff and facilitating new development).

C. Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Development

One goal of the TSP is to minimize single-driver car trips while maximizing trips (from new
developments) made via sustainable modes of transportation, such as walking, biking, ridesharing and
mass transit. Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures aim to reduce single occupancy
vehicle (SOV) trips through programming and policies that encourage walking, bicycling, public or
private transit, carpooling, and other alternative modes. Transportation Demand Management
measures include both project design measures (such as way-finding signage or bicycle parking) and
operational measures (such as employer transportation programs). The California Office of Planning and
Research hasrecommended the use of TDM trip reduction strategies in'the preliminary CEQA guidelines
to implement Senate Bilf 743."

San Francisco is studying the benefits of implementing TDM measures on the choice of transportation.
mode. The City’s policies already require many TDM measures — for instance, the Planning Code requires
residential developments to include a certain number of Class [ and Class If bicycle parking facilities.*®

For the purposes of this feasibility analysis, the development prototypes incorporate TDM measures
that are currently required-as part of City policy —for instance, all prototypes include the required level
of bicycle parking facilities and carshare parking spaces, consistent with the Planning Code. However,
this study does not separately calculate the direct costs (such as increased space for bicycle parking) and
benefits {such as lower construction costs from less vehicular parking) associated with TDM measxjres,
nor any potential legislative changes to TDM requirements, as these TDM measures and legislative
changes are not yet defined. - .

Y http://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/ Final_Preliminary_Discussion_Draft_of Updates_lmplementing_SB_743
080614.pdf
8 5an Francisco Planr_xing Code, Section 155.2

1743 Page 10



San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee: Economic Feasibility Study

IV. Study Goals and Methodology

The purpose of this study is to evaluate the potential impact of the proposed TSP on new development
_in San Francisco. The study has three primary goals: .

*  Evaluate the potential impact of the TSP on development feaslbllity.

* Gather input from the development community on development revenues and costs, as well as
how CEQA/LOS reform might help streamline the development process.

= . Conduct sensitivity analysis on potential development scenarios {e.g. alternative TSF levels)

A. Methodology Overview

This section briefly describes the methodology and underlying data that Seifel Consulting Inc. (Seifel)
used to perform the economic analyses. All of the core components of the methodology, assumptions
and analysis were developed and vetted in collaboration with City staff and Urban Economics (the City’s
nexus study consultant) over a series of meetings held during 2014 and 2015. The methodology
leverages prior economic analyses and reports that were prepared when the TSP was originally being

" conceptualized in 2009 through 2012, as well as other studies that the City has commissioned to

. evaluate proposed modifications to the City’s impact fees, inclusionary housing programs and
neighborhood land use plans. (For a more detailed discussion of the methodology, development
assumptions and data sources used, in this study, please refer to Appendix A.) .

The data and analysis presented in this study and its appendices have been gathered from the most
reliable sources available and are designed to represent current market conditions, taking in to account
a long-range view of real estate cycles in San Francisco. This information has been assembled and
analyzed for the sole purpose of performing an economic evaluation of the proposed adoption of the
TSP. Actual potential financial impacts on new development may vary from the estlmates presented in
this study.

B. Selection of Development Prototypes

The first step in the analysis was to select a set of prototypical developments to be analyzed.

Ten development prototypes — eight residential, two non-residential — were developed in order to
represent the range of typical potential developments citywide that would see changes as a result of the
TSP. The study placed greater emphasis on residential prototypes since the TSF proposal représents a
new fee on residential uses. Seifel worked with City staff to identify common developmenttypes and
locations by analyzing existing data sources, such as the San Francisco Planning Department’s
development pipeline, the Housing Inventory Report, Prellmlnary Project Assessments (PPAs), and |
market data sources. :

The residential prototypes were also designed to represent the broad range of development sizes that
would likely be built in San Francisco. Figure 2 {following page) illustrates typical residential project sizes
constructed in 2004—2014 and in the current development pipeline. As the top graph in Figure 2 shows,
72% of housing units constructed in the past decade are located in larger developments, sized 50 units
or more: Less than 1% of housing units constructed during the last decade consist of single-family units,
with about 11% of units located in developments sized between 2-19 units, and about 16% in
developments 20-49 units in size.
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Figure 2. Historical Housing Prpdudtion and
Current Development Pipeline, by Development Size

Distribution of Housing Units Constructed by Development Size, 2004-2014  ° -

1% 4% 2%

B Single Family
E 2-4 Units
®59 .Units'
H10-19 Units
B 20-49 Units
& 50+ Units

Distribution of Housing Units in Pipeline by Development Size

0%_ 1% 1% 1%

4%
H Single Family
B 2-4 Units
B 5-9 Units
210-19 Units -
| B20-49 Units
50+ Units (Non-major Development Project)
50+ Units (Major Development Project)

Source: San Francisco Planning Department; 2014 San Francisco Housing Inventory Report; San Francisco -
Development Pipeline, Q3 2014. :

Note that the following Major Development Projects are subject to agreements with developers to implement
specific transportation improvements as a condition of project approval, and are specifically exempted from .
paying the TSF (per the terms of the applicable Redevelopment Plan or Development Agreement): CPMG;
Candlestick Point/Hunters Point Shipyard Phases 1 and 2; Prt_asidio,ASF State; Transbay Redevelopment Project Area
{Zone zone 1); Treasure Island/Yerba Buena Island (residential only); UCSF; and Park Merced {residential only).
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According to the current deve!opment pipeline, the City can expect a reduced proportion of future
residential development to be smaller-sized developments (19 units or fewer), representing about 3% of
housing units. About 4% of new housing units are projected to occur in developments ranging in size
from 20 to 49 units, while about 93% are anticipated to occur in larger developments (50 units or more).

About half of these housing units in larger developments (50 units or more) are located in major
development projects with development agreements or other contracts that specifically exempt future
development from having to pay the TSF. Those agreements specify other developer abligations to
mitigate development impacts, such as construction of local transportation infrastructure. While these
projects would not be subject to the TSF, they nonetheless will fund substantial improvements to the
City’s transportation system, helping to mitigate development impacts. Given this, none of the selected
prototypes is !oéated in major development projects that would not alsa be subject to the TSP. Most of
the larger residential projects currently in the development pipeline are located in area plans, and three
of the development prototypes (Prototypes 5, 8 and 9) are representative of larger residential
developments with 100 or more housing units that are located in area plans.

According to Planning Department data, most residential projei:ts are mixed use developments,
consisting of retail on the ground floor and residential on the upper floors. In addition, most of

* San Francisco’s developable infill sites have zoning requirements that require active uses (such-as retail)
on street frontages. Thus, all but one of the residential prototypes is mixed use with retail development
included on the ground floor.

The project team sought prototype locations both inside and outside of area plans in order to study
different impact fee scenarios. In addition, prototype locations were chosen to represent varied
transportation conditions in order to study different environmental review scenarios. Where possible,
prototypes were selected to correspond with those analyzed in the concurrent Affordable Housing
Bonus and Central SoMa feasibility analyses, in order to ensure that key development assumptions are
consistent across these studies. ) o -

For purposes of distinguishing residential prototypes by development size, small projects are defined as
consisting of 19 or fewer units (Prototypes 1 and 4), medium projects consist of 20-60 units (Prototypes
2, 3 and 6), and large projects consist of 61 or more units (Prototypes 5, 8, 9). The two non-residential
prototypes are large office buildings with ground floor retail (Prototypes 7.and 10), which are reflective
of typical office developments in the development pipeline. :

The development revenue and cost assumptions were developed based on developer input and data
gathered from a variety of real estate professionals, including market specialists, real estate brokers and
general contractors. Figure 3 shows locations throughout the City of the development prototypes
analyzed for the feasibility study and Table 2 provides an overview of the prototypes.
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Geary Ave'
Small residential mixed-use, 8 units

Van Ness Avel

Medium residential mixed-use, 60 units

Outer Mission! .
Medium residential mixed-use, 24 units

Mission
Small residential mixed-use, 15 units

Central Waterfront
Large residential mixed-use, 156 units

East SoMa?

" Medium residential mixed-use, 60 units

East SoMat
Large office, 224k sq. ft.

East SoMat

~ Large residential mixed-use, 141 units

Transit Center
Large residential, 229 units

Transit Center
Large office, 320k sq. ft.
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Table 2. Overview of Economic Feasibilfty Study Prototypest

o c T .| Résidential |®
. - . Lot Area , .| Housing N : Non-restdentxal L
Prptq?yp_e - (Square Feet) Units. (Ne;:g;;a.re (Net Square Feet) Area Plan .
1. GearyAve2
(small res:dent:al mixed 5,000 8 8,800 1,400 (retail) None
"use) ’
2. Van Ness Ave” ' . . a
(medium res;dentlal 24,300 60- 59,800 8,100 (retail) None
mixed use) . : - T ..
3. Outer Mission® .
{small resideritial mixed 14,400 24 30,000 2,500 (retail) None
use)
.4. Mission’ : - o s . Eastern
l{js;:)all res;dentla[ mlxed 6,909 15 14,390 2,3 0 (rgtax) Néighborhooids
5. Central Waterfront Eastern
(large residential mixed 35,000 156 118,800 4,500 (retail) .
use) Neighborhoods
) 6. East SoMa’ i P R : R EEE S O Eastem
{mediun residential . 10,000 - B0 T 43,100 | “4,500 (retail) | -
mixed use)’ ' L e : Nelghborhoods
2 224,400
7- E(";‘St szx_a ) 35,000 - -| (202,100 officeand | hboﬁiﬁ;’;
arge ojyice 22,300 retail) -
8. East SoMa™" . R : LR " Esstern
(Iar_qe res:dentlalmlxed 15,000 128 |-+° ' 119,800. '6,800 (retail) | : b
use). _ ; : IR .Nelgh orhoods
. Transxt Center
9. T{Ir:rns:: ei?d':atni;al) _ 15,000 229 241,300 - District Plan
e (TCDP)
. A o S 320,800 T
10. (‘Il’ransoljgfe)nter ol 20,000 - - (307 500 office and- _ . TCDP.
. (arge.oljice - 12,800 retal) | :

Source: San Francisco Planning Department.

Notes:

! Numbers rounded to nearest 100.

2 Prototype corresponds with prototypes studied in the Affordable Housing Bonus / Central SoMa feasibility studies.
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C. Transportation Impact Fees

“In order to evaluate the impact of the TSF on new development, Seifel worked with City staff to
calculate transportation impact fees and other development impact fees for each of the feasibility study
prototypes. Table 3 compares the transportation fee obligation for each of the prototypes currently
under the TIDF with the Base Case TSF levels, which are defined as the fee rates in the 2012 Draft TSF
Ordinance (adjusted for inflation to 2015 dollars) with the proposed consolidation of non-residential fee.
categories. (Refer back to Section llIl.A for more information.)

D. Evaluation of Potential Time and Cost Savings with TSP

For each of these development prototypes, City staff documented the level of environmental review and
associated costs that would likely be required currently (before consideration of the TSP) and what
would be required with the adoption of thé TSP. The potential costs and time spent on environmental
review for each of these prototypes was then compared under these two conditions iri order to
understand the potential direct economic benefits from the adoption of the TSP. For example, if the
prototype being analyzed might currently be required to do a transportation study that includes an LOS
analysis (as was found to be the case for Prototypes 5, 7, 8, 9 and 10), City staff evaluated what
predevelopment cost and time savings might occur if no LOS analysis was required. Chapter V describes
in greater detail how the analysis of potential TSP savings was performed and summarizes the results for
each development prototype.

Time saved during the development entitlement period can decrease the amount of predevelopment
carrying costs that a developer would need to pay, which could increase the amount a developer would
be willing to pay for land. The economic analysis assumes that predevelopment costs (including land)
are equal to about 5% of development value {typically within a range of 5-15% of development value or
total development cost, according to the Urban Land Institute).” While predevelopment costs vary by

deveiopment {e.g. whether land is purchased up front or purchased at the end of an option period, with
option payments made in the interim, and the extent of upfront predevelopment costs), this estimate is -

considered to be generally representative of a potential predevelopment carry scenario. The economic
effect of predevelopment time savings is measured by multiplying estimated predevelopment costs by a
12% annual equity carrying cost (conservatiye assumption as equity during entitlement period often

" requires a higher return threshold) times the number of months saved divided by one year.”

" As described further in Chapter V, transportation is just one of several topics that may be analyzed as
part of a project’s environmental review, so these predevelopment savings may not occur in all cases.
Thus, the financial analysis evaluates each prototype assuming that the potential level of
predevelopment cost and time savings would occur or would not occur.

13 As described in Chapters 2 and 3in “Finance for Real Estate Development,” Charles Long, ULI, 2011.
 For example, five months in potential time savings would result in potential predevelopment carry savings equal
to about 0.25% of development value or about 0.5% of direct construction casts. | :
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Table 3. Comparison of Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF) and
Transportation Sustamablhty Fee (TSF) for Development Prototypes®

o — : FIDF :l;as" (faseT-Sl;zl' : TS’F'A';éé‘.‘Plah: (lT\sc[:t:xit iier
Prototype: . (2015fag) | e ORI e Credit® € ove
e ja] - - [bl e ex15tmgfees)
P - - ‘ [b=a+c]

1. Geary Ave

18,900 88,800 0 69,900
{small residential mrxed use) > ; > g

2 Van-Ness Ave ) e SRR
{med/um reszdentialmixed S0 | $458,900 S0 $458,900
. use} . . . , . .

3 Outer Mission : ‘

0 42,400 0 42,400
{small res:dentlal mixed use) 2 ? 2 i 3
4. Mission . ' ) : - ’ o
. 17,800 - $55,700 - +{$14,300 - $23,600 .
(small res:dentlal mlxed use) . $ . $ A (f$ e ) $ N

5. Central Waterfront $3,600 $421,700 ($168,300) $249,900
(Iarge residential m/xed use)

6: East SoMa : | R .
(medlum reszdent;al mixed ~$35,600 ", $263,800 ($100,600) | $127,600
use) , . : st . 1 RN ‘~.‘. -'.'

7. East SoMa $3,388,100 $3,510,800 $0 $122,700
(/arge office) . :

8 EastSoMa * ' I SR S '

109,400 1,041,400 |.-+($292,800 . $639,200-
(Iarge res:dentlal mlxed use} ‘ .S L S R ($ 8 ) $ 3 ; ‘0

3. Transit Center %0 $2,059,700 | $0 $2,059,700
{large reszdentlal) ]

10. Transit Cénter~ $5,346,000|.  $5,551,200 | - . .%0-| . :$205,200
(]argeoﬁ”ce) N LT

Source: San Francisco Planning Department 2014

Notes:

*Numbers rounded to nearest $100. Some numbers may not precisely subtract due to rounding.

%Fee rates from the 2012 draft TSF ordinance have been adjusted for inflation to 2015, and non-residential
fee categories have been consolidated, consistent with the SF Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus
Study. Prior use fee credits have been applied for eight prototypes (Prototypes 1 through 8), reflecting

typical conditions for infill sites.

*Residential developments in some area plans may be eligible for a TSF area plan fee reduction- referred
to as a fee credit— equivalent to the transit component of the applicable area plan impact fee. For
residential projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods area plans (Prototypes 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8), the credit is 10%
of the area plan fee. Projects in TCDP (Prototypes 9 and 10) are not eligible for a TSF area plan fee credit as
the Transit Center Transportation and Street Improvement Fee Is designated to address the substantial
impacts on transit associated with such high-density development. )
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E. Residual Land Value Analysis

In order to evaluate the direct economic effect of the TSP, Seifel developed land residual models to
estimate and compare the value of land before and after the proposed adoption of the TSP for the

10 prototypical developments described above. Residual fand value (RLV) models calculate the potential
amount a developer would be willing to pay for land, given anticipated development revenues, costs
and a target developer margin. The developer margin represents a target return threshold that takes
into account development risk, including the timeline it takes to complete the development, the
uncertainty of future development revenues and costs and the level of returns that must be achieved to
attract private capltal Developers commonly use RLV models at the lmtlal stages of deve]opment to test
feasibility and determine how much they can afford to pay for land.** .

The RLV is the difference between what a developer expects to receive in revenues (e.g., sale of
condominium units), less all costs associated with developing the buildings (e.g., predevelopment costs,
hard construction costs, tenant improvements, construction financing, developer overhead,
marketing/sales costs, other soft construction costs and target developer margin).” RLV models are
useful tools to test the financial impact of different public policies on land values and development
feasibility because they can compare the financial impact on land values given variable development
scenarios, including variations in development land uses, revenues, costs and policy options.

The RLV analysis compares the potential land value for each development prototypé under current
conditions with the potential land value assuming the imposition of the TSF, both with and without the
antmlpated predevelopment savings. 2 The next chapter describes the potential predevelopment cost-
and time savings in greater detail.

“ The Urban Land Institute {ULl) has published literature that describes how developers analyze the feasibility of
_potential development projects, including the use of residual land value analysis. Refer to Chapters 2 and 3 in
-“Finance for Real Estate Development,” Long, UL}, 2011.

22 As part of the economic evaluation process, Seifel compared the projected development: values, residual land

values, target developer margins, and other financial metrics in-the RLV models with current real estate data on

similar transactions, including recent rental rates and sales prices, comparable land sales, market capitalization
rates and financial pro forma information gathered from the development community. The RLVs for each
prototype under current conditions were also compared to land values that are currently being assumed in recent
developer pro formas, as well as information obtained from recent land sales and valuation input from Clifford

Advisory. According to recent market information, the minimum market sales price for residentially zoned land in

San Francisco is about $90,000 per unit {“per door”), and the RLV under the Base Case TIDF for residential units

was found to be $100,000 or more for all prototypes except for Prototype 3, which is located in the Outer Mission

area. (Current sales prices and rents in many of San Francisco’s outer neighborhoods are not sufficiently high to
support the higher cost of mid-rise construction and generate strong land values, particularly on sites where
zoning restrictions significantly limit residential density (such as Prototype 3), which limits the number of units that
can be built.) The calculated RLV for the two office prototypes is approximately $130/Ruilding NSF, which is also
within current market value range. For most prototypes, RLV ranges between 10 and 20% of development value or
condominium sales price (after taking into account the cost of sale), which is also within the typical percentage
ranges in development pro formas. For Prototype 3, the RLV is less than 5% of development value, which also
indicates some developments in outer neighborhoods may not currently be feasible.

# Wwithout predevelopment savings, the difference in RLV is directly attributable to the increase in developmént

impact fees from the TSP, as no offsets to development costs are assumed from CEQA/LOS streamlining.
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V. Cost and Time Savings from CEQA / Level of Service Reform

As previously described, the removal of LOS analysis under CEQA reform would eliminate the need for

" Intersection LOS analysis for projects that require a transportation impact study (TIS), which is one of
the main drivers of the overall schedule of the environmental review (and subsequently, the
development entitlement process). Eliminating the LOS analysis could simplify the transportation
analysis and decrease the amount of time spent on environmental review. This study evaluates the
potential financial impact of both the direct time and cost savings that some projects may experience as

a result of these improvements to the environmental review process from the TSP, as further described
below. '

A. Direct Time Savings

The time savings that an individual project may experiehce would vary.depending on its level of required
environmental review. Under CEQA, there are three major levels of environmental review documents,
listed in ascending order of complexity and time required:

1. Exem‘ption {i.e. a Categorical Exemption (Cat Ex) or Community Plan Exemption (CPE})
2. Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND)
3. Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

The level of required environmental review and type of document to be prepared largely depends on
the size and scale of the proposed project, its location and whether or not it may benefit from — or be
“tiered” from — a previous EIR, such as the City’s Housing Element EIR or the Eastern Neighborhoods
Area Plan and Rezoning EIR. For example, a Community Plan Exemption (CPE) document can only be
prepared for a qualifying project within a plan area that does not result in any new significant impacts or
require any new mitigation above and beyond what is analyzed in the Area Plan EIR.

After CEQA/LOS reform is implemented through the TSP, project sponsdrs may experience two types of
potential direct time savings: '

1. Time savings associated with not having to do an LOS analysis as part of the Transportation
Impact Study. S ’ . v

2. Time savings associated with streamlining the overall environmental review process, with
the greatest savings potentially occurring in situations where the level of environmental review
for a project can be reduced (for example, a Mitigated Negative Declaration or Exemption
instead of an EIR). This latter scenario is somewhat rare and would happen in instances where a
project is required to undergo a more extensive level of environmental review solely due to
transportation LOS impacts. ’

Table 4 shows that the potential average time savings due to the removal of the LOS analysis

requirement in the overall CEQA document preparation ranges from zero to five months, assuming that
this does not change the level of environmental review required.

- Greater time savings ma\f be possible in situations where the removal of the LOS analysis results in a
lower level of envirenmental review than would otherwise be required. However, the CEQA review
process is just one part of the overall predevelopment timeline, which also‘includes obtaining land use
entitlements and other project approvals. For this reason, the overall project entitlement time savings
may not be as great as the potential CEQA time savings.
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Table 4. Average CEQA Document Time Savings due to CEQAI LOS Reform®

Average Document Preparation Time

Type of Environmental Before CEQA Reform: After CEQA Reform: Potential Time Savings
Document - With LOS Analysis Without LOS Analysis

Community Plan - 11 months 6 months 5 months
Exemption {CPE)

‘Mitigated Negative 12 months ' 9 months ' 3 months
Declaration {MND)

Environmental Impact | 22 months 18 months . 4 months |
Report (EIR) — Focused® :
Environmental Impact 32 months 32 months ’ 0 months

Report (EIR) — Ful®

Source: San Franicisco Planning Department, 2014.
Notes:
A “Focused EIR” would mclude the analysis of select environmental topics (typically four or fewer).
A “Full EIR” wou!d include the analysis of all or most of the environmental topics.

* The timeframes in this table assume that the TIS is the most time-consuming background study that is required for
a project. If other background studies (such as Historic Resource Evaluation) are required and take longer than
the TIS, the timeframes might need to be adjusted. This table shows timeframes from the date an environmental
coordinator is assigned to a project.

i

B. Direct Cost Savings

Currently, the costs associated with environmental review include both Planning Department fees and
environmental consultant fees. Planning Department fees include an environmental review fee, which is
based on the type of environmental review document and the cost of project construction. Projects that
require a transportation impact study must also pay Planning Department and SFMTA transportation
study review fees, regardless of whether or not the study includes a LOS analysis.

Environmental review consultants represent an additional cost and are typically retained to prepare the
environmental review document and the TIS, if required. Consultant fees vary based en the size and
complexity of the project, the type of environmental review document being prepared and whether or
not an LOS analysis is required as part of the TIS.>*

Under CEO.A/LOS reform, fee amounts for Planning Department environmental review ahd SFMTA
transportation review will remain the same for projects that do not experience any change in the type of

* Based on Planning Departmeht interviews with environmental consultants in 2014, the cost savings associated
with the removal of the LOS analysis from the transportatxon study are estlmated o be about 25% of the
transportation study costs for all projects, regardless of size.
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environmental document required. For instance, a project in an area plan may currently be required to
prepare a TIS with a LOS analysis as part of a Community Plan Exemption (CPE). Under the proposed
TSP, the project may still need to prepare a CPE, but it would include a simplified TIS without a LOS
analysis. The Planning Department and SFMTA transportation fees would remain the same, but the
project would benefit from consultant cost savings and time savings frém not having to do the LOS
analysis. As the environmental review document also incorporates technical analysis from the TIS, the
consultant time required to prepare the environmental document would also be reduced, resulting in
additional cost savings.

However, a project may experience greater cost savings if the removal of the LOS analysis resultsin a
lesser level of environmental review being required. For instance, if a project no longer requires a
focused EIR {which is conducted by environmental consultants) and could be eligible for a CPE (typically
prepared in-house by Planning Department staff), the cost savings would be substantial.

C. Indirect Benefits

In addition to these direct benefits, CEQA/LOS reform would also result in greater certainty for project
sponsors, as describéed earlier. As the environmental approvals must be completed prior to project
approval hearings, these environmental approvals represent a significant risk to the developer, who
must invest time and funds for environmental review of projects that might ultimately be rejected.

"Thus, any savings in environmental review time and costs can help reduce the pre-entitlement risk taken
on by developers. Further, CEQA/LOS reform would simplify and minimize the time spent on
environmental review, potentially reducing backlogs for City staff and shortening the predevelopment
process for all projects, not just those benefitting from CEQA streamlining due to TSP. '

. While these indirect economic benefits could be significant to the development community, the
financial analysis solely focuses on evaluating the direct time and cost savings in the preparation of the
TIS and related CEQA documentation.

~D. CEQA Streamlmmg Benefits for Feasnblllty Study Prototypes

The CEQA streamlining benefits associated with the implementation of the TSP were identified and
analyzed for each of the development prototypes by comparing the scope of the environmental review
with and without a LOS analysis. The level of environmental review for each prototype was determined
based on the following information for each prototype: '

*  Project description, including land usé, intensity of development, building envelope and project
. location. . ’ )
»  Environmental constraints associated with the project sites in these areas of the City.
* - Programmatic ERs (typically from area plans) from which the project-level environmental
review documents could be tiered (where applicable).

* Planning Department guidelines and standard practices for environmental review as of March
2015.

The Planning Departmerjt identified the technical studies that would be required on the topics of
transportationzs, air quality, noise, hazardous materials, wind, shadow, archeological resources, geology.

* The type of transportation-study required was based on a calculation of the PM peak-hour automobile trips that
would be generated by the development program identified for each prototype.
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and historic resources. The level of environmental review was based on the findings typically associated
with the conclusions of those studies.

The current level of environmental review for each prototype was then compared to the anticipated
level of environmental review and transportation analysis that would be needed with the TSP, assuming
no other environmental topic area {such as historic resources) would result in impacts that would cause
a more stringent environmental review process.

The potential time and cost savings for each prototype was then estimated by Planning Deparfment
staff based an recent environmental review costs incurred for similar projects, in consultation with
outside environmental consultants. Table 5 at the end of this Chapter summarizes the type of
environmental review document that would be required for each feasibility study prototype with and
without LOS reform under TSP. Each of the prototypes except Prototype 5 would require the same type
of environmental rewew document, with and without TSP.

Prototypes 1 through 4 and Prototype 6 are smaller projects that would not currently require a LOS
analysis. Therefore, under TSP there is no change to the transportation study or the environmental
review procéss and no environmental review time or cost savings.

Prototypes 7 through 10 are all large projects within area plans and would require LOS analysis,
according to current practices, but would not require LOS analysis under TSP. % Thus, each of these
‘prototypes experiences a time savings of approximately five months and varied consultant costs savings,
both associated with the preparation of a streamlined TIS.

Prototype 5 is a medium-sized project located in the Central Waterfr.ont area of the Eastern
Neighborhoods. Based on the project size, the background traffic conditions in the surrounding streets
and the level of new development anticipated in the area, a LOS analysis of this project would likely
identify a significant unavoidable traffic impact that would trigger the preparation of a focused EIR
under current practice. Prototype 5 Is unlikely to result in other significant unavoidable impacts;
therefore, under the TSP, this project would no longer need to conduct an EIR, resulting in substantial
time and cost savings. The combined cost savings of reduced Planning Department fees and consultant
fees is approximately $560,000 and the associated time savings is approximately five months.”

In summary, this analysis demonstrates the potential variation in potential direct time and cost savings
for environmental and transportation review with the TSP for a variety of development types
throughout San Francisco, summarized below and in Table 5.

*  With TSP, no time or cost savings are anticipated for Prototypes 1 through 4 and Prototype 6,
which is primarily attributable to the small-scale of development that each represents. '
" * Prototype 5 is estimated to potentially receive the most significant level of cost savings with TSP,
as the environmental review document would be modified from a CPE and a Focused EIR to a

%6 For the purposes of this analysis, it was assumed that the govermng environmental documents would enable this
to occur. :

77 Although the change in the scope of the environmental review would reduce the CEQA documentation timeline
from 22 months to 6 months {a 16-month time savings), the timeline for the required entitlements could likely only
be reduced by 5 months given that some of steps in the technical analysis and the approval process take a certain
amount of time and would not be able to be further shortened with TSP. Therefore, a conservatxve estimate of

. 5 months of time savings is estimated to occur within the overall predevelopment timeline.
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CPE. It would also likely benefit from time savings of 5 months in the predevelopment review
process. '

* Prototypes 7 through 10 are anticipated to experience more modest cost savings given that
their level of environmental review would remain the same under TSP. These prototypes would
also likely benefit from time savings of 5 months in the predevelopment review process.

As described above, the projected time and cost savings presented for each prototype assumes that no
other type of topic area {such as historic resources) would result in further intensification of
environmental review. In order to take into account the possibility that no time or cost savings might
occur, the land residual analysis evaluates the financial impact with and without the: po’centlal
predevelopment time and cost savings that are described in this Chapter.
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Table 5. Potential Environmental Review Time and Cost Savings from CEQA/LOS Reform by Prototype

. - . . . 1
Environmental Review Time Savings™ -

Environmental Review Cost Savings”

Environmental - | Environmental |."Predevelopment | .PlanningDept. " Estimated Total
"Review Document: - Review.Document: " Period Time . Environmental . | . Cdnsultant Cost . Environmental
T TIDF (Exnstlng) TSP (Proposed) Savings® Fee:Savings Savings Cost Savings
- Prototype .o . :
1. Geary Ave o Class 32 CatEx Class 32 CatEx None $0 -0 $0
(small residential mixed use) . : N "
2-Van Ness Ave B Class'32 CatEx Class 32 CatEx None ' 50 50 s0
(medium residential mixed, use) . . .
3. Outer Mission Class 32 CatEx Class 32 CatEx None $0 $0 $0
(small residential mixed use) s
4, Mission . T -
: . CPE 0 0 0
(small residential mixed use) : CPE cp None . 3 3 3
5. Central Waterfront CPE + Focused EIR CPE 5 months $386,300 $175,000 $561,300
(large residential mixed use)
6.EastSoMa T 3 S ‘ IO L
E : 0. 0. 0
f {medium resrdent:almlxed use) * cp CPE . S Nene ) » AR : 5 ' 3 ?
o /.
g} 7. East SoMa CPE + Focused EIR | CPE + Focused EIR 5 months® $0 $95,000 $95,000
i (large office)
8.EastSoMa . © . " CPE CPE " - 5 months® $0 $25,000 $25,000
(large residential mixed-use} .- g . . ; (R B
9. Transit Center ‘ 4
(large residential) CPE CPE 5 months S0 $25,000 . $25,000
10. Transit Center R 4 1 \ ‘
(farge office) CPE . CPE 5 months $0:). $50,000 $50,000

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, 2014
Note' Numbers rounded to nearest $100.
*This assumes that no other type of environmental review (such as historic resources) would result in further intensification of enwronmental review. As further

described in this report, the land residual analysis accounts for an alternative environmental review situation where no time or cost savings would occur, as it evaluates
the financial impact with and without the anticipated predevelopment savings from a streamlined CEQA process.
2These cost savings do not include potential predevelopment savings associated with lower predevelopment carrying costs due to a shorter entltlement timeline, which
|s evaluated in the land residual models.

The predevelopment period includes both the environmental review and the entitlement process. Thus, changes to the environmental review timeline may not -
translate directly to equivalent time savings in the predevelopment period.

*Time savings due to dissolution of transportation LOS analysis requirement.
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V1. Results From Analysis' of Base Case TSF Levels

As described in Chapter IV on methodology, land residual models for ten typical developments were
prepared to compare the estimated value of land before and after adoption of the proposed TSP. These
development prototypes were chosen to best represent potential developments that might occur in
different City neighborhoods, focated inside and outside Plan Areas. The first stage of the analysis
evaluates the potential financial impact by comparing the RLV under current conditions {referred to as
Base Case TIDF) with the Base Case TSF scenario (with the introduction of the TSP, including the addition
of fees at the "Base Case TSF" levels and CEQA/LOS reform).”® Given the variability in key cost factors for
real estate development across-San Francisco and the challenging development climate that has
resulted from the real estate recession followed by rapid price appreciation in recent years, a decrease
in RLV of -10% or less with the introduction of the TSP has been chosen as a reasonable indicator of
ongoing feasibility.

Non-residential development would experience the least financial impact from TSP, as the Base Case TSF
is about the same as the existing TIDF for most land uses. For example, the net increase in the impact
fee burden for new office use would be about $.56/GSF, and retail development would experience a
slight decrease in fees of about -$0.16/GSF at the Base Case TSF levels. (Please refer back to Table 1 and
Chapter lll for more information regarding existing and proposed TSF levels.)

With TSP, residential development would be subject to a new development impact fee, which would
increase development costs by $6.19/GSF for the Base Case TSF scenario without consideration of fee
credits or predevelopment savings. Based on a typical residential unit size of 950 net square feet,” this
translates to a potential increase in fees for the Base Case TSF scenario of about $7,400 per unit,

or about 1-2% of direct construction cost depending on the type of construction and level of fee credits.

CEQA/LOS reform, once adopted could help offset some of the financial impact of the TSF on new
development or create an economic benefit for development Based on the analysis presented in
Chapter V, this streamlining could represent potentxal predevelopment cost and time savings for larger
developments that currently require a transportatlon study as part of their environmental review in the
following ways:

* " Reduced City fees related to the current review of transportation studies.
* Reduced costs in professional services related to transportation and envxronmental analy515
' during the environmental process. Lo
» Potential for reduced carrying costs (for pnvate capital) on predevelopment expenses resultmg
from time savings of up to five months in the review process. 30

% As described in Chapter IV, the Base Case TSF scenario assumes the fee rates in the 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance,
adjusted for inflation to 2015 dollars, taking into account the consolidation of non-residential fee categories.

* The fee is based on a gross residential square foot basis, and this typical unit size is assumed to be about

1188 GSF based on a typical 80% efficiency for low-rise and mid-rise developments, as indicated by this study.
Building area (per gross and net square foot) does not include square footage related to parking.

39 As described in Chapter IV, this analysis assumes predevelopment costs (including land} are equal to about 5% of
development value, and the economic effect of predevelopment tirrie savings is measured by multiplying the
estimated predevelopment costs by a 12% annual equity carrying cost times the number of months saved divided
by one year (i.e. 5 months/1 year or 42%) resulting in predevelopment savings at about 0.25% of development
value, or about $2500-per unit for a condominium development with an average value of $1 million per unit.
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Table 6 on the following page summarizes the economic evaluation of the TSP prégram under the Base .
Case TSF scenario. As it shows, the residual land values for most of the prototypes range from about
10-20% of revenues, which is consistent with many recent development pro formas that were reviewed
for this study.> New development may not be currently feasible in City neighborhoods that have below-
average price levels and rents, given the high cost of construction relative to potential revenues.

The financial analysis indicates that this is the case for Prototype 3. *2 While the imposition of the Base
Case TSF will not cause developments similar to Prototype 3 to be infeasible, the TSF further distances
these areas from development feasibility as it lowers the potential RLV.

As Table 6 shows, five of the prototypes (due to their development size and location) are not anticipated
to receive any CEQA streamlining benefits (Prototypes 1 through 4 and Prototype 6). The remaining five
prototypes could potentially benefit from reduced transportation and environmental costs and 5 '
months in predevelopment time savings, which would lower predevelopment carry costs (Prototypes 5
and 7 through 10). For three of these prototypes (Prototypes 5, 7 and 10), the potential benefits from
CEQA streamlining could more than offset the increase in impact fees, and this results in an increase in
residual land value when predevelopment savings are assumed to occur (RLV with predevelopment
savings). Without predevelopment savings, the RLV decreases for all prototypes, ranging from about -1%
to -8%, which is within the -10% feasibility threshold.

As described in Chapter Ill, about half of new housing units are projected to be developed in |arger
developments within area plans, some of which may be eligible for a fee credit that would help offset a
portion of the financial impact from the TSF. Four of the prototypes are located within area plans that
would be eligible for an area plan fee credit for residential development (Prototypes 4, 5, 6 and 8).

In summary, the impact on RLV varies among the prototypes depending on the following:

* Land use: non-residential prototypes (Prototypes 7 and 10) have the smallest increase in impact
fees due to the TSF, as the Base Case TSF is about the same as the TIDF, while residential
developments experience the'greatest increase in impact fees under the TSP.

e Environmental review & predevelopment savings: larger developments could potentially

" benefit from reduced transportation and environmental costs plus decreased predevelopment
carry costs as a result of time savings from CEQA/LOS réform {Prototypes 5and 7 through 10).
These potential financial benefits are modeled in.the “with predevelopment savings” scenario,
‘and they are not assumed to occur in the “without predevelopment savings” scenario.

* please refer to Chapter IV and Appendix A for further information regarding the methodology used in this
analysis. Revenues are equal to potential sales prices for condominiums or development values for rental property
less sales expenses.
*2The RLV for Prototype 3 is below 5% of total development value and is less than $40,000 per housing unit, which
is below the typical asking prices for land in San Francisco and is less than land values for similarly located
properties with existing uses. This finding indicates that similar developments in the outer neighborhoods may not
- generate sufficient development value to enable developers to pay for property at its current market value
(partrcularly considering many infill sites have existing development that is generating rental income) or generate
sufficient developer margin to warrant private investment.
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Table 6. Summary of Economic Impact of Transportation Sustainability Program Under Base Case TSF Scenario

. Base Case TIDF lmpact on Resndual Land Values (RLV) Under Base Case TSF Scenano
[ N " “ . RLVWith . ".RLV Without. *
Base Case'TSF, ! v - ,
o f ERA . . . Fzs:lh:rgasef Predevelop ment Savings (Credlt) Predevelopment Savmgs *-Predevelopment Savings -
: |- Base Case- |. Base Case ; T S e I PN
- TIDE, | TIDF Credit | omparedto) © * Time Savi |- Base Case | - .Base Case. |
Prototype v liLv as % of Fee C,re‘:it Existing Fees. ‘| Environmiantal (prel?eie?:p?f:m Total Cost .{ . as?s:fe [ O Ts'Fa:s" S TR
1 “[a]I . ‘f_{e‘venues, 1 ~,Cgst..;'a;\'l-!r.lg5. - Carry, s“lngs) ?:Yl:is] = :RL‘.’:" " %Change| - oy - %-ch,a{!g_e.
; h ~*[d] BT W achee] - 2 S a-b] |
(1sm‘:|e|3 ?Z ﬁ‘;:é use) $2,050,200 | 23% | PriorUse | 569,900 50 $0 $o $1,980,300 |  (3%) | $1,980,300 [  (3%)
(zi\/lt:/d?;?mhllijjle})Xziu y | smomrdoo | a0k | priorUse:| sasg,900 | - so $0. . | $6,558,400 | © (7%) - | $6,558,400" - (7%),
é';n?ff;‘:: m:;zii?e) $920,600 A% Prior Use |  $42,400 $0 $0. $0 $878,200 (5%) $878,200 (5%)
\4 MlSSlon ’ L .. :'Pr[or-use-' . ~." R IR R - ) ’ : A B - o o .
3;140,700 - 21% el 00 | <. 280 - : ,117, c{1%e)s L) 83,117,100 | - .(1%6) .
g(Small Res.. Mlxed-use) _$ T 2% | Area Plan | .$2§,6 ; ?0 :>$0 $° 53,117,100 - (19{.)..‘, S T ( ;:,). :
5. Central Waterfront |, o100 219 | POrUSe | 4500900 ($561,000) ($274,900) {$835,900) || $23,455,100 3% $22,619,200|  (1%)
{Large Res. Mlxed-use) . Area Plan X
I 2 IR R ; I R - R
6. EastSoMa 2 " | prlorUse, - IR AR AR L IR 1B BV ERE I
5,339,100 14% . |7 ' ,600;%| 780 - < 30 ,211, : 6,211,500 |- '{2%)-
{Medium Res. Mixed- -usé) - $= % ‘| Area Plan _:_$1-2-7 R B HSO:.: $0 ) _$° - |l $8211,500 .~$: el (29.?;:) :
Z;ngs;msil)\lla 528,722,700 15% Prior Use |  $122,700 ($95,000) ($479,500) {$574,500) | $29,174,500 2% $28,600,000 (0%)
B EastSoMa' . " -~ oo sl Leroruse oL O K IR T AR
. ,300| | 4] {($25,00 ($331,100) - - |':1$356,100): . -1.$13,039, . (5%)-
Chrge Res: Miked-iss) © - $13-,6?8 :;{o | Aow |\ Plan, ,$639,§9§J : .:.:(g'z's ogo) _($3.31 ;oo? ; g'sa':gs 100)..]| $13,395,200 |’ 5 (‘z%); $"1_3 q.?? 1000 (5%)
9. Transit Center ’ : 9
(Large Residential) - $25,892,400 8% None | $2,059,700 {$25,000) ($769,100) ($794,100). | $24,626,800 (5%) $23,832,700 (8%)
10 Fransit Ce N B o A : T R R
(Lorge Of?lce) nter. " {$42188700]  13% None $205,200°-|  ($50,000)" ($824,500) ($s74 soo)’* $42,858,000 |-~ 2% | $41,983,500 (o%);,

the environmental cost savings.)
Source: San Franclsco Planning Department, 2015.

Notes; Numbers rounded to nearest $100, Please refer to Chapters Iif and IV for further Information on the prototype assumptlons. (Table 3 summarlzes the fee calculations for the Base Case TSF and Table 5 presents
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* Area Plan fee credits: residential developments located within certain Area Plans would be
eligible for a partial fee credit (Prototypes 4, 5,6 and 8) equivalent to the transit component of
the Area Plan fee.

* Prior use fee credits: prototypes with existing buildings would be eligible to receive a fee credit

" for prior uses, which reduces the level of TIDF, TSF and area plan fees (Prototypes 1 through 8).

The financial analysis indicates that implementation of the proposed TSP at the Base Case TSF would
have a modest financial impact on future development feasibility due to the combined effects described
above under the potential development scenarios for each prototype:

*  The difference in residual land values, with and without predevelopment savings, does not
decrease by more than 10% for ali prototypes.

*  With predevelopment savings as a result of CEQA/LOS reform, residual land values could
potentially increase under the TSP by about 2% to 3% where the streamlining benefits more
than offset the increase in development costs with the TSP (Prototypes 5, 7 and 10).

o If a project is currently required to undertake a transportation LOS analysis, the TSP will -
provide modest economic benefits if the level of environmental review remains the same,
(As shown in this study, a transportation LOS analysis is typically required for larger sized
developments.) In these cases, the elimination of LOS analysis could reduce consultant costs
by $25,000 to $95,000 and resulit in a time savings of 5 months during the entitlement
period, which would potentially decrease predevelopment carrying costs. This scenario
applies to four of the ten prototypes (Prototypes 7 through 10) evaluated in this study. For
the office prototypes (Prototypes 7 and 10}, the combination of consultant cost savings and
predevelopment savings could fully offset the impact of the Base Case TSF level.

o Projects that would be eligible for a lesser level of environmental review as the result of
CEQA/10S reform would achieve the greatest economic benefit. For instance, one of the
prototypes studied (Prototype 5) might be eligible for a Community Plan Exemption (CPE).
under the TSP, as compared to a Focused Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) under current
conditions. This could potentiaily result in direct cost savings of about $560,000 in
environmental consultant/Planning Department fees and predevelopment time savings of
'5 months, which could fully offset the impact of the Base Case TSF level.

*  Without predevelopment time savings, residual land values are projected to decrease between
about 0% to -8% for all prototypes.™ The greatest decrease in RLV occurs for residential projects

- located Outside Plan Areas or Inside Plan Areas where fee credits do not suhstantially offset the

TSF (Prototypes 2, 3, 8 and 9).

As described above, the extent of the financial impact will vary depending on land use, whether or not

- the development is located in a Plan Area, whether it will benefit from the potential predevelopment
time and cost savings and the level of fee credits. These findings are generally consistent with the pnor
(2012) economic analysis of the proposed TSP.

3 As no offsets to development costs are assumed from CEQA/_LOS streamlining, the difference in RLV without
- predevelopment savings is directly attributable to the increase in development impact fees from the TSP.
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VIL. Sensit'iv‘ity Analysis of Alternative TSF Levels

The sensitivity analysis studies the effect of higher TSF levels, modeled at 125%, 150% and 250% of the
Base Case TSF levels, which are within the maximum justified fee levels from the 2015 TSF Nexus Study.
Table 7 summarizes and compares the fee levels for each scenario with-the maximum justified fee
amounts. The table indicates that the TSF fee levels evaluated in this sensitivity analysis would range
from $6.19 at the Base Case TSF to $15.48/GSF at 250% TSF for residential development and from
$14.43 at the Base Case TSF to $36.08/GSF at 250% TSF for non-residential development.

Table 7. TSF Sensitivity Analysis Scenarios (2015 Dollars)

Base Case 1259% TSF 150% TSF 250% TSF Maximum
Use TSF ($/GSF) | (S/GSF) (S/GSF) (S/GSF) - Justified Fee'

' ' {not modeled)
Residential $6.19 $7.74 $9.29 $15.48 $30.95
Non-residential | $14.43 $18.04 $21.65 $36.08 $87.52
PDR’ $7.61 n/a " nfa| n/a $26.09

Note

! Maximum Justified Fee is not modeled but i is presented in the San Francisco Transportatxon
Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (2015).

*New development of PDR uses was not analyzed in the feasibility study.

The financial results for each of these sensitivity analysis scenarios are summanzed in tables that are
presented at the end of this report:

» Table 8 summarizes the results from the sensitivity analysis, as measured by the percentage
change in RLV for each of the four alternative TSF levels {Base Case TSF, 125% TSF, 150% TSF and
250% TSF) compared to current conditions without TSP (Base Case TIDF).

* Table 9 summarizes the key prototype characteristics and findings that contribute to the
sensitivity analysis results shown in Table 8 and the supporting tables.

 Tables10.1 through 10.10 present the financial results for each prototype, comparing the total

revenues and development costs under current conditions without TSP (Base Case TIDF) to each
of the alternative TSF fee scenarios. '

A. 125% TSF Scenario

A

Under the 125% TSF scenario, the TSF would increase by about $1.60/GSF for residential and about’
$3.60/GSF for non-residential development over the Base Case TSF, without consideration of any
predevelopment savings or fee credits. Based on a typical residential unit size of 950 NSF, this translates
to a potential increase in impact fees of about $9,200 per unit (or about $8/GSF) as compared to current
conditions {Base Case TIDF) or about 1-2% of direct construction cost, depending on the type of
construction and whether fee credits apply.

As described in the 'previous section, the proposed fees for non-residential development under the Base
Case TSF scenario are about the same as the fees currently being charged (Base Case TIDF) on new
development. Under the 125% TSF scenario, these fees would increase by about $4/GSF over current fee
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levels. This would represent a direct construction cost increase of about 1% or less, depending on the
type of construction and whether fee credits apply.34

The results of the sensitivity analysis indicate that the financial impact on new development for the
125% TSF scenario are similar fo the results that were found at the Base Case TSF levels.

» The decrease in residual land values, with and without predevelopment savings, is less than or
.equal to -10% for all prototypes.

= With predevelopment savings, only Prototype 5 would receive CEQA streamlining benefits that
would more than offset the increase in development costs with the TSP (showing a 2% increase
in RLV for Prototype 5). The RLV with predevelopment savmgs for all of the other prototypes
decreases by -1% to -8%. :

*  Without predevelopment savings, the greatest decrease in RLV occurs for residential
development where area plan fee credits would not be applied (-10% for Prototype 9 in TCDP),
and for residential projects located Outside Plan Areas or Inside Plan Areas where fee credits do
not substantially offset the TSF (Prototypes 2, 3 and 8).

B. 150% TSF Scenario

Under the 150% TSF scenario, the TSF would increase by about $3.10/GSF for residential and about

$ 7.20/GSF for non-residential development above the Base Case TSF level, without consideration of any
predevelopment savings or fee credits.®® For the majority of prototypes, the change in RLV with and
without predevelopment savings is less than 10%. However, two prototypes are more heavily impacted
by fees at the 150% TSF level: the change in RLV exceeds -10% for Prototype 2 (with and without
predevelopment savings) and for Prototype 9 (without predevelopment savings). Thus, TSF levels at
150% of the Base Case TSF could inhibit development feasibility in some cases, particularly if revenues
were not at pace with development costs and fee credits do not substantially offset the TSF.

C. 250% TSF Scenario

Under the 250% TSF scenario, the TSF would increase by about $9.30/GSF for residential and about
$21 65/GSF for non-residential development above the Base Case TSF level, without consideration of
any predevelopment savings or fee credits.® TSF levels at 250% could significantly inhibit development
feasibility, as the residual land valtes for most of the prototypes would decrease by 10% or more, with
or without predevelopment savings. These higher TSF levels would not be offset by potential CEQA
streamlining benefits for any of the prototypes. This level of impact fee increase would substantially
increase development costs and exceed the typical contingency allowances for potential increases in
development costs that developers include in their development pro formas.

* As previously described, TSF fee levels for non-residential land uses are proposed to be consolidated. Thus,.the
fee change differs slightly for retail and office, and non-residential uses are not eligible for area plan fee credits.

" 3 Under this 150% TSF scenario, development costs would increase by about $8/GSF for residential and about

$8/GSF for non-residential compared to current conditions (Base Case TIDF) without consideration of fee credits or

predevelopment savings, or an increase of about 2-3% of direct construction costs depending on the type of

construction and whether fee credits apply.

% Under this 250% TSF scenario, development costs would increase by about $15/GSF for residential and about

$22/GSF for non-residential as compared to current conditions {Base Case TIDF) without consideration of fee

credits or predevelopment savings, or an increase of about 4-6% of dlrect construction costs depending on the

type of construction and whether fee credits apply
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VIIl. Conclusion

The Transportation Sustainability Program is designed to fund transportation projéc‘ts to serve new
growth and help streamline the transportation component of the City’s environmental review process.
Overall, the TSF Economic Feasibility Study finds that the TSF does not significantly impact project
viability at the Base Case TSF levels or at 125% of Base Case TSF, either with or without the anticipated
predevelopment savings. New development in certain neighborhoods in the City that have lower than
average price levels and rents may not be currently feasible given the high cost of construction relative
to potential revenues. While the TSF itself will not cause these developments to be infeasible, the TSF
further distances these areas from development feasibility.

The study also evaluated the impact of potential CEQA/LOS reform on development, which in some
cases may partially or fully offset the impact of the TSF. Since transportation is only one of the potential
environmental impacts to be analyzed during the environmental review process, the level of
predevelopment savings a project will experience depends on whether or not CEQA/LOS reform results
in substantial changes to the environmental review required. All projects that currently need to conduct
a LOS analysis will experience modest economic benefits after this requirement is eliminated. For some
projects, the benefit of CEQA/LOS reform will be more dramatic - in cases where the elimination of LOS
analysis means that projects can undergo a lesser level of environmental review (for instance, going
from a CPE plus Focused EIR to just a CPE), the potential time and cost savings are substantial.

For developments that do not currently need a transportation study (typically smaller developments),
no direct predevelopment cost or time savings would likely occur as a result of CEQA/LOS reform. These
developments would not réceive a direct economic benefit from the TSP and would be subject to an
increased impact fee burden under TSF. However, these types of developments may experience indirect
benefits as CEQA/LOS reform may potentially shorten backlogs for City staff and streamhne the
environmental review process for-all projects.

If the city’s real estate market were to experience a downturn and future revenue growth is not
sufficient to cover construction costs and other development costs, then financial feasibility of new
development will become more difficult, and new development will be more sensitive to higher impact
fees. For all of these reasons, the study findings indicate that the TSF should be initially established at no -
more than 125% of the Base Case TSF level. ‘
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Table 8. Sensitivity Analysis Evaluating Economic impact Under Alternative TSF Levels

Percentage lmpact on Residual Land Values {RLV) as Compared to Base Case TIDF
. Base Case TIDF TSF Scenarlos Wlth_P,re.development Savings -| TSF Scenarlos Wlthout PredevelopmentSavlngs
{Financial Indlcators) i - . I '
‘Prototype - - ; M ; RS I -
- . Revenues| o /Nsp | RLVas%of|| BaseCase |- 425% .| - 150% 250% || BaseCase | - 125%..< --150% |- ‘z.sos{,.
- "INSF* - - | Revenues fi - TSF TSF TSF TSF- TSF TSF . TSF .. TSF.
(lsm(:;l3 iZZ a‘l::d use) 5857 $193) 23% (3%) (4%) ©%)|  (10% (3%) (4%) (6%) (10%)
ﬁ'ﬂl’d?u“m'iifsM‘?,li use) go22|"" 1 1 s97). - 7 10% (7%) e gow|  wew) O ow| ww| o) (6w
?Sfalllltgs [}\llll:z:cliour:e) P79 v27 g ER e (2% 5% 6% (%) (12%)
g}:::nlisef;}xed.me)- 3904 s 2 RIEE N E0) I 7 I € 0% N T I ¢35 B <
;';L' Ce';tr a,[A‘[’V:terf)m"t. $892 $180 219 3% 2% 2% (0% (1%) (2%) (2%) (4%)
arge Res, Mixed-use
(Gl\;ll‘:dal::qsrizgﬂl\jlx:ad ol $913 . $130) 1 (%) el W) | (8%) (2%) e R )
(ﬁi:s(;cf:;l)\/la- $855 $130 15% 2% (1%), (5%), (17% (0%) (3%) (7%) (19%)
:-;ia::efor\il\r)l(:d use) s1,086 ' $106 o ) e  (ew) T (aaw O L
ﬁ;;ﬁ?;‘g:,ﬁ;}er $1,275 5102 89 (5%) {7%) (9%) (17%) (8%) (10%) (22%)] (20%)
élLo- T?:f‘:lS"; Center; 41,030 5134 1L 13% '~'..2%'v, v.-(2%) (5%) - {1B%) . {0%) S (4) (7%) - (20%)]-
arge ce e Sl e T il : .

Notes: Please refer to supporting tables 10.1 to 10.10 for a summary of financlal results for each prototype and attached appendicés for more detalled results.
1. Revenues are equal to potentlal sales prices for condominiums or development values for rental property less sales expenses and assume compllance with 5an Francisco's

affardable housing policles, as further described in Appendix A.
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Table 9. Summary of Findings From TSF Sensitivity Analysis for Each Prototype

" Prototype. -

toe

Summary of Key Prototype Characteristics

;™ Potential®

: Predevelopment

v+ 7 _Key Contributors to

(Lgrgg Office} -

-Predominant.| Affordable | Reiail .Bu"&mg Under Base case|- areaptan | Fea Credit" 4 Sz\ggisl Igisr? ' RLV ResultssUnder TSE:Sensitivity .
' 1 1 Height ) : L0, cenarios’
.Use . Housing . - ..Hgig:ht; TIDE* B Reform -
. 1 t t
1. Geary Ave Resldential None Ground 45 Feat Strong RLV None Prior Use None Strong RLV and prior use fee credit helps offsef
{Small Res. Mixed-use) Condominium . Floor Impact of TSF at ali fee levels.

A P T . : . 0 i . 7 | While prlor use fee credit hélps offset impact of TSF,
2.Van Ness AVe co ; Resldential Orisite '_Gro\g?:d : 80.Feet || Moderate RLV'| ° None “ 1. Prlor Use: None | RLV is slgnificantly reduced at"150% and 250% -
{(Medium Res. Mixed-use)- .Condommlum R Floor o ) ) . i e sconarios. s )

. . Low RLV While prlor use fee credit helps offset Impact of TSF,
3. Outer Mission Resident!al Ground o lower revenues In this area coupled with higher, mid
N Onslte 65 Feet }(Development not None Prior Use None .
{Small Res. Mixed-use) CondomInium Floor likely feasible) . rise construction costs hamper development
: ely feasiole feaslbility.
S BN BT N I R N N : R
—M, Mission v Residential- . - . . | Ground .|. __. . :f ", .-|. Eastern Prior Use, - Strong RLV and fee credits help offset Impact of TSF
;iSmall Res. Mixed-use) «| " Condominlum.’| . . O”s.[t‘-e, . | ~Floor - ?o Eggt '.S.tmng'RL,v' 'Nglgh_bq.rhoods _Area Rlan + None at all fee levals,
5. Central Waterfront Re;lden.ﬂél;': Yo Ground ’ Eastern Prior Use, Strong RLV, predevelopment savings and fee credits'|
(Large Res. Mixed- use) "Rental Ons.lte.' Floor 85 Feet strong RLY Nelghborhoods Area Plan Slgnificant help offset Impact of TSF at all fee levels.
6 East SoMa . . _..,Resldentlal' 1. o o Gl"’oundi'-., . Y . Eastern 1. PriorUse; |- "-.-. - .-|.Feecredits and moderate RLV help offset impact of
| (Medium Res-Mixed-ise)..-  Rental - nsite ‘Floor |- B2 Feet | Moderate RLV | e ehborhoods | Areaplan | | Noren .. TSFatallfeelevels. .
. Minimal iImpact atlower TSF levels as non-
RID Jobs-| G
7L Eas;ffsloMa Offlce unk:i?::;g ;;; ‘g:_d 160 Feet | Moderate RLV Nei E:;:e:;o ds Prior Use Moderate resldentlal TIDF Is close to Base Case TSF levels,
(Large ce) & gabor TSF levels at 250% signlficantly reduce RLV.
K ' . . . o g . . . predevelopment. savings help offset, impact but -
. b . ‘“R ident! l N . Gr o , . | , , . .
8L East Sol\]/la d : Co:;onirlln::m Onsite - *~ ”G;;‘:::,df 1|- 16Q Feet | Moderate RLV., N [Tét’g;ni”d‘s', . ZI;JO: ;,Jlse .|, - Moderate- " | without, predevalopmentsavIngs,TSF levels at 250%
(Large Res. Mixed-use) s R ’ SR '911 ooas-| Area flan | ' _slgnificantlyreduce RLV desplte fee credits.
) Predevelopment savings help offset impact, but
. nsit Cente Residential Affordable i ]
9L TraR } 4 fnlt r Condominium | Housing Fee None 400 Feet | Moderate RLV Tr;;:::ctc:?:er None Moderate without predevelopment savings, TSF levels at 150%
(Large Resldential) & 1 and 250% significantly reduce RLV,
ety N B .- B R R IR (- S --Minimal impact at lower TSF levels as non- |
. S . Jobs-< . o : Ve e sl .
10: Transit Center Office - ;:i:goeu::;g G;‘c; l;r:d |- 400 Eget»' .- Moderate RLV' : TrDalsntsrlltcfiTat:r . None . “Moderate resident]alTIDFls cloge to Base Case TSF. levels

TSF levels at 250% slgnlficantly reduce RLY. °

Notes: Please refer to supporting tables 10.1 to 10.10.for a summary of financlal result; for each prototype and attached appendices for more detalled results,

1. Strong RLV Indicates values exceeding 15% of revenues, Moderate RLV indicates values between about 5-15% of revenues, and Low RLY Indlcates values below 5% of revenues.
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Table 10.1

Summary Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee Levels
Prototype 1: Geary Small Resldentlal Mixed-use *

1: Geary Small Res. Mixed-use Base Case TIDF | Base Case TSF ff::g’;i: 1% TSF | :f;:‘;"ai: © 150%TSF f’:of:;’;";: 250% TSE :r‘of‘:‘as';i:

Revenues . .
Resldentlal For-Sale $7,900,200 $7,900,200 0% $7,900,200 0% $7,900,200 0% $7,900,200 0%
Residentlal Rental 30 S0 - $0 = S0 - © 50 H

Subtotal Residentlal $7,900,200 $7,900,200 0% $7,500,200 0% $7,800,200 0% $7,900,200] 0%
Office $0 50 - ) - 40 - 40 -
Retall $870,900 $870,900| 0% $870,900 0% $870,900 0% $870,900 0%

Total Revenues $8,771,100 $8,771,100| 0% $8,771,100 0% 38,771,100 0% $8,771,100 0%

Hard and Soft Costs '

Hard Constructlon Costs $3,788,400 $3,788,400 0% 53,788,400 0% $3,788,400 0% $3,788,1§00 0%
Tenant |mprovements/Lease Up Costs $144,000 $144, 000 0% $144,000 0% $144,000 0% $144,000 0%

» Development Jmpact Fees/ Other-Costs .. "' - " "$64,700 "'§134,600 - $15¢ 142%, oo si79,000  177% $z's7,soo " 314%
. Envirohmental/ Transportation Review ~ -:$9,000 .. 88,000 .. oy . -<$5;000] 0% -. -$5,000( 1 0% -
Constructlon Financing/ Predev.’ Carry: .’ - $364,300 * $364,300(: 0% :$364,3001 - . 0% $354 300( . 0% -°

Other Soft Costs ' $947,100 _$_947,10 % 0% $947,100 0% $_947;100 0%
Total Hard and Soft Costs 55,317,500 $5,387,400 1% $5,408,600 2% $5,431,800 2% $5,520,600 4%
Developer Margin $1,403,400 $1,403,400| 0% $1,403,400| 0% $1,403,400] 0% 31,403,400 0%
Total Costs $6,720,900 $6,790,800 1% $6,813,000 1% $6,835,200 2% $6,924,000 3%

[Resldual Land Value {RLV) $2,050,200 $1,980,300 (3%) $1,958,100 (4%) $1,935,900 (6%) 51,847,100 (10%)

Without Predevelopment Savings $2,050,200 51,980,300 (3%) 51,958,100 {4%) $1,935,900 |.  (6%) 81,847,100 {10%)
RLV as Percent of Revenues 23% 23% 19% 19%|: 19%
Without Predevelopment Savings 23% 2351 gt 1996 [ i 19%[ -7 19%|
Note: Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include alf applicable Impact fees (including TIDF or TSF), plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax.
Table 10.2
Summary Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee Levels
Prototype 2: Van Ness Medium Resldential Mixed-use
2: Van Ness Medlum Res. Mixed-use Base Case TIDF | Base Case TSF | J° CTaNE® | jpegrqgp | BChanee | ygpe qep | XChanse ) o pppqsp | 7 Change
from Base from Base from Base from Base

Revenues .
Resldential For-5ale $56,819,600 $56,819,600 0% 456,819,600 0% 556,819,600 0% $56,819,600 0%
RES]dEI”ltIﬂ Rental ﬂ __s_Q = §9_ - §Q = & _$_0 -

Subtotal Resldentlal $56,819,600 $56,819,600 0% $56,819,600 0% $56,819,600 0% $56,819,600) 0%
Office sof $o - $0 - $0 - so|. -
Retall §5,740,900 $5,740,900 0% $5,740,900] 0% $5,740,900 0% 85,740,300 0%

Total Revenues $62,560,500 $62,560,500 0% $62,560,500 0% $62,560,500 0% $62,560,500 0%

Hard and Soft Costs ) .

Hard Construction Casts . $31,216,600 $31,216,600 0% $31,216,600 0% $31,216,600 0% $31,216,600 0%
Tenant lmprnvements/Lease  Up Costs $808,700 $808,700 0% . $808,700 0% . $808,700 0% $808,700 0%

. Developmant Imipact Fees/ Other Costs: - $403,600 - $862,500] - 114% . ..., $977,400|- :142% - '$1 092,300 171% . 741,551,200 284%
Enyironmenital/ Transportation Revlew .. :| .. -1 $188,000f -5153 o00f' 0% ©$188,000 " 0%. -5188,000|".: “0%.. $188,000) - 0%
Construction Flnancing/ Predev..Carry .| *.: | - .- $3,285,600|: - - $3,235,600| -; 0%, -:|* 7 .$3,235,600! 0% $3,235,600{". 0% . " 143,735,600 0%
Other Soft Costs $7,804,200 §7,804,20 0% $7,804,200 0% $7,804,200 0% 57 804,200 0%

Total Hard and Soft Costs $43,656,700 $44,115,600 1% $44,230,500 1% $44,345,400 2% $44,804,300 3%

Developer Margln $11,886,500{ 511,886,500 0% §11z886,500 0% $11,886,500 0% §_11,886,500 0%

Total Costs $55,543,200]  §56,002,200] 1% $56,117,000] 1% $56,231,900] 1% $56,690,800

Resldual Land Value (RLV) $7,017,300 $6,558,400]  (7%) 56,343,500 (8%) 6,328,600 (10%) $5,869,700
Without Prede Savings 57,017,300 $6,558,400 (7%) $6,443,500 (8%) $6,328,600 | (10%) 85,869,700

RLV as Percent of Revenues 11% 10% B 10% : 10% 9%

Without Predevelopment Savings 1135 10%(: 10%/) 103, 9%

Note: Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs Include all applicable Impact fees (including TIDF or TSF}, plus any upfront developer payment for TOR purchase and Mello Roos speclal tax.
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Table 10.3

Summary Comparlson of Results at Alternate Fee Levels '
Prototype 3: Outer Mlsslon Small Residential Mixed-use

' % Change % Change % Change % Change
3. Outer Mission Small Res. Mixed-use Base Case TIDF . Base Case TSF from Base 125% TSF from Base 150% TSF from Base 250% TSF from Base
Revenues
Resldentlal For-Sale” $21,895,500 $21,895,900 0% $21,895,900 0% $21,895,900 0% $21,895,900 0%
Residential Rental 50, 50 - 0 - 50| - 30 -
Subtotal Resldentlal $21,895,900  $21,895,9001 0% $21,895,900[ - 0%. $21,895,900] 0% $21,895,900{ 0%
Office $0 50 - $0l - $0 - $0 -
Retall . $1,739,400 $1,739,400| 0% $1,739,400f . 0% $1,739,400] 0% 81,739,400, 0%
Total Revenues $23,635,300]  $23,635,300| 0% $23,635,300{ 0% $23,635,300| 0% $23,635,300 0%
Hard and Soft Costs : .
Hard Construction Costs ~ $13,594,400 $13,594,400 0% $13,594,400 0%, $13,594,400 0% $13,594,400
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs .1 . $287,600 $287,600 $287,600 0% $287,600 0% $287,600|
~* Development Impast Fees/ Other, Costs - ¢ $201,100f . .. $243,500|- 21%: .5254,200| ., '26% .- §264,800|  32%, . %307,300(. .53
Environmentai/ Transportatiop Review - | . - $27,000{ . :3%.527,000 ."0%" ' [7: 827,000 ~ 0% . 527,000{ 0% | -.827,0000 1 €
Construction Financing/.Predev, Carry -~ -+ '~ - $1,188,000{-~ - $1,188,000| ' "0%." -.$1,188,000 - 0%, $1,188,000| .0%. -* §1,188,000]"
Other Soft Costs T £3,398,600 $3,398,600 0% $3,398,600 0% $3,398,600 0% $3,398,600
Total Hard and Soft Costs $18,696,700 $18,739,100 0% $18,749,800 0% $18,760,400 0% $18,802,900
Developer Margin $4,018,000 $4,018,000 0% $4,018,000 0% $4,018,000 0% 54,018,000
Total Costs $22,714,700 $22,757,100 0% $22,767,800 0% $22,778,400 0% $22,820,900
Residual Land Value {RLV) . $920,600 $878,200]  (5%) $867,500]  (6%) $856,900] (7%) - $814,400
Without Predevelopment Savings $920,600 3878,200 | (5%) $867,500 | (6%) $856,900 |  (7%) $814,400
RLY as Percent of Revenues . 4% 4%} 45| 4% "t 3%
Without Predevelopment Savings 4% 45 4561 43%) 3%

Note: Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all af

ble Impact fees (Inchudh

Tahle 10.4

Summary Comparlson of Results at Alternate Fee Levels

TIDF or TSF), plus any upfront developer payment for TOR purchase and Mello Raos special tax.

~  Prototype 4: Misslon Small Resldential Mixed-use

% Change % Change % Change | 9 Change’
4: Misslon Small Res, Mixed-use Base Case TIDF | Base Case TSF from Bagse 125% TSF from Bagse 150% TSF from Baie 250% TSF from Base
Revenues
Resldentfal For-Sale $13,445,800 $13,445,800 0% $13,445,800 0% $13,445,800 0% 313,445,800 0%
Resldential Rental . $0) $0 - $0| - S0 - 50 -
Subtotal Residentlal 513,445,800 $13,445,800 0% $13,445,800 0% $13,445,800 0% $13,445,800 0%
Office $0 $0 - $0 - 40 - $0 -
Retall $1,530,900 $1,530,900 0% $1,530,900 0% 51,530,900 0% $1,530,900 0%
Total Revenues $14,976,700 $14,976,700 0% $14,976,700 0% ' $14,976,700 0% $14,976,700 0%
Hard and Soft Costs . , ’ :
Hard Construction Costs $6,614,500 $6,614,500 0% 56,614,500 0% $6,614,500 0% $6,614,500 0%
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $225,000 ' $225,000 0% $225,000( . $225,000 0% $225,000 0%
- bevelopment impact Fees/ Other Costs * ~ -[.". . $270,000| . . 5293;600(.." 9% | "$307,600] 4% - .$321,500| T-a9% | - . $377,200f .40%.
~-Environmental/ Transportation Review.” ** | ~* - -$11,000 1,811,000 -.: 0% .. $1s,000) " 0%’ T 811,000 0%, |0 7 ~$1L,0000 0%
. Canstruction Financing/ Predev. Carry " . $665,600]. © $665,600| - 0% -+ $665,600- " 0%. .~ $665,600" « “0% . ~ .$665600( - 0%
Other Soft Costs 51,653,600 $1,653,600 0% $1,653,600 0% 51,653,600 0% $1,653,600 0%
Total Hard and Soft Costs $9,439,700 $9,463,300 0% $9,477,300 0% $9,491,200 1% 49,546,900 1%
Developer Margin $2,356,300 $2,3986,300 0% $2,396,300 0% $2!3'96,300 T 0% $2,396,300 0%
Total Costs $11,836,000 $11,859,600 0% $11,873,600 0% $11,887,500 $11,943,200 1%
Residual Land Value (RLV}) $3,140,700 $3,117,100 {(1%) $3,103,100 (1%} $3,089,200| $3,033,500 (3%)
Without Predevelo; t Savings $3,140,700 53,117,100 {1%6) $3,103,100 {1%) $3,089,200 3,033,500 ]. (3%)
RLV as Percent of Revenues, 21% 2155 21%] ¢ o 21%)
Without Predevelopment Savings . 21% 21%|- 21% 21%

Note: Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs Include all

Icable Impact fees (i

TIDF or TSF), plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello-Roos special tax,
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Tahle 10,5

Summary Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee Levels
Prototype 5: Central Waterfront Large Resldential Mixad-use

o
5: Central Waterfront Large Res. MU Base Case TIDF | Base Case TSF f’fof:l';iz 125% TSF f’fof:aa:g; 150% TSF f'fo‘:l’:“aiz 250% TSF f’fof::"f;
Revenues
Resldential For-Sale $0 50 - 50 - S0 - - %0 -
Residentlal Rental $106,807,000|  $106,807,000 0% $106,807,000! 0% $106,807,000 0% $106,807,000 0%
Subtotal Resldentlal $106,807,000| $106,807,000 0%: -+ $106,807,000 0% $106,807,000 0% $105 807,000 0%
Office sof . $0 - 50 - $0 - $0 -
Retall $3,126,600 $3,126,600 0% $3,126,600 0% 43,126,600 0% $3,126,600 0%
Total Revenues $105,933,600; $109,933,600 0% $109,933,600 0% $109,933,600 0% $109,933,600, 0%
Hard and Soft Costs '
Hard Construction Costs $50,999,200 $50,999,200 0% $50,998,200 0% 450,899,200 0% . $50,999,200 0%
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $450,000 $450,000 0% $450,000 0% $450,000 0% $450,000 0%
..Development.Impact:Fees/ Other Costs”. 82,421,400 - -§2,671;300,  10% $2 777,400  15% ©'$2,882,700| 19%. $3 304,500| 36%
- Enyirohmental/ Transportation Review ’ $683,000/" ....$122,000] " .(B2%)- 2 $ " [B2%) i$122,000(. (82%). - $122,000] - (82%)
_ConstructianFlnancing/ Predev. Carry: .. U-$4,367,400( ¢ (6%) $ : - (6%) " g4, 367,400( - .(6%) - $4 367,400! 7 (6%) .
Other Soft Costs $9,179,900 $9,179,900 0% . $9,179,900 0% . $9,479,800( 0% $8,179,900 0%
Total Hard and Soft Costs - $68,375,800[ 567,789,800  (1%) $67,895,600)  (1%) $68,001,200(  (1%) $68,423,000 0%
Developer Margin $18,688,700 $18,688,700 0% $18,688,700 0% $18,688,700 0% $18,688,700 0%
Total Costs $87,064,500 $86,478,500 (1%) $86,584,300 (136) $86,689,900 0% $87,111,700
Residual Land Value {RLV) $22,865,100{ 523,455,100 3% $23,349,300 2% $23,243,700] ‘2% $22,821,900
Without Predeveloy Savings 522,869,100 | 522,615,200 (1%) 522,513,400 {2%) $22,407,800 {256) $21,986,000
RLV as Percent of Revenues 21%) 21% 21%) 215! 21%)
Without Predevelopment Savings 219 21%] . 20%] " 20%) - 20%].
Note: Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs Include alf apy le Impact fees {including TIDF or TSF), plus any upfront developer payment far TDR purchase and Mello Roos speclal tax,
Tahle 10.6
Summary Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee Levels
Prototype 6: East SoMa Medlum Resldentlal Mixed-use
6: East SoMa Medlum Res. Mixed-use Base Case TIDF | Base Case TSF | 2o CNaMBe | jpcqqqp | ¥Change | oo 0 | %Change | pppy rgp | % Change
A from Base from Base from Base from Base
Revenues
Resldentlal For-5ale 50 30 - 50 - o] - S0 -
Resldentlal Rental $40,092,100 $40,0582,100 0% $40,092,100 0% . $40,092,100 0% $40,092,100 0%
Subtotal Residentlal $40,092,100 $40,092,100 0% $40,092,100 0% $40,092,100 0% $40,052,100 0%
Offlce S0 80 - 30 - 50 - $0) -
Retall 43,382,800 $3,382,800 0% 43,382,800 0% 43,382,800 0% $3,382,800 0%
Total Revenues $43,474,900{  $43,474,900 0% $43,474,500 0% $43,474,900 0% $43,474,500 0%
Hard and Soft Casts '
Hard Construction Costs $21,266,900( -$21,266,900 0% $21,266,900 $21,266,900{ - 0% $21,266,900 0%
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $450,000 $450,000 0% $450,000 $450,000 0% $450,000! 0%
Developrnent lmpact Fees/ Dther Costs - ’$1,443,400{. $1 571,000 8% ‘51,637,100~ $1,703,100 18% .. '$1,966, S00]  -36% -
! $119,000{. .. $119,000(- 0%  $119,000 $119;000(. . 0%. - 1$119,000( - 0%
 Construction Flnanclng/ Predev.Carry- - $1;768,300] 0% :$1,768,300|" '$1,768,300| 0% - .| $1;768,300[ - 0%
" Other Soft Costs ’ 53,828,000 §3;828,000 0% $3,828,000 '$3,828,000 0% $3,828,000 0%
Total Hard and Soft Costs $28,875,600)  $29,008,200 0% $29,069,300 $29,135,300 1% $29,399,100 2%
Developer Margin $8,260,200 $8,260,200 0% $8,260,200| - 0% $8,260,200 0% - $8,260,200 %
Total Costs $37,135,800 $37,263,400 0% $37,329,500 1% $37,395,500 1% $37,659,300
Residual Land Value (RLV) $6,339,100 $6,211,500]  (2%) $6,145,400[  (3%) $6,079,400]  (4%) $5,815,600
Without Predeveloy Saving $6,339,100 86,211,500 {2%) $6,145,400 (3%) $6,079,400 {4%) 35,815,600
RLV as Percent of Revenues 15% 14% 149 1436+ 13%]
Without Predevelopment Savings 15%] 14% 14%] 14%} - 13%)-1

Note: bevelopment Impact Fees/ Other Costs Include all applicable Impact fees (Including TIDF or TSF), plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos speclal tax,
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Table 10.7

Summary Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee Levels
Prototype 7: East SoMa Large Office

. . ) 9% Change % Change % Change : % Change
7: East SoMa Large Offlce Base Case TIDF | Base Case TSF from Base 125% TSF from Base 150% TSF from Base 250% TSF from Base
Revenues
Resldentlal For-Sale 50 ] - 30 - S0 - 50 -
Resldentlal Rental $o $o - 501 - 50] - 50 -
Subtotal Resldentlal S0 30 - . 50 - $0 - $0 -
Offlce $174,558,100{ $174,558,100 0% §174,558,100 0% $174,558,100 0% $174,558,100 0%
Retall $17,231,000]  $17,231,000 0% $17,231,000 0% $17,231,000 0% $17,231,000 0%
Total Revenues - $191,789,100, $191,789,100] 0% -$191,789,200] 0% $191,789,100| 0% $191,789,100{ 0%
Hard and Soft Costs )
Hard Construction Costs $73,265,500 $73,265,500 0% $73,265,500 $73,265,500 473,265,500 0%
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $18,410,500 $19,410,500 0% . $19,410,500 $19,410,500 $19,410,500 0%
. DevelopmentiimpactFees/Other:Costs © ~ 1°"7"$14,705,700| . $14,828,400| . . 1% * $15,706,700 ;' 7% ;| - 516,585,000 $20,095,800( :37%
" Environmental/, Tranisportatjon Revie “.4979,000 " .$884,000(" (10%)" $884,000(. +$884;000| . $884,000| . (10%) "
. Construgtion, Flnar\clng/ Predev. Carry- - . .$10,831,600  $10,352,100|-0 "(4%).:- 10;352,100( .. | . $10,352,100 $10 352,100; . (4%) °
Other Soft Costs’ §13,187,800 $13,187,800 0% $13,187,800 $13 187,80 §13,187,800 0%
Total Hard and Soft Costs $132,380,100 $131,928,300 0% $132,806,600 $133,684,900 $137,195,700 4%
Developer Margln $30,686,300, $30,686,300 0% $30,686,300 $30,686,300 $30,686,300 0%
Total Costs $163,066,400[ $162,614,600 0% $163,492,900 $164,371,200 $167,882,000 3%
Resldual Land Value {RLV) $28,722,700 $29,174,500 2% $28,296,200 $27,417,900 $23,907,100 {17%6)
Without Predevelopment Savings $28,722,700 528,600,000 0% $27,721,700 526,843,400 $23, 352, 600 (19%})
RLV as Percent of Revenues 15%] 15% : 15%] 149" s ’
Without Predevelopment Savings 15% 15%)! 14% 14%

Note: Development impact Fees/ Other Costs Include all

ble Impact fees (Incl

Table 10.8

. Summary Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee Lavels
Prototype 8: East SoMa Large Residentla] Mixed-use

ding TIDF or TSF), plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Raos speclal tax,

8: East SoMa Large Res. Mixed-use Base Case TIDF | Base Case TSF % Change 125% TSF % Change 150% TSF % Change 250% TSF % Change
from Base from Base from Base from Base

Revehues ;

Residential For-Sale $127,277,500]  $127,277,500; 0% $127,277,500 0% $127,277,500 0% $127,277,500 0%
Residential Rental s0 S0 - 30 - S0 - 50] -

_ Subtotal Residential $127,277,500{ .$127,277,500 0% $127 277,500 0% $127,277,500 0% $127,277,500 0%
Office $0 $0, - $0 - $0 - $0 -
Retall $5,162,500 $5,162,500 0% $5,162,500 0% $5,162,500| 0% 85,162,500 0%

Total Revenues $132,440,000 $132,440,000 0% 5132,540,000 0% $132,440,000 0% $132,440,000 0%

Hard and Soft Costs '

Hard Construction Costs $60,567,200 $50,567,200 0% $60,567,200 $60,567,200 0% $60,567,200 0%
Tenant lmprovements/l.ease Up Costs $675,000 $675,000 0% $675,000 $675,000 $675,000 0%

" Developmentimpact Fees/ Qther:€osts - | 7 $3,917;200{ - . -$4,556,400| = 16% - _$4,817,200 ) . $6 119,300] - *.56% - -
jEn\dronmentaI/ Transportation Review S T 5144;000 {17%) $119,000, - -$118,000{ - (17%)
Capstruction-Financing/.Predev, Carry = © - |. " $98,179,700f <. $8; 848,600| (4%) . $8,848,600| ... $8 B48,600)  (4%).
Other Soft Costs . 515,141,80 515,141,80 0% $15,141,800 0% §15,141=800 0%

Total Hard and Soft Costs $89,624,900]  $89,908,000 $90,168,800( 1% $90,429,500 $91,470,900{ 2%
- {Developer Margln $25,136,800| + $29,136,800 $29,136,800 0% $29,136,800 $29(136,800 0%
Total Costs $118,761,700{ $119,044,800 $119,305,500 0% $119,566,300 $120,607,700 2%

Residual Land Value (RLY) $13,678,300 $13,395,200 413,134,400 (4%} $12,873,700 $11,832,300 {13%)

Without Predevelopment Savings 513,678,300 $13,039,100 512,778,300 {7%) $12,517,600 811,476,200 (16%)

RLV as Percent of Revenues 10%) 10%} 109] " - 10%] .07 P Ry

Without Predevelopment Savings 10% 10%): 10%| ¥ 9% '

Note: Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs Include all ap ble Impact fees (Including TIDF or TSF), plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos speclal tax.
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Table 10.9 *

Summa.ry Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee Levels
Prototype 9: Transit Center Large Resldentlal

. o .
9: Transit Center Large Resldentlal Base Case TIDF | Base Case TSF | 2+ Cly'ee | 125%TSF ChEES | 150% TSF pohanes | gsoTse | o Cronee
Revenues R -
Resldentlal For-Sale $307,630,600| $307,630,600 0% $307,630,600 0% $307,630,600 0% $307,630,600 0%
Resldential Rental $0) 50 - .80 - $0 - S0l -
Subtotal Residential $307,630,600| $307,630,600, 0% $307,630,600 0% $307,630,600: 0% $307,630,600 0%
Office $0 $0 - 50 - $0 - $0 -
Retall 50 £0 = Y H 0 - $0 :
Total Revenues $307,630,600 $307,630,600| 0% $307,630,600] 0% $307,630,600] 0% $307,630,600{ 0%
Hard and Soft Costs ) )
‘Hard Construction Costs $132,220,000 $132,220,000 0% $132,220,000 0% $132,220,000 0% $132,220,000 0%
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs ] S0 .\$0 - 0 - $0 - 50 -
Deyelopment Impact Fees/ Other; Casts- . ~$22'389 200|-..". 524,448,900 9% . $24,964 700| .. : 12% - $25,480,400|.. 14% . $27,54O 200] - -
“Envirenmental/. Transpurtatlon Revlew . $124,0001" (17%) :. . $124,000 A%y .+5124,000] :(17%). .| - $124.0,00
" Construction Flnanclng/ Predev. Car ' $26 245 300| | $25,477,200{ ". -(3%). | .- $25477,200 .(3%) "1 $25,477,2000  [3%) _ 525477,200] ...
" OtherSoftCosts . $33,055,0000  $33,055000 0% '$33,055,000 0% 533,055,000 0% $33,055,000) 0%
Total Hard and Soft Costs $214,059,500 $215,325,100 1% $215,840,900 1% $216,356,600 1% $218,416,400
Developer Margin $67,678,700 $67,678,700 0% $67z678,700 0% $67,678,700 0% $67,678,700
Total Costs $281,738,200 $283,003,800 0% $283,519,600 1% $284,035,300 1% $286,095,100
Resldual Land Value {RLV) | 525,892,400 $24,626,800/ (5%) $24,111,000 (7%) $23,595,300 (9%) $21,535,500
Without Predevelopment Savings $25,892,400 |  $23,832,700 |  (8%) $23,316,900 |  {10%) $22,801,200 | (12%) | - $20,741,400
RLV as Percent of Revenues 89 - B[ > 8953 * 8%| -~ 7%
Without Predevelopment Savings B% 891 B%|. 1 7% - 7%
I y Jor TDR purch and Mello Roos special t.ax..

Note: Development Impuact Fees/ Other Costs Include alf applicable impact fees {including TIDF or TSF), plus any upfront de P

Prototype 10: Transit Center Large Office

Table 10.10
Summary Comparlson of Results at Alternate Fee Levels

’ % Change % Change . e % Change % Change
10; Transl Center Large Office Base Case TIDF | Base Case TSF from Base 125% TSF from Base 159% TSF from Base 250% TSF from Base
Revenues
Residentlal For-Sale 50 $0 - $0 - $0 - $0 -
Resldential Rental 50 30 - $0 - 50 - 30 -
Subtotal Residentlal - 50 50 - $0 - $0 - i $0 -
Office $319,920,700{ $319,920,700 0% $319,920,700 0% $318,920,700 0% $319,920,700 0%
Retall $9,881,600 $9,881,600f 0% $9,881,600| 0% $9,881,600| 0% | . 59,881,600 0%
Total Revenues $329,802,300 $329,802,300 0% $329,802,300 0% $325,802,300 0% $329,802,300 D%
Hard and Soft Costs .
Hard Construction Costs $127,821,800 $127,821,800 $127,821,800 0% $127,821,800 0% $127,821,800)
Tenant improvements/Lease Up Costs X _$32,030,000 $32,030,000 »$32,030,000 0% $32,030,000 0% $32,030,000
- Development Impact Fées/ Other Costs. $30,290,600|° 530,483,800 ©.1.531,884,600(: . 5% . -$33,273,300 " _-10% - -~ $38,824,600
" .Environmental/ Transportation Review. .. 8%248,200{ - .$183,200 ... .$199,200(" . .'(203/) b0 -[8199,200 T (20%) - -." $189,200
- Constructlon Flnanclng/ Predev.Carry- - [+ $21,445,700{  $20,621,200] "7 $20,621,200| . (4%). | $20,621,200] . {4%) "$20,621,200
Other Soft Costs $23,007,900]  $23,007,900] $23,007,900 0% $23,007,900 0% $23,007,900
Total Hard and Soft Costs 5$234,845,200 $234,175,900 $235,564,700 0% $236,953,400 1% $242,504,700
Developet Margin $52,768,400 $52,768,400 $52!768,400 0% $52!768 400 0% $52!7GB,400‘
Total Costs $287,613,600{ $286,944,300 $288,333,100 0% $289,721,800 $295,273,100
Resldual Land Value (RLV}) $42,188,700| $42,858,000 $41,469,200 (23%) $40,080,500 $34,529,200
Without Predevelopment Savings 842,188,700 541,983,500 $40,594,700 (4%) . $39,206,000 833,654,700
RLY as Percent of Revenues 13%)] : 13%]"" - 123%1: 109
Without Predevelopment Savings 13% 12%)” 12%1v =« 10%

Note: Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable Impact fees (Including TIDF or TSF), plus any upfront developer payment for TOR purchase and Mello Roos speclal tax.
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Ap'pendix A: Methddology and Sources

This appendix summarizes the methodology and sources used to evaluate the potential impact of the
proposed Transportation Sustainability Program (TSP) on prototypical development types (prototypes)
commonly found in San Francisco. As described in the main body of the report, a land residual analysis
was performed to evaluate how the proposed Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) would increase
development costs and affect overall development feasibility, as measured by changes in residual land
value {RLV). This analysis also examines and models the potential economic benefits of streamlining the
City’s environmental review process as a result of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)/LeveI of
Service (LOS) reform, which could result in predevelopment time and cost savings..

The financial analysis evaluates each prototype assuming that predevelopment cost and time savings
would or would not occur as a result of TSP {with and without predevelopment savings). This reflects the
‘possibility that no CEQA streamlining could occur if another type of environmental topic area (such as
historic resources) would result in further intensification of environmental review.

Working in close collaboration with City staff, Seifel performed the following steps, each of which is
further described below:

A. Selection of Prototypes

B. Preparation of Residual Land Value (RLV) Models

C. Overview of Development Assumptions for RLV Analysis
D. Information Sources

The following tables are included within this appendix and present the financial results for each
prototype and the key development assumptions for each prototype used in the analysis:

s . Appendix Tables A-1 through A-10 present the summary results for each prototype.
= Appendix Tables B-1 through B-10 present the summary financial pro forma for each prototype.

. = - Appendix Tables C-1 through C-2 present the development revenue and cost assumptions for
each prototype.

A. Selection of Prototypes

A variety of prototypical development types (prototypes) were evaluated for potential inclusion in the
study, based on a review of development pipeline data and an analysis of infill sites that may be suitable
for development (that are either currently vacant or with existing buildings that are 1-2 stories tall).
Based on a comprehensive analysis of prototypical projects, 10 pratotypes were selected for analysis,
representing a variety of lot sizes, building heights, development sizes, land use, zoning designations and
locations. Eight of these prototypes are residential (seven of which are mixed-use with retail on the
ground floor) and two are office prototypes (each with retail on the ground floor). Chapter IV of this
report summarizes the key characteristics of each of these  prototypes.

1. Deflmtlon of Development Program

A customized development progfam for each prototype was developed based on a typical site within a
geographic area, which is considered to be generally representative of development opportunities in
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that area.! The lot size and an assumed zoning designation were used to a) calculate the potential
building envelope, b) define what would likely be built on the ground floor and on the upper floors,

c) determirie the likely location and number of parking spaces (including the potential use of stackers)
and d) estimate gross and net building square footage, after taking account for key building
requirements, including rear and/or side yard set backs that reduce the building footprint and vertical
building step backs that reduce floor plates as the building increases in height. A brief overview of the
prototypical building types, building efficiencies and parking is summarized below. -

a. Building/Construction Type

Five building types, organized by height and construction type, encompass the majority of developments
being built in San Francisco, and two prototypes were analyzed for each of these five building types:

. lLow-Rise 40-58 Feet: Has the greatest geographic presence throughout the City and the
_ greatest variety in size of development. Most Low-Rise development is residential, ranging from
small projects with 5 or fewer units to large, 200-unit projects. Residential mixed-use Prototypes
1 and 4 represent this type of construction. .

s Mid-Rise 65-68 Feet: Has become more prevalent in the City, particularly in the easternmost
neighborhoods that are in Area Plans. Development for this building type is predominately
residential (typically with 20 units or morej but some smaller office buildings are being built at
this height. Residential mixed-use Prototypes 3 and 5 represent this type of construction.

=  Mid-Rise 80-85 Feet: Has also become more prevalent in the easternmost neighborhoods.
Development for this building type is predominately residential (typically with 50 units or more)

. but some smaller office buildings are being built at this height. Residential mixed-use Prototypes
2 and 6 represent this type of construction.

= High-Rise 120-160 Feet: Primarily allowed in the downtown, eastern SoMa and Mission Bay
areas, and both office and residential buildings are being developed at this height. Office
Prototype 7 and residential mixed-use Prototype 8 represent this type of construction.

* High-Rise Above 240 Feet: Only allowed in a few neighborhoods, primarily in the financial
district and eastern SoMa areas. Residential Prototype 9 and office Prototype 10 represent this
type of construction, both assumed to be located in the Transit Center District Plan Area.

b. Building Efficiency

Building efficiency refers to the percentage of building square footage that is sellable or rentable {net
square footage or NSF) as compared to overall gross building square feet {GSF), reflecting a deduction
for.common area space such as lobbies, hallways and community spaces. Smaller projects tend to have
lower efficiencies due to the high proportion of common area, and high-rise projects also tend to have
lower efficiencies due to lifé safety measures and slim building profiles. Building efficiencies range from’
73 percent (%) to 80% for the residential prototypes, with high-rise construction being the least
efficient. Building efficiencies for the office prototypes range from 83% to 90%.*

! Although soft sites were analyzed in order to develop and test key development assumptions related to development

capacity, the prototypes are designed to generally reflect what may be developed within each area (e.g. Prototype 1 reflects
what might be prototypically developed along Geary Avenue).

2 Forthe purposes of this analysis, the calculated building efficiencies were used to represent the leasable square footage for
both residential and office uses. In the case of office, this is likely a conservative assumption as often a portion of common
area, such as bathrooms, are included within the leasable area that is used to calculate the rent a tenant must pay. Based on
a review of the development pro formas and discussions with office developers, the assumed efficiencies are within the range
of what is typically being used by developers. ’
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c. Parking

Building heights, the humber of units and the applicable zoning requirements for parking affect the
overall amount of parking provided and parking related construction costs. In order to best represent

. the variety of parking development options currently being utxhzed the prototypes include parking that
is constructed at-grade (podium parking) and below grade (underground parking). In recent years,
developers have been increasingly using mechanical lift equipment that enables multiple parking spaces
to be located in the same parking space footprint, referred to as parking “stackers.” In addition, the ratio
of parking spaces per unit/SF has decreased over the past decade as a result of changes in City zoning, as
well as changes in consumer preference and development feasibility.

Based on these factors, only the Low-Rise Residential Mixed-Use Prototypes 1 and 4 have a parking ratio
of 1.0 parking space per unit with the remaining residential prototypes having parking ratios ranging
from 0.5 to 0.75 parking spaces per unit. Given their assumed zoning, parking square footage in the two
office prototypes is limited to 7% of the gross floor area.

B.  Preparation of Residual Land Value (RLV) Models

The residual land value (RLV) is the difference between what a developer expects to receive in revenues,
(e.g., sale of condominium units after taking into account sales related expenses) less ali costs
associated with developing the buildings (e.g., predevelopment costs, hard construction costs, financing,
" developer overhead, marketing/sales costs, other soft construction costs and developer margin or
return). Land residual models for each prototype were created to compare the potential financial impact
on RLV of the TSF at various fee levels under two underlying economic benefit scenarios: with and
w1thout predevelopment savings from CEQA/LOS reform.,

In summary, the RLV is calculated using the following formula, which represerits a static basis for
determining project feasibility:

Revenues (based on sales prices for condominiums or developmenf value for rental property
less sales-related costs)

Less: Basic Development Costs (in'clL'Jdihg hard construction, tenant improvements,
development impact fees, other development related costs, financing and other soft costs)

Less: Developer Margin (which represents the margin {or return) that needs to be achieved in
order for the project to be considered potentially feasible by the development community)

= Residual Land Value

C. Overview ef Development Assumptions for RLV Analysis

The next four sections describe how'the revenues, basic development costs, developer margin and RLV
were projected for each prototype. Appendix Tables C-1 and C-2 present the key development
assumptions used to analyze each prototype.

Sensitivity analysis was performed during 2014 and 2015 on various development assumptions, and the
RLV results were compared to data on land sales comparables in order to inform the analysis presented
in the appendix tables. These findings are considered to be generally representative of real estate
feasibility given a long-range view of real estate cycles in San Francisco.
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1. Revenues

Development revenues were déveloped based on a review of market data for condominium sales and
for apartment, office and retall rental property in San Francisco, interviews with developers and market
professionals, as well as a review of numerous developer pro formas. The Concord Group, Polaris Pacific,
The Mark Company and RealAnswers (formerly RealFacts) were key sources of market data for
residential products, while CBRE, Colliers International and DTZ Retail Terranomics were key sources of
market data for office and retail products. While many economists project continued growth in sales
values and rental rates in the coming years, development revenues for the financial analysis are based
on Winter 2014/Spring 2015 market values and have not been trended upwards to reflect improving
future market conditions. Revenues are equal to potential sales prices for condominiums or
development values for rental property less sales expenses, as further described below.?

a. . Condominium

Condominium sales prices vary based on location, amenities associated with the building and whether
ar not units have a view premium. {Buildings with higher heights generally command higher prices due
to potential view premiums.) Sales prices for each development prototype are based on anticipated
sales value per net square foot for a typical new development of comparable height and target market -
for each neighborhood where the prototype is located. Condominium market sales prices range from
$850/NSF (mid-rise, outer neighborhoods) to $1350/NSF (high-rise in the TCDP). All but one

(Prototype 9, which is a high-rise in the TCDP) of the residential condominium prototypes are assumed
to provide below market rate (BMR) housing units on-site, affordable to households at 90% Areawide
Median Income (at a BMR purchase price of about $286,000). No parking revenues are assumed from
condominium units. . :

b, Apartment

Residential rental revenues for aparitments are based on the potential market value for each rental
prototype based on stabilized net operating income (NOI} divided by a market capitalization rate.

NOI equals gross income from the rental of apartments and parking spaces, less a vacancy allowance of
5% and less operating expenses, which are estimated at 30% of rental revenues. Capitalization rates are
assurned at 4.5%, which is 0.5% above the current going in cap rate for San Francisco Class A multifamily
developments, according to Integra Realty Resources (IRR) Viewpoint 2015. This cap rate cushion is used
for all three rental prototypes and takes into account potential changes in interest rates and measures
of risk by the investment community. '

The monthly rental rate for the rental prototypes is assumed to range from $5.50/NSF to $5.75/NSF
($66/NSF to $69/NSF per year) based on market comparables for institutional grade properties in the
eastern neighborhoods where most new apartments are located {the two residential rental Prototypes 4
and 5 are located in the eastern neighborhoods). All of the apartment prototypes are assumed to.
provide below market rate (BMR}) housing units on-site, affordable to households at 55% Areawide .
Median Income (at a BMR monthly rent of $1139). Parking revenues are assumed to be $350 per space
per month based on discussions with developers and pro forma review.

3 Although soft sites were analyzed in order to develop and test key development assumptions, potential revenues for each
prototype are designed to generally reflect potential prices and rents within the broader geographic areas and were also
tested against minimum development feasibility thresholds provided by the development community.
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c. Office’

Office revenues are based on the potential market value for office based on stabilized net operating
income (NOI) divided by a market capitalization rate. Given the significant demand from larger,
technology-oriented tenants, pro formas for office developments are now more commonly using triple
net rents (NNN) or something akin to modified gross (MG} rather than full service (FS) rents to calculate
NOL. For purposes of this analysis, the following assumptions are made based on interviews with office
developers and a review of pro formas for downtown office buildings submitted in respohise to the
Transbay Joint Powers Authority developer solicitations.

Office NOI equals gross income from rents and parking spaces. Office NOI is calculated based on eastern
SoMa and downtown office rents ranging from $54/NSF to $66/NSF per year less a vacancy allowance of
10% and less landlord operating expenses/contingency at 10% of rental revenues. {NOI ranges from
$43/NSF to $53/NSF.) Parking revenues are assumed to be $450 per space per month with parking
operating expenses at 30% of parking revenues. Capitalization rates are assumed at 5%, which is 0.5%
above the current going in cap rate for San Francisco Class A CBD office, according to IRR Viewpoint
2015.

d. Retail

- Retail revenues are based on the potential market value for office based on stabilized net operating
income (NOIJ) divided by a market capitalization rate. Similar NOI equals gross income from rents and
parking spaces, less a vacancy allowance of 5% and less operating expenses, which are estimated at 30%
of rental revenues.

Retail rental rates range from $4.00/NSF to $5.00/NSF ($48/NSF to $60/NSF per year), which recognizes -
that some developments are likely to occur’in areas that do not currently have established retail
districts, and developers may need to incentivize occupancy with free rent or tenant improvement -
concessions. Retail NOI is calculated based on these rents less a vacancy allowance of 10% and less
landlord operating expenses/contingency at 10% of rental revenues. (NOI raﬁges from $38/NSF to
$48/NSF.) Monthly parking revenues range from $100 to $150 per space, with parking operating
expenses at 30% of parking revenues, reflecting the fact that retail parking revenues are not anticipated
to represent a significant source of income. Capitalization rates are assumed at 6%, which is 0.5% above
the current going in cap rate for San Francisco Class A neighborhood retail according to IRR Viewpoint
2015. : ’ :

e. Sales Expenses

Sales expenses include brokerage fees and City transfer taxes, and these expenses are deducted from
the sales and rental revenue proceeds in order to generate net development revenues for the financial
analysis. Transfer taxes are based on the City’s transfer tax schedule, which is calculated according to
building value, and are assumed to be paid by the developer.All of the condominium prototypes are
assumed to have sales expenses equal to 5.5% of sales price, representing an aliowance for sales related
expenses and transfer tax. Office and apartment prototypes are assumed to have sales expenses equal
to 3.5% pércent of sales price, representing an allowance for transfer tax and brokerage fees. Sales
expenses for retail space are assumed to be the same as the major land use type for each prototype, -
i.e. if retail is located on the ground floor of an apartment building, the sales expenses are equal to 3.5%
of sales price. ) :
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2. Develépment Costs

Development costs consist of five key categories: hard construction costs and tenant improvements
(collectively referred to as direct costs); development impact fees and other costs; environmental and -
transportation review costs; construction fi inancing; and other soft costs. Land costs are calculated
based on the RLV, as described above. Direct construction costs represent the majority of development
costs.*

a. Direct Construction Costs

Direct construction costs include hard construction costs related to building, parking and site work
{(including general contractor overhead, profit and general conditions) plus tenant improvéments. As the
type and location of parking varies significantly across building types, parking hard construction costs
are estimated separately from the hard construction costs for the residential, retail and/or office
components. The parking costs were then added to the hard construction costs for each land use by
prototype and compared with developer pro formas and contractor estimates for projects in this
building type, as well as information on construction costs provided by the San Francisco Department of
Building Inspection. These costs were also compared to the residential construction cost estimates
assembled for the Mayor’s Office of Housing in 2012, and the costs were found to be generally
consistent, after taking into account an inflationary adjustment of 15-20% since 2012, reflecting the
rapid increase in construction costs over the past three years.

Tenant lmprovements are assumed to be the landlord or developeﬂs share of what is required to be
installed in order to accommodate occupancy by retail and/or office tenants. The following costs for
each building and land use type were developed hased on interviews with a range of developers and -
general contractors, recent development pro formas and information on construction costs provided by -
the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection. '

Hard Construction Cost Contingency

* A 10% contingency was added to all hard construction cost estimates, including parkmg
Parking Hard Construction

« Podium Parking (at-grade or partially below grade at $120/GSF of Parking Area).

* Underground Parking (1 level below grade at $140/GSF of Parking Area).

» Underground-Parking (2 level below grade at $160/GSF of Parking Area).

» Stackers {assumes puzzle stackers at cost of $15,000 per space for parking lift system plus -
- additional costs related to mechanical and electrical systems, plus site accommodations).

Residential Hard Construction

»  Low-Rise 40-58 Feet: Type V over Type | podium construction at $240/GSF to $260/GSF of
Residential Area.’

« Mid-Rise 65-68 Feet: Type lll/Modified Type Il construction at $270/GSF of Residential Area.

» Mid-Rise 80-85 Feet: Type | construction at $300/GSF of Residential Area.

4 Development cost information was provided by the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection and a range of real
estate professionals, including developer members of the Urban Land Institute, SPUR and San Francisco Housing Action
Coalition, as well as general contractors (including Webcor, Cahill, Swinerton and Build GC).

3 This construction cost range assumes construction labor at prevailing wages and takes into account the fact that there may be
site constraints, such as the need for pilings. The two low-rise protatypes have different heights and significantly different
unit sizes as well as potential site conditions, given their locations. Citywide, low-rise developments may be able to achieve
greater efficiencies and have significantly lower costs for wood frame development.’
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= High-Rise 120-160 Feet: Type | construction at $320/GSF of Residential Area {reflects added life
safety requirem.ents plus construction premium for smaller sized upper floors).

* High-Rise Above 240 Feet: Type | construction at $340/GSF of Residential Area (reflects added
life safety requirements plus construction premium for additional smaller sized upper floors).

With parking construction costs, direct construction costs for the residential prototypes {including ground
floor retail and associated tenant improvemernts) range from $290/GSF to S400/GSF, or between about
5380/NSF to 5550/NSF.

According to interviews with general contractors and developers, condominiums typically cost about 5%
or.more per square foot of residential building area than apartments because they have higher finishes
and amenities, and some of this additional cost may be recaptured during the sales process as unit
upgrades. Rental units are typically srhaller in.size than condominium developments and therefore
typically cost more per square foot due to the higher ratio of kitchen and bathrooms to overall square
footage. Based on reviewing numerous developer pro formas for both condominium and rental units,
the above construction costs are assumed to be within the range of current construction costs for both
condominium and rental units. In addition, as separately noted below, a contingency al]owance of 10%
1s added to these costs to reflect the preliminary nature of these estimates.

Retail Hard Construction and Tenant Improvements

* . Retail on Ground Floor: Podium construction at $225/GSF plus landlord paid Tenant
mprovements at $100/NSF

Office Hard Construction and Tenant Improvements

* High-Rise 160 Feet: Type | construction with added life safety requirements at $250/GSF plus
landlord paid tenant improvements at $85/NSF)

= High-Rise 400 Feet: Type | construction with added life safety requirements at $300/GSF, which
takes in to account significant building step backs on the upper floors that translates to higher
costs per GSF on upper floors, plus landlord paid tenant Improvements at $85/NSF)

With parking construction costs and contingency, hard construction costs for the office prototypes range
from about $290/GSF to $330/GSF. With ground floor retail and associated tenant lmprovements direct’
construction costs for the office prototypes range from S400/NSF to $500/NSF.

b. Development lmpact Fees/Other Costs

Development impact fees and other costs include water and wastewater capacity fees, school fees,
citywide and area.plan specific impact fees and are calculated based on the 2014 Planning Department
Fee Schedule. All but one prototype assumes the onsite provision of affordable housing; High-Rise
Prototype 9 assumes the payment of an affordable housing fee. The two office prototypes, as well as
ground floor retail uses, include the payment of a jobs-housing linkage fee.

- For-each prototype, the modeél assumes a vanable level of development impact fees under the followmg
scenarios:

* Base Case TIDF, which reflects current conditions without implementation of the TSP and
continuation of TIDF.
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* Base Case TSF, which assumes the TSP is implemented and assumes TSF fee rates based on the
2012 Draft TSF Ordinance Levels.’

* Sensitivity analysis at three alternative fee levels at 125%, 150% and 250% of Base Case TSF.

Where applicable, area plan and prior use fee credits were calculated and credited in the model of each
TSF scenario. :

Prototypes 9 and 10 are located in the Transit Center District Plan and are assumed to be part of its
Mello Roos Community Facilities District. For Prototype 9, which is a residential condominium, the
developer is assumed to pay the Mello Roos special tax starting at Certificate of Occupancy until the
units are sold and then the homeowners would fully assume the annual special tax burden. For
Prototype 10, the developer or landlord is also assurned to pay the Mello Roos special tax starting at
Certificate of Occupancy until the office is leased. Upon lease-up, the landlord is assumed to either pass
the special tax on to the tenants through a NNN lease or incorporate the special tax into its operating
expenses (the operating expense allowance of $6.60/NSF would more than cover the $4.36/SF Mello
Roos special tax for-a 30 story office building).

C. Environmental and Transportation Review Costs

As described in ChapterV, City staff documented the level of environmental review and associated costs
that would likely be currently required (i.e. before consideration of the TSP or Base Case TIDF) and what
would be required with the adoption of the TSP {Base Case TSF). Then, the potential costs and time
spent on environmental review for each of these ‘prototypes was compared under these two casesin
order to understand the potential direct economic benefits from the adoption of the TSP. The analysis
also analyzes each prototype with and without predevelopment savings, which takes.into account the
possibility that no CEQA streamlining could occur if another type of environmental topic area (such as
historic résources) would result in further intensification of environmental review.

d. Construction Financing and Predevelopment Carry Savings

Construction financing typically represents the major source of capital that pays for development costs
during construction. Construction terms vary depending on market conditions, developer financial
capacity, developer track record and the construction lender. The construction interest rate is assumed
at 5.5% for all prototypes with a loan fee of 1-1.25%, dependlng on loan size. The loan amount is based
on about a 60-65% loan to development cost (considered to be approximately equal to a 50% loan to
value) at an average outstanding balance of 60% of development costs. The term of the construction
loan is directly related.to project timing, as the construction loan is the primary source of capital during
the construction and absorption phase (sales for condominiums and fease-up for rentals).

The construction period for each prototype increases according to development size and complexity:
with construction on the small residential projects assumed to occur in 18 months, construction on
medium sized projects assumed at 21 months, and construction on the larger and high-rise
developments taking 24-30 months. Absarption for each prototype is based on recent market trends
and interviews with developers, with average unit absorption per month for condominiums ranging
from about 2 (for small developments) to 9 (for 100-200 unit developments) and 20 units per month for
apartments. Office absorption is assumed to average 200,000-250,000 square feet per year, with a small
amount of pre-leasing assumed for office, retail and apartments.

6 As described in Chapter ll, the Base Case TSF scenario assumes the fee rates in the 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance, adjusted for
inflation to 2015 dollars, taking into account the consolidation of non-residential fee categories.
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As described in the main body of the report, predevelopment time savings due to CEQA/LOS reform are
considered to reduce private carrying costs related to those developments that may benefit from CEQA
streamlining. Consistent with the prior 2012 analysis, the study assumes predevelopment costs
(including land) are equal to about 5% of development value (typically within a range of 5-15% of

" development value or total development cost according to the Urban Land Institute).”

Predevelopment cost savings are measured by multiplying these estimated predevelopment costsby a
12% annual equity carrying cost (conservative assumption as equity during entitiement period typically
achieves a higher return threshold) times the number of months saved divided by one year

(i.e. 5 months/1 year):*

5% of revenues multiplied by 12% cdrrying cost multiplied by 42% (5/12 months) = .252% of revenues

While predevelopment costs vary by development (e.g. whether land is purchased up front or
purchased at the end of an option period, with option payments made in the interim, and the extent of

" upfront predevelopment costs), this estimate is cons:dered to be generally representative of a potential

_ predevelopment carry scenario.

e. Othef Soft Costs.

Other soft costs include all other indirect construction costs such as architectural design, engineering,
legal fees, building permit fees, marketing and other sales/leasing related development costs. These
costs are calculated as a percentage of hard construction costs based on a review of pro formas and
interviews with developers and real estate professionals. Other soft casts for the residential
condominium prototypes are assumed at 25% of hard construction costs while rental prototypes (both
residential and commercial) that have less extensive sales and marketing costs are assumed at 18% of
hard construction costs.

3. Developer Margin.

Developers, lenders and investors evaluate and measure returns in several ways. Based on input from
real estate developers, equity investors and lenders, and discussions with City staff, developer margin is
measured in the followmg ways.

* ° Residential: Target developer margin, as measured by return on development cost and return
on net sales price for condominiums:

* Low-Rise 40-58 Feet: 15-20% return on total development cost (assumed at 19% return on
development cost, or 16% threshold for return on net sales for condominiums)

* Mid-Rise 65 Feet: 20-22% on total development cost (assumecl at 21% return on
development cost, or 17% threshold for return on net sales for condominiums)

* Mid-Rise and High-Rise, 80-160 Feet: 22-24% on total development cost {assumed at 23%
return on development cost, or 19% threshold for return on net sales for condominiums)

e High-Rise above 240 Feet: 28-30% on total development cost (assumed at 29% return on
development cost, or 22% threshaold for return on net sales for condominiums)

7 Refer to Chapters 2 and 3, Finance for Real Estete Development, Charles Long, Urban Land Institute, 2011.

8 Conceptually, this means a five month time sevings would translate to predevelopment savings of about $2,520/unit for a
typically priced $1,000,000 condaminium, which is approximately equal 0.5% of direct construction costs.
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s Office: Target developer margin as measured by return on development cost at 19% or 16% on
return on net value. (These returns take in to account the size and scale of development, as well
as the building’s long term cash flow potential.)

.

e Retail: Target returns in mixed-use projects are assumed to be the same as the predominant .
land use.

For rental property, typically the more important static return measure is referred to as Yield to Cost or
Return on Cost, which is measured based on Net Operating Income (NOI, equal to rental income less
vacancy less operating expenses) divided by total development costs. The target Yield (Return) on Cost
for apartinents in San Francisco is 5-7% while office return thresholds range between

6-7%, based on a review of project pro formas and dlscussmns with developers and equity lnvestors

4. Residual Land Value (Wlth and Without Predevelopment Savings)

As described above, the residual land value (RLV) is the difference between what a developer expects to
receive in revenues less all costs associated with developing the buildings. Land residual models for each
prototype were created to compare the potential financial impact on RLV of the TSF at various fee levels
and under two underlying economic benefit scenarios: with and without predevelopment savings from
CEQA/LOS reform. In summary, the Residual Land Value (RLV} is calculated using the following formula,
which represents a static basis for determining project feasibility: :

~ Revenues

.Less: Basic Development Costs {taking into account the varying levels of developmént impact
fees under the TSF scenarios, as well as-potential predevelopment savings with the TSP)

Less: Developer Margin

= Residual Land Value (calculated for each scenario, with and without predevelopment savings)
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D. .- Information Sources

Association of Bay Area Government (ABAG), Projections 2013.

Clifford Advisory, Land Value in Eastern Neighborhoods, April i4, 2008, plus updated data on land sales
comparables and guidance on residual land value calcufations provided during 2014 and 2015.

Integra Realty Resources, Viewpoint,.2015 Real Estate Value Trends.

Interviews with residential and office developers, as well as a range of general con’ér_actors, many of '
whom are members of the Urban Land Institute, SPUR and San Francisco Housing Action Coalition.

Interviews supplemented by reports on market trends: The Concord Group, Polaris Pacific, The Mark
Company, RealAnswers {formerly RealFacts), CBRE, Colliers International and DTZ Retail Terranomics.

Keyser Marston Associates, Citywide Inclusionary Housing Study, July 2006.

Keyser Marston Associates, Sensitivity Analysis of New Development Impact Fees on Project Economics,
August 12, 2008. : o '

San Francisco Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCH), staff reports to OCl Board
regarding review of development proposals for Transbay Blocks 5, 6-7 and 8.

San Francisco Planning Department, Development Pipeline Data, Q3 2014.
San Frandisco Planning Department, Housing Inventory Report, 2014.

San Francisco Planning Department and San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Draft Transit Center
District Plan, November 2009. : '

Seifel Consulting, Eastern Neighborhood.s Impact Fee ;and Affordable Housing Analysi‘s., May 2008.
Seifel Consultiné, lm.:lusionary Housihg Financial Analysis, December 2012

Urban Land Institute, Finance for Real Estate‘Development, Charles Long, 2011.

San Francisco City Departmer}t; ‘

* San Francisco Department of Building Inspection (SFDBI)

*  San Francisco Planning Department (Planning Department)

* San Francisco Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development
»  San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA)

= San Francisco Office of the Controller

¢ San Francisco Office of Economic and Workforce bevelopment.(OEWD)
*  San Francisco Planning Department {Planning Department)

«  San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC)

Appendix A : Page 11
1783



Appendix Table A-1

Prototype 1 Summary Results
. Comparison for Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF
1a. Summary of Development Program - Geary Small Res1denﬁal Mixed-use
Site Area and Constraints
Lot Size s,ooo SF
Existing Prior Use 600 GSF
Development Program ’
Description ) Low-Rise
Maximum Height 45 Feet
Residentiat Units ) 8 Units
Average Unit Size (NSF) 1,100 NSF
Residential Density .70 Units per acre
- Building Size (NSF) : g 10,240 NSF
Building Size GSF (without parkmg) 12,950 GSF
FAR 33 .
Residential Parlcmg Ratio . . 1.0 Spaces per Unit
Total Parking Spaces 8
Parking Construction Type (# of levels) Podium (1)
1b. Supzmary of Financial Analysis - Geary Small Residential Mixed-use
Prototype 1 Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF Difference
% of % of -
1: Geary Small Res. Mixed-use o Total Revenues TSF Total Revenues| - Total % Change
Revenues
Residential For-Sale .| $7,900,200 90% $7.900,200 90% . %0 0.0%
Residential Rental ' $0 0% $0 0% 30 -
Subtotal Residential . $7.900,200 90% $7.900,200 90% . $0] 0.0%
Office $0 - 0% $0 0%, . %0 -
Retail $870.900 10% $870,900 10% . $0| - 0.0%
Total Revenues . $8,771,100 100% " $8,771,100 100% $0 0.0%
Hard and Soft Costs : :
Hard Construction Costs $3,788,400 43% $3,788,400 43% 0.0%
Tenant Improvemems/Lcase Up Costs $144,000 2% $144,000 2% 0.0%
s : L P '$1~3_4_600“ 2%l o 969,900 |1 - o 108%
| 89000 0Bl T Ig,600 0| - 0.0%
.Construc’aon Fmancmg/Predevz Catry 5 e Foow A% 783643000 T 49| "0.0%
Other Soft Costs . N $947 100 11% $947,100 11% £0 0.0%
Total Hard and Soft Costs $5,317,500 . 61% $5,387,400 61% $69,900 13%
Developer Margin ‘ ' $1,403,400 16% $1,403,400 16% $0] T 0.0%
Total Costs $6,720,900 77% $6,790,800 77% 369,900 1.0%
Residual Land Value $2,050,200 23% $1,980,300 23% ($69,900) (34%)
Without Predevelopment Savings 32,050,200 23% 51,980,300  23% (569,900) (3.4%)
Developer Margin/ Total Dev. Costs 19% 19%

Note: Numbers rounded to nearest $100.. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (includmg TIDF or TSF),
plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax,
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1c. Summary of Financial Indicators - Geary Small Residential Mixed-use
Prototype 1 Base Case TIDF

- Soft Cost
1: Geary Small Res. Mixed-use Total asH"(/;élf f;;f;‘ifgf; Pe;g;,dg Per Unit
Revenues ) . -
Residential For-Sale o $7.,900,200 $610 $772 $987,525
Residential Rental $0] $0 $0 $0
Subtotal Residential $7,900,200 $610 $772 $987,525
Office o 4 $0] ) $0 $0 $0
Retail ' $870,900§ - 367 $85 $108.863
Total Revenues $8,771,100 8677 F - 3857 $1,096,388
Hard and Soft Costs
Hard Construction Costs $3,788,400 100% $293 $370 $473,550
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs _ $144,000 811 314 A $18 000
" Developrient Irnpact Fees/Other Costs .~ $64,700{. 2% IR 3 N 1Y B
: Envuonmenle/l‘ranspoﬁaﬁiin Review - - S X0 (1] SO 171 B & o G o I
" Consfruction Financihg/Prede: Carry .~ .|/ $364,300{~ " 10%[- - $28| - 361 .- $45 538.
Other Soft Costs $947,100 25% YL $92 $118 388
Total Hard and Soft Costs $5,317,500 $411 $519 $664,688
Developer Margin $1,403,400 $108 $137 $175.425
Total Costs $6,720,900] $519 3656 $840,113
Residual Land Value $2,050,200 ) $158 $200 $256,300
WithoutPredevelo mentSavm 32,050,200 3158 3200 $256,300

Prototype 1 Base Case TSF
Soft Cost
1: Geary Small Res. Mixed-nse Total a;;/;gf z:;oBlfgthf; P";gll?dg Per Unit
Revenues
Residential For-Sale $7,900,200 $610 $772 $987,525
Residential Rental $0 $0 $0 $0
Subtotal Residential $7,900,200 _ $610 $772 $987,525
Office - $0 . 30 %0 %0
Retail . $870,900 $67 185 $108,863
Total Revenues $8,771,100 $677 $857 $1,096,388
Hard and Soft Cosfs )
Hard Construction Costs $3,788,400 100% $293 $370 $473,550
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $144,000 4% . $11 $14 $18,000
- Developiiént Fropact Fees/Other Costs - > | *..$134,600] '+ 4%|™~ .. -  §10| ~ $13 > - -$I6,825
- Environmental/ Transportation Reviews: -2, | © -=$5,000[ 7 » 0%~ - .$1| © $1| . ‘%§r1ds
ConstruchonFmancmg/Predev Cauy el $364,300) i 10%) . L 828 - 836 (- ~.'$.4}§-,53._8‘
Other Soft Costs $947.100] 25% 83 $92 $118.388
Total Hard and Soft Costs $5,387,400 $416 $526 $673,425
Developer Margin $1,403,400 $108 3137 8175425
Total Costs $6,790,800 $524 $663 $848,850
Residual Land Value $1,980,300] - $153 $193 $247,500
Without Predevelopment Savings 31,980,300 $153 3193 $247,500

1 7 8 5 Appendix Tables A | Page2




Compariso:

2a. Summary of Development Program ~ Van

Appendix Table A-2
Prototype 2 Summary Results
n for Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF

Ness Medium Residential Mixed-use

Note: Numbers rounded to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (including TIDF or TSF),

plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax.

1786.

Site Area and Constraints .
Lot Size 24,300 SF
Existing Prior Use 11,000 GSF
Development Program
Description Mid-Rise
Maximum Height 80 Feet
Residential Units 60 Units .
Average Unit Size 997 NSF
Residential Density 108 Units/Acre
Building Size (NSF) 67,887 NSF
Building Size GSF (without parking) 86,124 GSF
FAR 3.6
Residential Parking Ratio 0.75 Spaces per Unit
Total Parking Spaces 64
Parking Construction Type (# of levels) Undergronnd (1)
2b. Summary of Financial Analysis - Van Ness Medium Residential Mixed-use
Prototype 2 Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF Difference
2: Van Ness Medium Res, Mixed-use Total . % of TSF Total % of Total % Change
Revenues Revenues
Revennes : . )
Residential For-Sale $56,819,600 91% $56,819,600 91% $0 0.0%
Residential Rental $o0 0% $0 0% $o -
Subtotal Residential $56,819.600 91%| $56.819.600 91% 30 0.0%
Office $0 0% ‘$0 0% $0 -
Retail . $5.740.900 9% $5,740,900 9% $0 0.0%
Total Revenues ’ $62,560,500 100% $62,560,500 100% $0 - 0.0%
Development Costs . -
Hard Construction Costs $31,216,553 50% $31,216,553 0.0%
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $808;747 1%|  $808,747 " 0.0%
" Developreit lmpact Fees/Othor Costs 34036007 | - $862,500 114%
* Environmental/Transportation Review " $188;000" 0% $188,000 0.0%
" Construction Financing/Predev. Cary - . $3,235,600 G 5% $3,235,600 0.0%
* Other Soft Costs $7.804,200 12%| $7.804.200 12% $0 0.0%)
Total Hard and Soft Costs $43,656,700 0% $44,115,600 71% $458,900 - 1.1%
Developer Margin $11,886,500 19% -$11,886.500 19% .$0) 0.0%
Total Costs $55,543,200 89% $56,002,100 90% 458,900 0.8%
Residual Land Value $7,017,300 1% $6,558,400 10% ($458,900)| - (6.5%)
Without Predevelopment Savings $7,017,300 1% 56,558,400 10% (8458,900) (6.5%)
Developer Margin/ Total Dev. Costs 23% 23%

N
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2¢. Summary of Financial Indicators - Van Ness Medium Residential Mixed-use

Without Predevelogment Savm@

Sl

Prototype 2 Base Case TIDF
Soft Cost | . Per Bld
2: Van Ness Medium Res. Mixed-nse Total as % of | PerBldg GSF | = Lo g Per Unit
HCC
Revenues
Residential For-Sale $56,819,600 $660 $837 $946,993
Residential Rental 30 $0 $0 30
Subtotal Residential $56,819,600 $660 $837 $946,993
Office 30 $0 | 30 $0
Retail $5.740,900 $67 85 - $95.682
Total Revenues $62,560,500 $726 $922 $1,042,675
Fard and Soft Costs
Hard Construction Costs $31,216,553 100% $362 $460 . $520.276
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $808,7471  3%| $91. 312  $13479
" Developmient Impact Fees/Other Costs . 7 $403,600(. 7 1%|. $5 g e O 77$6,727:
" . Environmeéntal/Traiisportation Review © A%V ] " $3 U$3,133
Construction Financing/Predev. Catry - - - BOAR -$38 $48 R N 927
Other Soft Costs $7.804.200{ 25% $91 $115 $130,070°
Total Hard and Soft Costs $43,656,700 $507 $643 $727,612
Developer Margin $11,886,500 $138 $175 $198.108
Total Costs $55,543,200 $645 $818 $925,720
Residual Land Value $7,017,300 $81 $103 $117,000
37,017,300 $'117 000

Base Case TSF

. Soft Cost Per Bld
2: Van Ness Medium Res. Mixed-use Total as % of | Per Bldg GSF £ Per Unit
NSF
HCC .
Revenues :
Residential For-Sale * $56,819,600 $660 $837 - $946,993
Residential Rental $0 $0 $0 %0
Subtotal Residential $56,819,600 $660 $837 $946,993
Office ) 30 $0 $0 $0
Retail $5.740.900 367 . $85 $95.682
Total Revenues $62,560,500 $726 $922 $1,042,675 "
Hard and Soft Costs
Hard Construction Costs $31,216,553 $362 $460 $520,276
Tenant Jmprovements/Lease Up Costs . $808,747 $9 $12 - $13,479
.’ De¥velopment Impact Fees/Other Costs; - < [ . '$862,500[. .- -:3%] $10 $13 T $14375
" Enyironmental/Transportation Review::..: ', |."» © $188,000(° s ) -$2 .- 83 $3,133
- Constriction Financing/Predev. Camy.. ... | : - $3,235 ,600]- "7 -+ 10%). 338 $481 . 853,927,
Other Soft Costs $7.804,200 25%) $91 $11s $130.070
Total Hard and Soft Costs $44,115,600 $512 $650 $735,260
Developer Margin $11,886,500 $138 $175 $198.108
Total Costs $56,002,100 $650 $825 $933,368
Residual Land Value $6,558.400 $76 $97 $109,300
Without Predevelopment Savings $6,558,400 $76 397 $109,300
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Appendix Table A-3

Prototype 3 Summary Results

Comparisqn for Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF

3a. Summary of Development Program - Quter Mission Small Resxdentlal Mlxed—use

Site Area and Constraints
Lot Size 14,420 SF
Existing Pdor Use 17,438 SF
Development Program
Description Mid-Rise
Maximum Height 65 Feet
‘Residential Units 24 Units
Average Unit Size 1,250 NSF
Residential Density 72 Units/Acre
Building Size (NSF) ' 32,876 NSF
Building Size GSF (without parking) 41,784 GSF
FAR ' 3.6
Residential Parking Ratio 1 Spaces per Unit
Total Parking Spaces 24
Parking Construction Type (# ofle'vcls) Podium (1)

3b. Summary of Financial Analysxs OQuter

Mission Small Residential Mixed-use

Prototype 3 Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF Difference
3. Outer Mission Small Res. Mixed—use Total % of TSF Total % of Total % Change
Revenues Revenues
Revenues ) ‘
Residential For-Sale $21,895,900 93% $21,895,900 93% $0 0.0%
Residential Rental $0 0% $0 0% $0 -
Subtotal Residential $21,895.900 93% $21.895.900 9% $0 0.0%
Office . $0 0% $o 0% $0 -
Retail $1.739.400 7% $1,739.400 % $0 0.0%|
Total Revenues $23,635,300 100% $23,635,300 100% $0 0.0%
Hard and Soft Costs
Hard Construction Costs $13,594,400 58% $13,594,400 58% $0 0.0%
Tenant Improvcments/Lcase Up Costs N $287,600  1%| $287 600 1% $0 0.0%
" Development Impict Fees/Othier Costs | '$201,100.° =~ " '196| ~ . $243,500 ° < a%| . T$42400°|.7. 0 21%
.- Enyironmental/Transportation Review, Lo 827,000 . 74/ 000 0% .. .%ol 0.0%
" Construction Findncing/Predey. Carry ~ [ $1,188,000 . $1,188,000. - 3%, .. $0 . -x 0.0%
Other Soft Costs $3,398.600 $3.398.600 14% $0 0.0%
Total Hard and Soft Costs $18,696,700 79% $18,739,100 79% $42,400 0.2%
Developer Margin $4,018,000 17% $4,018,000 17% : $0 0.0%
Total Costs $22,714,700° 96% $22,757,100 96% $42,400 0.2%
Residual Land Value $920,600 4% $878,200 4% ($42,400) (4.6%)
Without Predevelopment Savings $920,600 4% $878,200 4% (342,400) (4.6%)
Developer Margin/ Total Dev. Costs 20% 20%

Note: Numbers rounded to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (including TIDF or TSF),
‘plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax.

1788
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3c. Summary of Financial Indicators - Outer Mission Small Residential Mixed-use

Prototype3 Base Case TIDF
Soft Cost T Pe;' Bid
3. Outer Mission Small Res. Mixed-use Total a5 % of | Per Bldg GSF €] PerUnit
NSF
HCC
Revenues - . i .
Residential For-Sale $21,895,500 $524 $666 $912,329
Residential Rental $0 $0 $0 80
Subtotal Residential ' $21,895,900 $524 $666 $912,329
Office $0 $0 $0 $0
Retail $1,739.400 $42 $53 $72.475
Total Revenues A $23,635,300 . $566 3719 $984,804
Hard and Soft Costs .
Hard Construction Costs $13,594,400 100%, $325 $414 $566,433 |-
Tenant fmprovements/Lease Up Costs $287,600 2% $7 $9 $11,983
. Deyelopment Impact Fees/Other Costs ~ |- -$201,100}: 1% v E BT 88,379
* Environmental/Transportafion Review ™ “}. .~ . . $27,000] - 0% hER CO$LLe L L1258
. Construction Financing/Predev. Cary - -|- - 3%, 188,000 -. : 9% .y 8 - %361 $49 500
Other Soft Costs . $3,398,600 25% ) T 881 $103 $141 608
Total Hard and Soft Costs $18,696,700 $447 $569 $779,029
Developer Margin - . $4.,018,000 » $96 $122 $167.417
Total Costs $22,714,700 $544 $691 $946,446
Residual Land Value $920,600 . $22 $28 $38,400
WithoutPredevelopment Savings $920,600 $22 $28 $38,400
Prototyma Base Case TSK
. Soft Cost Per Bld
3. Outer Mission Small Res. Mixed-use Total as % of | Per Bldg GSF g Per Unit
NSF
: HCC
Revenues . . .
Residential For-Sale $21,895,900 $524 $666 $912,329
Residential Rental ' $9 . $0 $0 50
Subtotal Residential $21,895,900 $524 $666 $912,329
Office - : $0 ) $0 $0 : $0
- Retail . $1.739.400 $42 353 $72.475
Total Revenues - - $23,635,300 $566 | . $719 $984,804
Hard and Soft Costs -
Hard Construction Costs $13,594,400(- $325 $a14 1 $566,433
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $287,600 $7 3 _ $11,983
. Development Impa'tFees/Othcr Costs U 824350005 $6| . $T)T- - 810,146
" Envifonmental/Transpol S $27,000|. 581 S 8] T TeTeLLIS
* Coristruction Fmﬂﬂcmg/?fede",..my ST B118R,000) s E0% s - D §28) . . U836 .. .$49,500
.Other Soft Costs $3.398.600 : $81 $103 " . $141.608
Total Hard and Soft Costs $18,739,100 $448 $570 $780,796
Developer Margin $4,018,000 ) $96 $122 $167417
Total Costs $22,757,100 $545 $692 $948,213
Residual Land Value ___ $878,200 $21 $27 $36,600
Without Predevelopment Savings $878,200 321 $27 $36,600
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Appendix Table A4

Prototype 4 Summary Results

Comparison for Base Case TYDF and Base Case TSF _

4a. Summary of Development Program - Missioﬁ Small Residential Mixed Use

Parking Construction Type (# of levels)

Podiu.;n [0))

Site Area and Constramts
Lot Size " 6,000 SF
Existing Prior Use 13,500 GSF
Development Program
Description Low-Rise
Maximum Height " 55 Feet
Residential Units 15 Units
Average Unit Size 955 NSF
Residential Density 109 Units/Acre
Building Size (NSF) 16,575 NSF
Building Size GSF (without parking) 22264 GSF.
FAR 4.0
Residential Parking Ratio 0.5 Spaces per Unit
Total Parking Spaces °8

4b. Summary of Financial Analysis - Mission Small Residential Mixed Use

Note: Numbers rounded to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (including IZDF or ISF),

plus any upfront developer' payment for TDR purch{zse and Mello Roos special tax.

1790.

Prototype 4 Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF Difference
4: Mission Small Res. Mixed-use Total % of TSF Total % of Total % Change
Revenues Revenues
Revenunes . ' ..
Residential For-Sale $13,445,800 90% $13,445,800 90% $0 0.0%
Residential Rental $0 0% $0 0%|- $0 -
Subtotal Residential $13.445.800 50% $13,445.800 90% $0 0.0%
Office * 30 0% $0 0% $0 -
Retail $1,530,900 10%| $1.530,900 10% $0 0.0%
Total Revenues $14,976,700 100% $14,976,700 100% $0 0.0%
Development Costs
Hard Construction Costs_ $6,614,500 44% $6,614,500 44% $0 0.0%
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $225,000 2% $225,000. 2% . %0 0.0%
Developmeut Impact Fees/Other. Costs'. - | ;$27o,oo'o S ol L $293,600 2% 823, 600 | .87%
'Envuonmental/'l‘ransportatlon Review = - " $11,000 0% '$11 000 - 17 N $0 - 0.0%
- Consfruction Financing/Predev. Camy; . “$665,600 ;- A%|.- '$665,600. ABl ST T80] L 00%
Other Soft Costs . $1,653,600 1% $1 653.600 11% $0 0.0%)
Total Hard and Soft Costs $9,439,700 63%| - $9,463,300 63% $23,600 0.3%
Developer Margin $2.396,300 16%| $2,396,300 16% $0| 0.0%
Total Costs $11,836,000 .79%| $11,859,600 79% $23,600 0.2%
Residual Land Value $3,140,700 21% $3,117,100 21% ($23,600) (0.8%)
Without Predevelopment Savings 33,140,700 21% 33,117,100 21% (523,600) (0.8%)
Developer Margin/ Total Dev. Costs 19% 19%
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- 4¢. Summary Proforma - M]ssmn Small Residential Mixed Use

Prototype 4 Base Case TIDF
Soft Cost ) Per Bld '
4: Mission Small Res. Mixed-use Total as % of | PerBldg GSF £ Per Unit
NSF
HCC
Revenues
Residential For-Sale - $13,445,800 $604 $811 $896,387
Residential Rental ) $0 $0 $0 $0
Subiotal Residential $13,445,300 . $604 $811 $896,387
Office . $0 $0 $0 %0
Retail B $1,530,900 $69 $92 $102,060
Total Revenues $14,976,700 $673 $904 $998,447
Hard and Soft Costs .
Hard Construction Costs $6,614,500 100% $297 $399 $440,967
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $225000]  3%| $10] . $14 $15,000
. Development Impact Fees/Othier Costs ™ - 1. " $270,0001 ... 4%| ~ -, -~ $12)="" 8i6 ) |~ $1s 000
" Environmental/ Transportation Review . ~| . - Tog1L,000( - 0% 0 .0 g0 st|- 0 9733
* Conitiuetion Fidancing/Piédev. Carry < . [ - $665,600f - - 10%| - : $30 S os40) - $44 373
Other Soft Costs ' $1,653,600 : 25% $74 $100 $110.240
Total Hard and Soft Costs - $9,439,700 $424 $570 $629,313
Developer Margin $2,396,300 : $108 $145 $159,753
Total Costs ' $11,836,000 ' " $532 $714 $789,067
Residual Land Valne $3,140,700 $141 $189 $209,400
W‘thout Predevelopment Savings - $3,140,700 141 3189 $209,400

et

Base Case TSF

Soft Cost Per Bld
4: Mission Small Res. Mixed-use Total as % of |- PerBldg GSF £ Per Unit
] HCC NSE
Revenues oo ’
Residential For-Sale - $13,445,800 $604 $811 $896,387
Residential Rental ) $0 . - $0 $0 $0
Subtotal Residential $13,445,800] . $604 $811 $896,387
Office . %o $0 $0 $0
Retail $1.530,900 $69 -$92 $102,060
Total Revenues $14,976,700 $673 $904 $998.447
Hard and Soft Costs :
Hard Construction Costs . $6,614,500 100% $297 $399 $440,967
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $225,000 3% $10 314 $15,000
Dévelopment Ipact Fees/Other Costs . - |- f 8203,600] - - . A%} ' $13 707 R 51
En.yxronmcntzl/l‘mnspmtanon Revww e $11 000| ;.7 .-0%f .. i R
Constriction Fipancing/Predev. Cagry - |, - $665 600{ . ..10%| - -$30} . -
Other Soft Costs - - $1,653,600 25% $74 $100| .
Total Hard and Soft Costs $9,463,300 $425 $571 $630,887
Developer Margin $2,396,300 $108 $145| - $159,753
Total Costs $11,859,600 $533 $716 ] . $790,640
Residual Land Value ) $3,117,100 $140| . 9188 $207.,800
Without Predevelopment Savings 33,117,100 | J140 | - 3188 3207,800
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Appendix Table A-5
Prototype 5 Summary Results

Conparison for Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF

5a. Summary of Development Program - Ceniral Waterfront Large Residential MU

Site Area and Constraints
Lot Size 35,000 SF
Existing Prior Use 40,000 GSF
Development Program .
Description - Mid-Rise
Maximum Height 65 Feet
Residential Units 156 Units
Average Unit Size 762 NSF
Residential Density - 194 Units/Acre
Building Size (NSF) 123,300 NSF
Building Size GSF (without parking) 154,720 GSF
FAR 4.5 .
Parking Ratio 0.71 Spaces per Unit
Total Parking Spaces u1
Parking Construction Type (# of levels) Underground (1)

5b. Summary of Financial Analysis - Central Waterfront Large Residential MU

Prototype 5 - Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF Difference -
- 0, [}
5: Central Watex.'front Large Res. MU T(')tal Re‘f;zxfxes BT?; S:tsai Rex/:;xl:lfles Total % Change
Revenues )
Residential For-Sale $0 0% $o 0% $0 -
Residential Rental $106.807.000 97%]  $106.807.000 97% $0 0%
Subtotal Residential $106,807,000 97%| $106,807,000 - 97% $0 0%
Office $0 0% : $0 0% $0 -
Retail $3.126,600 28% $3.126.600 28% 80 0%
‘Total Revenues $109,933,600 100% $109,933,600 100% 30 0%
Hard and Soft Costs ’ '
Hard Construction Costs « $50,999,200 46% $50,999,200 46% " %0 0%
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $450,000 0% $450,000. 0% $0 0%
" Development Impact Fees/Offier Costs” -$2,421,400. . o 02%| . c $2,671300 0 . T2%(c $249.900°F T 10%
‘Environmental/Transportation Review. SS683,000 1 Tham| - $122,0000 0 0% (§SELD0O):" < (&2%)
Constriction Fmancmg/Predev Carry' . $4 642, 300:. 4% $4 367, 490.. 4% Y ($2T4;900)) - .(,’_5'.'9%)
. Other Soft Costs ' $9.179.900 3% $9.179.900 8% $0 0.0%
Total Hard and Soft Costs $68,375,800 62% $67,789,800 62% ($586,000) ©(0.9%)
Developer Margin, $18.688.700 17%) $18.688.700 17% $0 0.0% |
Total Costs $87,064,500 79% $86,478,500 79% (5586,000)0  (0.7%)
Residual Land Value : $22,869,100 21% $23,455,100 21% $586,000 | 2.6%
Without Predevelopment Savings $22,869,100 " 21% $22,619,200 - 21% ($249,900) (I 1%)
Return (Yield) on Cost 5.7% 5.7%

Note: Numbers rounded to nearest §100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applzcable impact fees (including TIDF or TSF),
plus any ugfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax.
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Sc. Summary of Financial Indicators - Céntral Waterfront Large Residential MU

Prototype 5 Base Case TIDF
. Soft Cost Per Bi g i
5: Central Waterfront Large Res. MU Total as % of | PerBldg GSF [ ~ oo £ | PerUnit
. HCC ‘

Revenues .
Residential For-Sale $0 $0 $0 $0
Residential Rental $106,807,000] - $690 $866 $684,660

Subtotal Residential - $106.807.000 $690 $866 $684,660
Office ) $0 $o $o $0
Retail $3,126,600 $20 $25 $20.042

Total Revenues $109,933,600 $711 $892 $704,703

Hard and Soft Costs
Hard Construction Costs $50,999,200 $330 $414 $326,918
Tenant Jmprovements/Lease Up Costs $450,000 .8 %4 $2,885.

' Development Impact Fees/Other Costs “$2,421.400[ < 7§ “$16 T $20 {815,522

; Exvifonmerital/ Transportation Review S 683,000 i ~ 44 Co$6L 7 1.$4378

. Construction Financing/Predev. Carry | | . /$4;642 300]- - 9% “$30 C$38 ) - %2975
Other Soft Costs 59,179,90 18% $59 $74 -.$58.846

Total Hard and Soft Costs $68,375,800 $442, $555 $438,306 |

Developer Margin $18.688.700 $121 $152 $119,799

Total Costs $87,064,500 $563 $706 .$558,106

Residual Land Value $22.,869,100 $148 $185 $146,600

Without Predevelopment Savings $22, 869 100 | $148 $185 $146,600
B e e R = 3
Prototype 5 Base Case TSF
: . Soft Cost Per Bld
5: Central Waterfront Large Res. MU Total as % of | PerBldg GSF & | Per Unit
A HCC NSF

Revenues ) $711 $0¢ . 50
Residential For-Sale $0 $0 $o0 $0
Residential Rental. $106,807.000 $690 $866 $684,660

Subtotal ReSIdentlal $106,807,000 $690 $866 1 - $684,660
Office - $0 $0 $0 $o
Retail . $3,126.600 320 $25 $20.042

Total Revenues $109,933,600 $711 $892 $704,700

Hard and Soft Costs

Hard Construction Costs $50,999,200 100% $330 $414 $326,918
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $450,000 1% $3 - $2,885
. Déveloprient fmpact; Fecs/Othcr Costs‘} o $2;671;300 e 5% A 8§17 R 73 REC $17 124
. Envmronmenml/'l‘ran‘spv ttation Réview - - | S$122,000], T 0%| L35 RS TH ) 782
; ConstrucﬁéiiFmancmg/Predev Carry $4,367,4001 - 9% 1§28 TO$354 $27;996
Other Soft Costs $9,179.500 18% $59 $74 $58.846
‘Total Hard and Soft Costs $67,789,800 $438 $550 $434,550
Developer Margin $18,688,700 $121 }° $152 $119,799

Total Costs $86,478.,500 $559 $701 $554,349 |

Residual Land Value $23,455.100 $152 $190 $150,400

Without Predevelopment Savings $22,619,200 $146 $183 3145,000
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Appendix Table A-6

Prototype 6 Summary Results

Comparison for Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF

6a. Summary of Development Program - East SoMa Medium Residential Mixed-use

Site Area and Constraints .
Lot Size 10,000 SF
Existing Prior Use 62,500 GSF
Development Program
Description Mid-Rise
Maximum Height 85 Feet
Residential Units 60 Units
Average Unit Size 719'NSF
Residential Density 261 Units/Acre
Building Size (NSF) 47,625 NSF
Building Size GSF (without parking) 60,550 GSE
" FAR 63

Parking Ratio 0.50 Spaces per Unit
Total Parking Spaces - . 36
Parking Construction Type (# of levels) Underground (1)

6b. Summary of Financial Analysis - East SolMa Medium Residential Mixed-use

Prototype 6 Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF Difference
. . % of Base Case % of
6: East SolMa Medium Rgs. Mixed-use Total Revenues TSF Total Revenues Total % Change
Revenues
Residential For-Sale 30 0% $0 0% $0 -
Residential Rental .o $40,092,100 92% $40,092,100 2% $0| 0.0%
Subtotal Residential $40,092,100 92.% $40,092,100 92% $0 0.0%
Office $o 0% $0 0% $0 -
Retail $3,382,800 8% $3,382.800° 8% 30| 0.0%
Total Revenues $43,474,900 100% $43,474,900 100%| - ‘%0 0.0%
Hard and Soft Costs
Hard Construction Costs $21,266,900 49% $21,266,900 49% $o 0.0%
Tenant Improvcments/Lease Up Costs $450,000 . 1% $450,000 1% $0 0.0%
- Developient Impact Fees/Other Costs® . o 81,443400° . 23%|" T $1,571,000 - - 4%|77T$127,600 [0 - 8.8%|
: Bnvironmental/Transportation Review - -I$119,0000 ¢ 0%} © $115,000 . - 0%f T 0T - 0.0%
- Construction Fmancmg/Prcdev Carty. - y 0 - .. 4%[. . $1,768300 - . A% T 80L . T 0.0%
Other Soft Costs $3,828,000 9% $3.828,000 9%| $0 0.0%
Total Hard and Soft Costs $28,875,600 66% $29,003,200 67% $127,600 0.4%
Developer Margin $8,260,200 19% $8,260,200 19% $o0f 0.0%
Total Costs $37,135,800 85% - $37,263,400 86% $127,600 0.3%
Residual Land Value $6,339,100 15% $6,211,500 14%| (3127,600) 2.0%)
Without Predevelopment Savings 36,339,100 15% $6,211,500 14%|  ($127,600) (2.0%)
Retarn (Yield) on Cost 5.9% © 5.9% :

Note: Numbers rounded to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (including TIDF or TSF),

plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax.
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6c. Summary of Financial Indicators -~ East SoMa Medium Residential Mixed-use

$105,700

Prototype 6 Base Case TIDF
Soft Cost Per Bld
6: East SoMa Medium Res. Mixed-use Total as %of { PerBldg GSF & | Per Unit
. HCC NSF
Revenues
Residential For-Sale $0 $o . %0 $0
Residential Rental $40,092,100 $662 $842 $668,202
Subtotal Residential $40,092,100 $662 $842 $668,202
Office $0 $0 $0 $0
Retail $3.382,800 ’ $56 $71 $56,380
Total Revenues $43,474,900 $718 $913 $724.582
Hard and Soft Costs ’
Hard Constroction Costs $21,266,900 100% $351 $447 $354,448
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $450,000 2% ' $7 $9 $7,500
" Developmient Impact Fees/Other Costs $1,443,400(7 .7 7% - $24. ] 830 ] - $24,057
- Efivironmental/Transportation Review = | . .- $119,000F - -1%| =~ $2| . -"$2| " ~~$1,983
* Constryétion Financing/Predev, Carry 81,768,300k 8%l - T g9 0 U837 - $20472
Other Soft Costs . $3,828.000 18% $63 £80 $63.800
Total Hard and Soft Costs $28,875,600 $477 $606 $481,260
Developer Margin- " $8,260,200 $136 $173 $137.670
. Total Costs $37,135,800 $613 $780 $618,930
Residual Land Value 1 . $6339,100 $105 $133 $105,700
Without Predevelopment Savings 36,339,100 3105 $133

Prototype 6 Base Case TSF
i : Soft Cost ) Per Bld. .
6: East SoMa Medium Res. Mixed-use Total - | as%wof { PerBldg GSF &1 Per Unit
. NSF
. HCC
Revenues )
Residential For-Sale _ $0 i $0 $0 $0
Residential Rental $40,092,100} $662 $842  $668,202
Subtotal Residential $40,092,100 : " %662 $842 $668,202
Office . $0 : 30 $0{ - $0
Retail $3,382.300 $56 $71 $56,380
. Total Revenues $43,474,900 $718 $913 $724,582
Hard and Soft Costs :
Hard Construction Costs $21,266,900 100% $351 $447 $354,448
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $450,000 2% $7 $9 $7,500
Developrent Imipact Fees/Other Costs” - |- -$LS71,000f-. "~ 7%{ -~ $26| .. ¢33 §26,183
‘. Environmental Transportation Review: - - $119,000f: - - 1% R ) 82 +$1,983
" Constriction FinarcingPredev, Cairy. -~ | '$1768.3000: - g%l o g2 . Tg37( i ng0042,
Other Soft Costs ' $3.828.000 18% $63 $80 $63.800
Total Hard and Soft Costs $29,003,200 $479 $609 $483,387
Developer Margin $8,260,200 $136 $173 $137.670
Total Costs $37,263,400 $615 $782 $621,057
Residual Land Value $6,211,500 $103 $130 $103,500
Without Predevelopment Savings $6,211,500—r $103 $130 $103,500
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Appendix Table A-7
- Prototype 7 Summary Resulfs
Comparison for Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF

7a. Summary of Development Program - East SoMa Large Office V

Site Area and Constrabuts
Lot Size . ' 35,000 SF
Existing Pror Use - 6,000 GSF
Development Program .
Description High-Rise
Maximum Height ’ 160 Feet
Residential Units ) N/A Urits
Average Unit Size . N/A .
Residential Density ‘ ’ 0 Units/Acre
Building Size (Leaseable SF) 274,420 LSF
Building Size GSF (without parking) ' 249,300 GSF
FAR . . . 6.7
Parldng Ratio - N/A Spaces per Unit.
Total Parking Spaces g6
Parking Construction Type (# of levels) . Underground (1)
7b. Summary of Financial Analysis - East SoMa Large Office
Prototype 7 . Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF . _Difference
7: East SoMa Large Office Total % of Base Case % of Total % Change
: Revenues{ TSF Total  Revenues
Revenues ) :
Residential For-Sale ' $0 T 0% . %0 0% $0 -
Residential Rental - $0 0%, - 80 0% $0 -
Subtotal Residential $0 - 0% $0 0% $0]- -
Office : $174,558,100 - 91%| $174,558,100 91% $0 0%
Retail . *$17,231.000 9.0% $17.231.000 9.0% $0 0%
Total Revenues $191,789,100 100%| $191,785,100 100% $0 © 0%
Hard and Soft Costs
Hard Construction Costs $73,265500  38%] . $73,265,500 38% $o| - 0%
Tenant Improvements : $19,410,500 10% $19 410 500 10% $0 0%
- Dajelopinént Tmpact Foss/Ofher Costs | $14705700 7 8% = gl gl . 4 0%
: EnWrOnmental/I‘ransportaﬁon Revmw T . $979,000 \ 1% s 07 ',($.95,000.) . (9 7%)
.. Construetion Finaniging/Predev, Carry -$10.831,600." .-.* 6%} '.'::;:$10,352,100‘.:;' DUUER) (84795000 T C(44%)
Other Soft Costs $13,187,800 7% $13,187,800 7% $0 0.0%
"Total Hard and Soft Costs $132,380,100 69%| $131,928,300 - 69%| (3451,800) 03%)
Developer Margin . $30,686,300 - 16% $30,686,300 16% $0{ - 0.0%
Total Costs $163,066,400 85%| $162,614,600 85%| ($451,800) (0.3%)
Residual Land Value $28,722,700 15%| $29,174,500 15% $451,800 16%
Without Predevelopment Savings 528,722,700 15%|  $28,600,000 15%| ($122,700) 0.4%)
Return (Yield) on Cost . 6.3% 6.3% ‘

Note: Numbers rounded to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (@ ncludmg TIDF or ISF),
plus any upfront developer’ payment for TDR purchase and Mello Rocs special tax.
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“7e. Summary of Financial Indicators - East SoMa Large Office

Prototype 7 Base Case TIDF
R Soft Cost Per Bld
7: East SoMa Large Office Total as % of | Per Bldg GSF €1 Per Unit
: : LSF
HCC
Revenues
Residential For-Sale $0 $0 $0 N/A
Residential Rental $0] $0 $0 N/A
Subtotal Residential $0 $0 30 N/A
Office $174,558,100 $700 $778 N/A
Retail $17.231.000 $69- 377 N/A
Total Revenues $191,789,100 $769 $855 N/A]
Hard and Soft Costs .
Hard Construction Costs $73,265,500 100% $294 $326 N/A
Tenant Tmprovements $19,410,500 26% $78
- Dévelopment Tmpact Fees/Other Costs - $14,705,700 . 20%| - $59 1 .. "N/A
. Envuonmenta]/Tmnsportaﬁon Review - N $979,000 L 1% $4 0. $4 :
" Constriction Financing/Predev. Carry "7 $10,831,600]. .- - 15%{" - $43 $48 1 .. N/
Other Soft Costs $13.187.800 18%! $53 $59 N/A
Total Hard and Soft Costs $132,380,100 $531 $590 N/A
Developer Margin $30,686,300 $123 $137 NA
Total Costs $163,066,400 $654 $727 N/A
Residual Land Value $28,722,700 $115 $128 N/A
528,722,700 3115 $128 N/A

" Without Predevelopment Savings

Base Case TSF

Appendix Tables A |

Prototype 7
Soft Cost Per Bld
7: East SolMa Large Office Total as % of | Per Bldg GSF €1 Per Unit
HCC LSF
Revenues
Residential For-Sale $0 $0 $0 N/A
Residential Rental $0| $0 $0 N/A]
Subtotal Residential $0 $0 %0 N/A
Office $174,558,100 $700 $778 © WA
Retail $17.231.000 $69 $77 " N/A
Total Revenues $191,789,100 3769 $855 N/A
Hard and Soft Costs
Hard Construction Costs $73,265,500 100% $294 $326
Tepant Improvements $19,410,500 ' -$78 $86
Dcvelopment Impact Fezs/Other Costs. ... |-: - $14,828,400[::. $59 - $6614 .o
. Bovitonmental/Trarsportation Review: ... F-- . $884 ooof - % - 4 - 4
- Copstruction Finineing/Predév. Cary . " | - $10 352,1000. 7 4% T $42]7 $46
Other Soft Costs : $13,187,800 $53 $59
Total Hard and Soft Costs $131,928,300 $529 $588
Developer Margin $30,686,300] $123 $137
Total Costs $162,614,600 3652 $725
Residual Land Value $29,174,500 $117 $130 N/A
Without Predevelopment Savings 528,600,000 $115 3127 N/A
1 7 9 7 Page 14



Appendix Table A-8
Prototype 8 Suwmmary Results

Comparison for Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF

8a. Summary of Development Program East SoMa Large Residential Mlxed-use

Site Area and Consfraints
Lot Size 15,000 SF
Existing Pror Use 0 GSF
Development Program
Description High-Rise
Maximum Height 160 Feet
Residential Units 128 Units
Average Unit Size (NSF) 942 NSF
Residential Density 372 Units per acre
Building Size (NSF) 126,575 NSF
Building Size GSF (without parking) 160,950 GSF
FAR 10.7
Parking Ratio 0.7 Spaces per unit
Total Parking Spaces. 38
.Parking Construction Type (# of levels) Underground (1)

8b. Summary of Financial Analysis - East SoMa Large Residential Mixed-nse

Prototype 8 Base Case TIDF ° Base Case TSF Difference
8: East SoMa Large Res. Miked-use " Total %0l | rop Total % of Total % Change
Revenues Revenues -
. |Revenues ‘
Residential For-Sale $127,277,500 - 96%| $127,271,500 96% $0 0%
Residential Rental - $0 0% $0 0% $0 -
Subtotal Residential $127,277,500 96%| $127,271,500 96% $0 0%
Office $0 . 0% $0 0% $0 -
Retail $5,162.500 39%! $5.162.500 3.9% 30 0%
Total Revenues $132,440,000 100%| $132,440,000 100% $0 0%
Hard and Soft Costs
Hard Construction Costs $60,567,200 46%| $60,567,200 46% $0 0%
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $675,000 1% $675,000 1% $0 0%
" Developrment Impact Fees/Other Costs - - | - .$3,917,200 .; . - 3%| $4,556,400° - - 3%} $639,200 L 16%
*’ Envitorimental/Transportation Rev1eW~ A-E $144 000" 0% $119 000:: T 0% (825, 000) e ﬂ7_‘%l)
" Cotistruction Financinig/Predev: Carry . - | " $9/179,700°" . - 7%| * 38,848,600 < 7% ($33L100)| .. - I(3.6%)
Other Soft Costs $15.141.800 11%] $15.141.800 11% 30 0.0%
Total Hard and Soft Costs $89,624,900 68%| $89,908,000 68% $283,100 0.3%
Developer Margin $29,136,800 22%| $29,136,800 22% $0 0%
Total Costs $118,761,700 90%| $119,044,800 90% $283,100 | 0.2%
Residual Land Value $13,678,300 10%| $13,395,200 10% (5283,100) 2.1%)
Without Predevelopment Savings $13,678,300 10%| 313,039,100 10%|  (3639,200) 4.7%)
Developer Margin/ Total Dev. Costs 28% 28%

Note: Nuinbers rounded to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable xmpact  fees (includmg TIDF or ISF),
plus any upfront developer' payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax.
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8c. Summary of Financial Indicators - East SoMa Large Residential Mixed-use

Prototype 8 Base Case TIDF
. Soft Cost Per Bld
8: East SoMa Large Residential Mixed-use Total |. as % of |Per Bldg GSF £ 1 Per Unit
- NSF
. HCC
Total Net Revenues
Residential For-Sale " $127,277,500 $804 $1,006 $994 355
Residential Rental - %0 $0 $0 $0
Subtotal Residential $127,277,500 . $804 $1,006 $994,355
Office : T $0} $o $o $0
Retail $5.162.500] - $331 - %41 $40.332
Total Revenues $132,440,000 . $837 $1,046 | $1,034,688
Development Costs
Hard Construction Costs $60,567,200 100% $383 $479 $473,181
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs - $675000(- @ 1% 4 R 5] $5,273
- Development Fmpact Fees/Other Costs - |- ©-$3,917,2000--+ . 6% = '§25|-..~ $31| .- :$30,603
’ .Envuonmentalfl‘ra.usportatwn Review- | - $144,000f" . - 1 0%|:" ... .§L| . “$1|. " $L,125
Construction Financing/Predev. Catty | $9 179,700 - C15%). < 58 gm|e $7L,716,
Other Soft Costs $15.141.800 25% $96 $120 $118.295
Total Hard and Soft Cbsts . $89,624,900 $566 $708 $700,195
Developer Margin . $29,136,800 $184 $230 $227.631
Total Costs $118,761,700, 1 $750 ] . 3938 $927,826
Residual Land Value - $13,678,300 : $86 5108 $106,900
$13 678 300
Prototype 8 ) Base Case TSF
Soft Cost Per Bld
8: East SoMa Large Residential Mixed-use . Total as % of |{Per Bldg GSF £ Per Unit
NSF
HCC
Total Net Revenues ’ |
Residential For-Sale ' $127,277,500 $804 $1,006 $994.355
Residential Rental. $0! $01 - $0 $0
Subtotal Residential $127,277,500| $304 $1,006 $994.,355
Office _ 0 i $0 $0 . $0
Retail "1 $5.162.500 . $33 - $41 §40,33
. Total Revenues’ +1 §132,440,000 $1,046 $1,046 $1,034,688
Development Costs ) ’ .
Hard Construction Costs $60,567,200 $383 $479 $473,181
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $675,000 $4 $5 $5 273
" Dévelopment Impat Fees/Othér Costs’ * ** | $4 ;556,400 -+ $29.| - 8§36 ..
'rEnVIronmentalfl‘ransportauon Review.- . $119 000} . I 1 I 10 I ;
- |:” Construction Financing/Predev: Carry - . $8 848600 . ) 85647 -$70 | - 869, 130
Other Soft Costs $15,141,800 25% 396 '$120 $118.295
Total Hard and Soft Costs $89,908,000 $568 $710 $702,406
Developer Margin $29,136,800 $184 $230 $227.631
Total Costs $119,044,800 $752 $941 $930,038
Residual Land Value $13,395,200 $85 3106 $104,700
Without Predevelopment Savings 313,039,100 $82 3103 $101,900
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Appendix Table A-9
Prototype 9 Summary Results
Comparison for Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF

9a. Summary Development Pro Forma - Transit Center Large Residential

Note: Numbers rounded to nearest $100. Development Inpact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable mg:act  fees (includmg TIDF or ISF),

plus any upfront developer' payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax.
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Site Area and Constraints .
Lot Size . : " 15,000 SF -
Existing Prior Use ! e 0 GSF |
Development Program
Description. ' High-Rise .
Maximum Height 400 Feet
Residential Units (Size) 229 Units
Average Unit Size (NSF) : 1,053 NSF
Residential Density : 665 Units per acre
Building Size (NSF) 241,250 NSF
Building Size GSF (without parking) ) 332,750 GSF
FAR : 225
Parking Ratio 0.7 Spaces per unit "
Total Parking Spaces 163
Parking Construction Type (# of levels) Underground (2)
9b. Summary of Financial Analysis - Transit Center Large Residential
Prototype 9 Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF Difference
5 sy e % of ‘ % of
9: Transit Center Large Residential Total Revenues TSF Total Revenues Total % Change
Revenues | '
Residential For-Sale , $307,630,600 100% $307,630,600 100% $0 0.0%
Residential Rental , $0 0% $0 0% $0 -
Subtotal Residential $307.630,600 100% $307.630.600 100% $0| 0.0%
Office ' " $0 0% $0 0% $0 -
Retail 0 11 B $0 0% 50 -
Total Revenues : $307,630,600 100% $307,630,600 100% $0 0.0%
Hard and Soft Costs ' ‘
Hard Construction Costs $132,220,000 - 43% $132,220,000 43% " %0 0.0%
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $0 0% $0 0% $0 -
‘Devélopment Iinpact Feeg/Other Costs: ... (822,389,200 ¢ - %) " $24,448,900 8%| -$2,059700 |. . ~9.2%
. Biwiroomental/Transportation Review - *| - . $149,000- ~ 0%| - -~ $124000 ~  0%| - ($25,000)| . (17%)
" Constmiction Financing/Prédev. Carry. * - |, . . ~$26,246,300° . 9%| $25,477,200 8%} .. ($769,100)}" (2.9%)
Other Soft Costs ) $33.055.000 1% $33,055.000 11%) 30 0.0%
Total Hard and Soft Costs $214,059,500 - 70% $215,325,100 ©  70%| $1,265,600 0.6%
Developer Margin . $67,678,700 22% $67,678,700 22%) $0 0.0%
Total Costs - $281,738,200 92% $283,003,800 92%| 31,265,600 0.4%
Residual Land Value : $25,892,400 " 8% $24,626,800 8% ($1,265,600) 4.9%)
Without Predevelopment Savings 325,892,400 - 8% 323,832,700 " 8%| (82,059,700) (3.0%)
Developer Margin/ Total Dev. Costs 28% 28% ’



9c. Summary of Financial Indicators - Transit Center Large Residential

Prototype 9 Base Case TIDF
' Soft Cost Per Bld
9: Transit Center Large Residential Total as % of | Per.Bldg GSF NSF & Per Unit
: HCC
Revenues .
Residential For-Sale $307,630,600 $925 | $1275| $1,343,365
Residential Rental . 30 $0 $0 $0
Subtotal Residential $307,630,600 . $925| $1275| $1343365
Office $0 $0 $0 %0
Retail 30 $0 30 $0
Total Revenues $307,630,600 $925| $1275| $1,343,365
Hard and Soft Costs :
Hard Construction Costs $132 220,000} 100%, $397 $548 $577,380 |-
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs 301 0%| 30 $0 $o
Development Impact Fees/Other Costs . $22,389 200].. . 17%' CL. §6T U893 $97 769
) Envuonmental/Tmnsportahon Review - | - . . $149, 000 R 0% BT 30 1 $65 1
* Construction Financing/Predev: Carry 06,246,300 20wl T $79 ) - 109 | $114 613
Other Soft Costs $33,055.000]  25% $99| 81371 - $144.345
Total Hard and Soft Costs - $214,059,500 - $643 $887 $934,758
Developer Margin $67,678,700 $203 $281 $295,540
Total Costs » $281,738,200 $847 $1 168 $1,230,298
Residual Land Value $25,892.,400 $78 $107 $113,100

Withoutl’redevelogments 7 $25 892 400

Base Case TSF

Prototype 9
Soft Cost Per Bld
9: Transit Center Large Residential Total as%of | PerBldg GSF |~ 0081  Per Unit
. NSF 4
- HCC
Revenues ’ '
Residential For-Sale. $307,630,600 $925 $1275 $1,343,365
Residential Rental 30 $0 $0 $0
Subtotal Residential $307,630,600 . : $925 $1,275 $1,343,365
Office . $0 $0 $0 $0
Retail - . ) 30| 30 $0 30
Total Revenues $307,630,600 $925 $1,275 $1,343,365
Hard and Soft Costs’ : : ~ :
Hard Construction Costs $132,220,000 $397 . $548 $577,380
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs - hile] . %0} - s0} $0
" Development Inipact Fees/Other Costs .« | - $24 448900 . 8730 0 g101]| T $106,764
- Envuonmental/’l‘mnsportahon Review™ | 7+ 7 $124,000f 0%l S 80 BB U B54T
ConsﬁucﬁonFmancmg/Predev Camy - |57 $25477,200|: . = <877 $106 | - -$111,254
Other Soft Costs $33,055,000 $99 $137|  $144.345
Total Hard and Soft Costs $215,325,100 $647 $893 $940,284
Developer Margin $67,678,700 $203|  $281|  $295.540
Total Costs $283,003,800 $850 | s1173 |  $1235,824
Residual Land Value $24,626,800 $74 $102 $107,500
Without Predevelopment Savings -$23,832,700 372 $99 $104,100
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Appendix Table A-10

Prototype 10 Summary Results"

Comparison for Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF

10a. Swmmary of Development Program - Transit Center Large Office

Site Area and Constraints
Lot Size 20,000 SF
Existing Prior Use 0 GSF
Development Program
Description High-Rise
Maximum Height ~ 400 Feet
Residential Units N/A Units
Average Unit Size N/A NSF
Residential Density 0 Units/Acre
Building Size (Leaseable SF) 320,300 LSF
Building Size GSF (without parking) 384,700 GSF
FAR 19.39
Parking Ratio N/A Spaces per Unit
Total Parking Spaces 93
Parking Construction Type (# of levels) Underground (2)

10b. Summary of Financial Analysis - Transit Center Large Office

plus any upfront developer' payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax.
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Note: Numbers rounded to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (including TIDF or TSF),
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Prototype 10. Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF Difference
0, 0,
10: Transit Genter Large Office Total Re\f:::fu.:s ﬁ;s; 'I?o 2::; Ref:e:l}tﬁes Total % Change.
Revenues )
Residential For-Sale $0 0% 30 0% $0 -
Residential Rental $o 0% $0 0% $0 -
Subtotal Residential $0 0% $0 0% $0 :
Office $319,920,700 97%| $319,920,700 97% $0 0.0%
Retail $9.881,600 3%|  $9.881.600 3% $0 0.0%
Total Revemues $329,802,300  100%| $329,802,300  100% $0 0.0%
Hard and Soft Costs
Hard Construction Costs $127,821,800 39%| - $127,821,800 39% $0 0.0%
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $32,030,000 10% $32,030,000  10% $of - 0.0%
" Devélopment linpact Fees/Other Costs . |- *-$30,290,6000 * - 9%] .. $30,495,800 = . 9%|. . $205,200°] . ...0.7%
. Environmental/Trauspottation Regiew. - |-, - $249200. . 0%|"" ™ -$169200 " O0%|  ($50,0003| . (20%)
" Consiruction Findncing/Predev; Caty -+ |~ S2LM5700, . 7|+ $30621200 . 6%|,. . ($84S00)); - (B.8%)
Other Soft Costs $23.007.900 7%|  $23.007.900 7%  $0 0.0%
Total Hard and Soft Costs $234,845200  71%| $234,175900  T1%| ($669,300)| - (03%)
Developer Margin $52,768,400 16% $52,768,400 16% $0 0.0%
Total Costs $287,613,600  87%| $286944300  87%| (3669300  (0.2%)
Residual Land Value $42,188,700 13%| $42,858,000 13%|  $669,300 1.6%
Without Predevelopment Savings 342,188,700 13%|  $41,983,500 13% ($205,200) (0.5%)
Return (Yield) on Cost 6.2% 6.2% )



' 10c. Summary of Financial Indicators - Transit Center Large Office

Prototype 10 Base Case TIDF
Soft Cost
. Per Bldg .
10: Transit Center Large Office Total as % of | Per Bldg GSF Per Unit
; HCC ; NSF
Revenues .
Residential For-Sale $0 . $0 $0 N/A
Residential Rental $0| $0 $0 N/A
Subtotal Residential $0 $0 $0 N/A
Office $319,920,700 $832 $999 N/A.
Retail $9,881,600 $26 $31 N/A
Total Revenues $329,802,300 $857 $1,030 N/A
Hard and Soft Costs
Hard Construction Costs $127,821,800 100% $332 $399 N/A]
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $32,030,000f 25 $83 $100| N/A
: Development Tmpact Fees/Other Costs. $30 290,600~ """ 24 $79 1< - $951.." N/A]
Enwronmentall'l‘ransportahon Review -$249,200f <7 - 0% B3 O U § | “N/A
_ Construction Financing/Predev. Carry " $21,4457700 - 17%]. 356} 0 86T |- N/A
Other Soft Costs $23,007.900 18%! $60 $72 N/A
Total Hard and Soft Costs $234,845,200 $610 $733 N/A
Developer Margin $52,768,400 $137 8165 N/A
Total Costs $287,613,600 3748 $898 N/A.
Residual Land Value $42,188,700 $110 $132 |- N/A]
Without Predevelapment Savings $42,188,700 $110 $132 N/A
Prototype 10 Base Case TSF
Soft Cost Per Bldg
10: Transit Center Large Office Total as % of | Per Bldg GSF Per Unit
NSF
. . HCC
Revenues
Residential For-Sale $0 $0 $0 N/A]
Residential Rental $0 $0 $a N/A
Subtotal Residential $0 $0 $0 N/A,
Office $319,920,700 $832 $999 N/A
Retail $9.881.600 $26 $31 N/A|
Total Revermes $329,802,300 $857 $1,030 N/A
Hard and Soft Costs '
Hard Construction Costs $127,821,800 100% $332 $399
Tenant Improvcments/Lease Up Costs $32,030,000 25% $83 $100
Dévélopment fmpict Fees/Other Costs © §30;495,800] * 24%| . . 879 :<: $95.}. -
‘ Envuonmantal/l‘ransportahochwcwf' oo 319920017 0%| .- S| 7 ST
. Construcfion Finaicing/Brédev. Camry:,* | - $20,621,200] s 16%l . 1. $541 . $ea -
Other Soft Costs $23.007.900 © 18% $60 $72
Total Hard and Soft Costs $234,175,900 $609 $731
Developer Margin $52,768,400; * $137 $165
Total Costs $286,944,300 $746 $896
Residual Land Value $42,858,000 $111 $134
Without Predevelopment Savings 341,983,500 $109 $131
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1d. Summary Development Pro Forma - Gea:y Small Residential Mixed-use

Appendix Table B-1 '
Prototype 1 Proforma Comparison for
Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF

Prototype 1
1 Geary Small Res. Mixed-nse Base Case TIDF Base Cas:y'¥SF Difference Percent
Revenues ’ ]
Residential $7,900,200 $7.,900,200 $0 0.0%
Office 30 $0 80 -
Retail $870,900 $870.900 5o 0.0%
Total Revenues $8,771,100 $8,771,100 $0 0.0%
Development Costs
Hard Construction Costs $3,788,400 $3,788,400 $0 0.6%
Residential 52,724,000 82,724,000 $0 0.0%
Office 30 30 $0 -
Retail $360,000 $360,000 30 0.0%
Parking . $360,000 $360,000 $0 0.0%
Hard Cost Contingency $344,400 3344,400 $0 0.0%
Tenant fmprovements/Lease Up Costs $144,000 ) $144,000 - 80 0.0%
Office 80 : ’ . 0 $0 -
Retail 8144,000 : $144,000 30 0.0%
Subtotal: Direct Costs $3,932,400 $3,932,400 $0 0.0%
Soft Costs
Environmental and Transportation Review $9,000 59,000 $0 0.0%
Transportation Component 30 " 80
Environmental Review $9,000 $9,000 30 0.0%
Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs $64,700 $134,600 $69,900 108% |
Transit Impact Development Fee 323,344 . . $0 (523,344
TIDF Prior Use Credit (84,476) : 30 34,476
Transportation Sustainability Fee 30 593,345 $93,345 -
ISF Prior Use Credit 50 ’ (34,566) ($4.566) -
Area Plan Impact Fees 30 30 $0 -
Area Plan TSF Credit 50 30 30 -
TDR Purchase for FAR Increase 30 30 $0 -
Affordable Housing Fee 50 30 $0 -
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee 30 30 $0 -
Childcare Requirement 50 30 30 -
Downtown Parks 30 30 $0 -
Public Art Fee 30 30 $0 -
School Impact Fee $33,417 333,417 $0 0.0%
Wastewater/Water Capacity Charges 312,367 312,367 $0 0.0%
Construction Financing/ Predev. Carry $364,300 $364,300 $0 0.0%
Predevelopment Carry (Savings) 0 30 $0 -
Construction Loan Interest 3306,293 3306,293 $0 0.0%
Construction Loan Fees (Pomts) 358,010 358,010 - %0 0.0%
Other Soft Costs $947,100 $947,100 50 0.0%
Developer Margin $1,403,400 " $1,403,400 $0 0.0%
Total Cost $6,720,900 $6,790,800 $69,900 1.0%
Residual Land Valne (RLV)
With Predevelopment Savings
Residual Land Value $2,050,200 $1,980,300 (569,900)| - (3.4%)
Per Gross Building Square Foot $158 /GSF $153 /GSF 35) (3.A%)
Per Net Building Square Foot $200 /NSF $193 /NSF (6] (3.4%)
Without Predevelopment Savings : .
Residual Land Value $2,050,200 $1,980,300 ($69,900) (3.4%)
Per Gross Building Square Foot $158 /GSF $153 /GSF $5) (3.4%)
Per Net Building Square Foot $200 /NSF $193 /NSF 7. (3.4%)

Note: Key numbers rounded to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applwable impact fees (including TIDF or TSE),
plus any upﬁ-ont developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello-Roos special tax.
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Appendix Table B-2 .
Prototype 2 Proforma Comparison for

. Base Case and Base Case TSF
2d. Summary Development Pro Forma - Van Ness Medinm Residential Mixed-use
. . Prototype 2
2: Van Ness Medium Res. Mixed-use Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF Difference Percent -
Revenues
Residential $56,819,600 $56,819,600 $0 0.0%
Office $0 30 30 -
Refzil $5.740.900 $5.740,900 30 0.0%
Total Revennes $62,560,500 $62,560,500 $0 0.0%
Development Cost
Hard Construction Cosfs $31,216,600. $31,216,600 $0 0.0%
Residential 822,759,200 822,759,200 30 0.0%
Office 20 30 $0 -
Retail $1,819,681 - 31,819,681 $0 0.0%
Parking $3,799,880 $3,799,880 $0 0.0%
Hard Cost Contingency 32,837,876 $2,837,876 $0 0.0%
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $808,747 $808,747 $0 0.0%
Office 30 30 30 ;
Retail $808,747 3808,747 30 0.0%
Subtotal; Direct Costs $32,025,300 $32,025,300 $0 0.0%
Soft Costs . : : ’
Environmental and Transportation Review $188,000 $188,000 50 0.0%
Transportation Component 328,000 $28,000 50 0.0%
Environmental Review $160,000 2160,000 30 0.0%
Development Impact Fees/ Dther Costs $403,600 $862,500 $458,900 114%
Transit Impact Development Fee $149,693 T80 ($149,693)
TIDF Prior Use Credit (8149,693) 30 $149,693
Transportation Sustainability Fee 30 617,650 $617,650 -
TSF Prior Use Credit $0 (8158,730) ($158,730) -
Area Plan Impact Fees $0 30 $0 -
Area Plan TSF Credit 80 30 30 -
TDR Purchase for FAR Increase $0 $0 $0 -
Affordable Housing Fee 30 30 30 -
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee 30 30 $0 -
Childcare Réquirement 50 0 . 30 o
Downtown Parks 80 30 30 -
Pyblic Art Fee 30 30 30 -
School Impact Fee . 3223,257 $223,257 $0 0.0%
Wastewater/Water Capacity Charges $180,298 $180,298 $0 0.0%
Construction Financing/ Predev. Carry $3,235,600 $3,235,600 $0 0.0%
Predevelopment Carry (Savings) 50 80 $0 -
Construction Loan Interest 82,821,839 $2,821,839 $0 0.0%
Construction Loan Fees (Points) 3413,759 . - $413,759 $0 0.0%
Other Soft Costs $7,804,200 $7,804,200 30 0.0%
Developer Margin $11,886,500 $11,886,500 $0 0.0%
Total Cost $55,543,200 $56,002,100 $458,900 0.8%
Residual Land Value (RLV) g
With Predevelopment Savings . .
Residual Land Value $7,017,300 $6,558,400 ($458,900) (6.5%)
Per Gross Building Square Foot $81 /GSF $76 /GSF (35) (6.5%)
Per Net Building Square Foot $103 /NSF $97 /NSF (L)) (6.5%)
Without Predevelopment Savings .
Residual Land Value $7,017,300 $6,558,400 ($458,900) (6.5%)
Per Gross Building Square Foot $81 /GSF $76 /GSF $5 (6.5%)
Per Net Building Square Foot $103 /NSF $97 /NSE [61)) (6.5%)

Note: Key numbers rounded fo nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (including TIDF or TSF),

plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax.
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Appendix Table B-3
Prototype 3 Proforma Comparison for

Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF
3d. Summary Development Pro Forma - Quter Mission Small Residential Mixed-use
. . - ) Prototype 3
3"0“&' Mission Small Res. Mixed-use Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF Difference Percent
Revenues .
Residential $21,895,900 $21,895,900 $0 0.0%
Office ’ $0 $0. $0 -
Retail $1,739.400 $1,739,400 * $0 0.0%
Total Revenues $23,635,300 $23,635,300 $0 0.0%
Development Cost :
Hard Construction Costs 13,504,400 13,594,400 $0 0.0%
Residential 310,458,180 310,458,180 $0 0.0%
Office 30 30 $0 . -
Retail 3647,100 3647,100 $0 0.0%
Parking 31,253,280 31,253,280 $0 0.0%
Hard Cost Contingency 81,235,856 81,235,856 $0 0.0%
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $287,600 $287,600 $0 0.0%
- Office " 30 %0 $0 -
Retail 3287,600 - $287.600 $0 0.0%
Subtotal: Direct Costs $13,882,000 $13,882,000 $0 0.0%
Soft Costs ' |
Environmental and Transportation Review $27,000 $27,000 $0 0.0%
Transportation Component 30 30 $0 -
Environmental Review $27,000 $27,000 30 0.0%
Development Impact Fees/ Otlier Costs $201,100 . $243,500 $42,400 21%
Transit Impact Development Fee $44,500 30 ($44,500)
TIDF Prior Use Credit (844,500) 30 $44,500
Transportation Sustainability Fee 30 $283,775 "$283,775 -
TSF Prior Use Credit 30 ($241,330) ($241,330) -
Area Plan Impact Fees 30 30 $0 -
Area Plan TSF Credit $0 $0 $0 -
TDR Purchase for FAR Increase 30 30 $0 -
Affordable Housing Fee 30 30 $0 -
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee 30 30 $0 -
Childcare Requirement 30 $0 $0 -
Downtown Parks 30 .30 $0 -
Public Art Fee - 80 . %0 $0 -
School Impact Fee $113,457 3113,457 $0 0%
Wastewater/Water Capacity Charges 387,598 387,598 $0 0.0%
Construction Financing/ Predev. Carry $1,188,000 $1,188,000 $0 0%
Predevelopment Carry (Savings) 30 - 30 $0 -
Construction Loan Interest $1,031,699 31,031,699 $0 0.0%
Construction Loan Fees (Points) 3156,318 $156,318 $0 .0%
Other Soft Costs $3,398,600 $3,398,600 $0 0.0%
Developer Margin $4,018,000 $4,018,000 $0 0.0%
Total Cost $22,714,700 $22,757,100 $42,400 02%
Residual Land Value (RLV) : '
‘With Predevelopment Savings
Residual Land Value $920,600 $878,200 ($42,400) (4.6%)
Per Gross Building Square Foot $22 $21 /GSF ($1) (4.6%)
Per Net Building Square Foot $28 $27 /NSE (81) (4.6%)
Without Predevelopment Savings ’
Residual Land Vaine $920,600 $ 8'78,200 (542,400) (4.6%)
Per Gross Building Square Foot $22- $21 /GSF (81) (4.6%)
Per Net Building Square Foot $28 . $27 /NSF ($1) (4.6%)

Note: Key numbers rounded to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applzcable impact fees (including TIDF or ISF),
plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax.
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Appendix Table B4
Prototype 4 Proforma Comparison for
Base Case and Base Case TSF

4d. Summary Development Pro Forma - Mission Small Residential Mixed Use

. y . Prototype 4
4 Misston Small Res. Mixed-nse Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF . Difference Percent
Revenues '
Residential $13,445,300 $13,445,800 30 0.0%
Office $0 ’ $0 $0 -
Retail $1,530,500 - $1,530,900 $0 0.0%
Total Revenues $14,976,700 $14,976,700 $0 0.0%
Development Cost
Hard Construction Costs $6,614,500 '$6,614,500 $0 0.0%
Residential 35,138,640 35,138,640 $0 0.0%
Office 30 30 30 -
Retail $562,500 3562,500 50 0.0%
Parking $312,000 $312,000 30 0.0%
Hard Cost Contingency $601,314 $601,314 $0 0.0%
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $225,000 $225,000 $0 0.0%
Office $0 ’ $0 30 -
Retail $225,000 $225,000 30 0.0%
Subtotal: Direct Cosis $6,839,500 $6,839,500 $0 0.0%
Soft Costs :
Environmental and Transportation Review $11,000 $11,000 : $0 0.0%
Trunsportation Component 30 30 30 -
Environmental Review 311,000 11,000 30 0.0%
Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs $270,000 $293,600 $23,600 9%
Transit Impact Development Fee 336,475 30 ($36,475)
TIDF Prior Use Credit (818,650)° 30 $18,650
Transportation Sustainability Fee 30 3158414 $158,414 -
ISF Prior Use Credit 30 (3102,735) ($102,735) -
. Area Plan Impact Fees $160,968 3160,968 $0 0.0%
Area Plan TSF Credit 50 (814,277) ($14,277) -
TDR Purchase for FAR Increase 30 50 $0 -
Affordable Housing Fee $0 $0 $0 -
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee 30 30 $0 -
Childcare Requirement 50 $0 30 -
Downtown Parks 50 - 30 $0 -
Public Art (% of Hard cost) 30 30 $0 -
School Impact Fee $58121 358,121 $0 0.0%
Wastewater/Water Capacity Charge $33,099 $33,099 $0 0.0%
Construction Financing/ Predev. Carry $665,600 $665,600 $0 0.0%
Predevelopment Carry (Savings) 20 20 $0 -
Construction Loan Interest $566,578 $566,578 $0 0.0%
Construction Loan Fees (Points) $99,052 $99,052 $0 0.0%
Other Soft Costs . $1,653,600 $1,653,600 $0 0.0%
Developer Margin $2,396,300 $2,396,300 50 0.0%
Total Cost $11,836,000 $11,859,600° $23,600 0.2%
Residual Land Valne (RLV)
With Predevelopment Savings
Residual Land Value $3,140,700 $3,117,100 (823,600)} ' (0.8%)
Per Gross Building Square Foot $141 $140 /GSF (€3))] -~ (0.8%)
Per Net Building Square Foot $189 $188 /NSF [€39) (0.8%
Without Predevelopment Savings )
Residual Land Value $3,140,700 $3,117,100 ($23,600) (0.5%)
Per Gross Building Square Foot $141 $140 /GSF 3D (0.8%)
Per Net Building Square Foot $189 $188 /NSF - (3D (0.8%)

Note: Key numbers rounded to nearest 3100, Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (including TIDF or TSF),

plus any upfront developer payment Jor TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tx.
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Appendix Table B-5
Prototype 5 Proforma Comparison for
Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF

5d. Summary Development Pro Forma - Central Waterfront Large Residential MU

. Prototype 5 .
5: Central Waterfront Large Res. MU Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF Difference Percent
. |Revenues ! .

Residential $106,807,000 ~ $106,807,000 $0 0.0%

Office ’ : $0 E 30 . %0 -

Retail $3.126.600 $3.126.600 $0 0.0%
Total Revenues ' $109,933,600 - $109,933,600 " 30 0.0%

Development Cost

Hard Construction Costs . $50,999,200 $50,999,200- . $0- 0.0%
Residential ;340,424,400 340,424,400 . . $0 0.0%
Office 30 30 . $0 -
Retail 31,012,500 $1,012,500 ’ $0 0.0%
Parking . 54,926,000 $4,926,000 $0 0.0%
Hard Cost Contingency 34,636,290 - . 34,636,290 . $0 0.0%

Tenant Ymprovements/Lease Up Costs $450,000 . $450,000 - $0 0.0%
Office T %0 30 $0 B
Retail ’ £450.000 $450.000 $0 0.0%

Subtotal; Direct Costs $51,449,200 . §51,449,200 X $0 0.0%-

Soft Costs . ' :

Environmental and Transportation Review $683,000 $122,000 1 ($561,000) (82%)
Transportation Analysis $128,000 $103,000 ($25,000) (20%)
Envirormental Review : $§55, 000 $19,000 ] ($536,000) (97%)

Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs 32,421,400 $2,671,300 $249,900 10%
Transit Impact Development Fee 372,950 30 (372,950

TIDF Prior Use Credit (%69,350) 50 $69,350
Transportation Sustainability Fee 30 . $998,917 - 3998,917 -

TSF Prior Use Credit 30 (8577,200) (8577,200) -
Area Plan Impact Fees 31,682,573 31,682,573 $0 0.0%

Area Plan TSF Credit 30 - (8168,257) ($168,257) -
TDR Purchase for FAR Increase 30 30 $0 -
Affordable Housing Fee 30 30 30 -
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee . 30 30 30 -
Childcare Requirement T %0 ' 30 30 -
Downtown Parks 30 ' 0 30 -
Public Art Fee ' 0 80 : $0 -
School Impact Fee . $436,900 ) 436,900 ‘80 0.0%
Wastewater/Water Capacity Charg: $298,371 .$298,371 ) $0 0:0%

Constroction Financing/ Predev. Carry $4,642,300 - $4,367,400 ($274,900) (5.9%)
Predevelopment Carry (Savings) 30 : (8274,834) ' (3274,834) -
Construction Loan Interest $4,072,668 34,072,668 - ) . %0 0.0%
Construction Loan Fees (Points) 3569,60¢ $569,604 $0 0.0%

Other Soft Costs ' $9,179,900 $9,179,900 $0 0.0%
Developer Margin $18,688,700 $18,688,700 $0 0.0%
Total Cost - $87,064,500 ‘ $86,478,500 . (3586,000)]  (0.7%)
Residnal Land Value (RLV) ‘ ’
With Predevelopment Savings
Residual Land Value - $22,869,100 $23,455,100 $586,000 2.6%
Per Gross Building Square Foot $148 $152 /GSF $4. 2.6%
Per Net Building Square Foot ) $185 $190 /NSF $5 2.6%
Without Predevelopment Savings A
Residual Land Value $22,869,100 $22,619,200 (8249,900) (1.1%)
Per Gross Building Square Foot §148 ‘ $146 /GSF. C(82) (1.1%)
Per Net Building Square Foot $185 ) $183 /NSF (32) (1.1%)

Note: Kep numbers roungded to nearest $100. Developrient Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (including TIDF or TSF),
plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax,
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Appendix Table B-§
Prototype 6 Proforma Comparison for
Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF

6d. Summary Development Pro Forma - East SoMa Medium Residential Mixed-use

. Protfotype 6
. 6 East SoMa Medium Res. Mixed-use Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF Difference Percent
Revenues

Residential $40,092,100 .$40,092,100 $0 0.0%

Office $0 $0 $0 -

Retail $3,382,800 $3,382,800 $0 0.0%
Total Revenues $43,474,900 $43,474,900 30 0.0%

Development Cost

Hard Construction Costs $21,266,900 $21,266,900 50 0.0%
Residential 316,665,000 316,665,000 $0 0.0%
Office . 30 30 $0 -
Retail 31,012,500 $1,012,500 $0 0.0%
Parking 31,656,000 $1,656,000 30 0.0%
Hard Cost Contingency $1,933,350 $1,933,350 $0 0.0%

Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $450,000 $450,000 $0 0.0%
Office 30 20 $0 -
Retail 3450,000 3450,000 $0 0.0%

Subtotal: Direct Costs $21,716,900 $21,716,900 50 0.0%

Soft Costs .

Environmental and Transportation Review $119,000 $119,000 30 0.0%
Transportation Component 3103,000 $103,000 $0 0.0%
Environmental Review 316,000 $16,000 30 0.0%

Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs $1,443,400 $1,571,000 $127,600 8.8%
Transit Impact Development Fee $72,950 30 (872,950

TIDF Prior Use Credit (837,300) 80 $37,300
Transportation Sustainability Fee R 416,005 $416,005 -
TSF Prior Use Credit 30 ($152,200) - (8152,200) -
Area Plan Impact Fees $1,090,931 $1,090,936 85 0.0%
Area Plan TSF Credit 30 (8100,589) (3100,589) -
TDR Purchase for FAR Increase 30 30 30 -
Affordable Housing Fee 30 . &0 30 -
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee $0 30 30 -
Childcare Requirement 30 30 30 -
Downtown Parks 50 20 30 -
Public Art Fee 30 50 30 -
School Impact Fee $162,866 3162,866 $0 0.0%
Wastewater/Water Capacity Charge $153,983 $153,983 30 0.0%
Construction Financing/ Predev. Carry $1,768,300 $1,768,300 30 0.0%
Predevelopment Carry (Savings) 30 30 30 -
Construction Loan Interest 31,486,706 $1,486,706 30 0.0%
Construction Loan Fees (Points) $281,573 $281,573 30 0.0%
Other Soft Costs $3,828,000 $3,828,000 $0 0.0%
Developer Margin - $8,260,200 $8,260,200 50 0.0%
Total Cost $37,135,800 $37,263,400 $127,600 0.3%
Residual Land Value (RLV)
With Predevelopment Savings
Residual Land Value $6,339,100 $6,211,500 (8127,600) (2.0%)
Per Gross Building Square Foot $104.69 $103 /GSF %2) (2.0%)
Per Net Building Square Foot $133 $130 /NSF (33) (2.0%)
Without Predevelopment Savings
Residual Land Value $6,339,100 $6,211,500 (§127,600) (2.0%)
Per Gross Building Square Foot $105 $103 /GSF %2) (2.0%)
Per Net Building Square Foot $133 $130 /NSF ($3) (2.0%)

Note: Key numbers rounded to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (including TIDF or TSF),

plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax.
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. Appendix Table B-7
Prototype 7 Proforma Comparison for
Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF

7d. Summary Development Pro Forma - East SoMa Large Office

Prototype 7
7: East SoMa Large Office Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF Difference Percent
Revenues
Residential $0 $0 $0. -
Office $174,558,100 $174,558,100. $0 0.0%
Retail $17.231,000 $17.231,000 30 0.0%
Total Revenues $191,789,100 $191,789,100 $0 0.0%
Development Costs
Hard Construction Costs $73,265,500 $73,265,500 30 0.0%
Residential : 30 $0 $0 -
Office . 356,125,000 356,125,000 $0 0.0%
Retail (and PDR Space) 35,580,000 35,580,000 30 0.0%
Parking 34,900,000 34,900,000 $0 0.0%
Hard Cost Contingency 36,660,500 36,660,500 30 0.0%
Tenant fmprovements/Lease Up Costs $19,410,500 $19,410,500 $0 C0.0%
Office $17,178,500 317,178,500 $0 0.0%
Retail $2,232,000° 32,232,000 30 0.0%
Subtotal: Direct Costs $92,676,000 $92,676,000 $0 0.0%
Soft Costs
Environmental and Transportation Review $979,000 $884,000 ($95,000) (10%)
Transportation Component $228,000 $178,000 ($50,000) (22%)
Environmental Review $751,000 $706,000 | (345,000) (6.0%)
Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs - $14,705,700 $14,828,400 $122,700 0.8%
Transit Impact Development Fee 53,473,647 30 (83,475,647)
TIDF Prior Use Credif (387,540 30 $87,540-
Transportation Sustainability Fee 30 33,597,399 $3,597,399 -
TSF Prior Use Credit 20 (886,580) ($86,580)} -
Area Plan Impact Fees $4,133,667 $4,133,667 $0 0%
Area Plan TSF Credit 30 30 $0 -
TDR Purchase for FAR Increase $0 80 %0 -
Affordable Housing Fee 30 30 $0 -
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee 35,816,231 35,816,231 30 0.0%
Childcare Requirement 3271,645 $271,645 $0 0.0%
Downtown Parks 30 30 $0 -
Public Art Fee $732,655 $732,655 $0 0.0%
School Impact Fee 393,357 593,357 $0 0.0%
Wastewater/Water Capacity Charges $270,026 $270,026 $0 0.0%
Construction Financing/ Predev. Carry $10,831,600 $10,352,100 ($479,500) (4.4%)
Predevelopment Carry (Savings) 30 (8479,473) (8479,473) -
Construction Loan Interest 39,837,887 $9,837,887 30 0.0%
Construction Loan Fees (Points) - $993,726 8993,726 30 0.0%
Other Soft Costs $13,187,800 $13,187,800 50 0.0%
Developer Margin $30,686,300 $30,686,300 $0 0.0%
Total Cost $163,066,400 $162,614,600 (3451,800)| - 0.3%)
Residual Land Valne (RLV)
‘With Predevelopment Savings
Residual Land Value $28,722,700 $29,174,500 $451,800 1.6%
Per Gross Building Square Foot 3115, 17 $2 1.6%
Per Net Building Square Foot 5128 $130 52 1.6%
Without Predevelopment Savings . .
Residual Land Value $28,722,700 $28,600,000 ($122,700) (0.4%)
Per Gross Building Square Foot 3115 $115 30 0.4%)
Per Net Building Square Foot $128 $127 (31) (0.4%)

Note: Key numbers rounded to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable mzpact  fees (including TIDF or TSF),

plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax.
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Appendix Table B-8
Prototype 8 Proforma Comparison for
Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF

8d. Summary Development Pro Forma ~ East SoMa Large Residential

. Prototype 8 .
8: East SoMa Large Res. Mixed-use Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF Difference Percent
Revennes ’

Residential $127,277,500 $127,277,500 $0 - 0.0%

Office - §0 30 .30 -

Retail $5.162.500 $5.162.500 © %0 0.0%

Total Revenues $132,440,000 $132,440,000 $0 0.0%
Development Cost $0 -

Hard Construction Costs $60,567,200 © 860,567,200 $0 0.0%
Residential 348,243,200 348,243,200 30 0.0%

' Office 30 30 $0 -
Retail 31,687,500 $1,687,500 $0 0.0%
Parking $5,130,400 35,130,400 $0 0.0%
Hard Cost Contingency $5,506,110 $5,506,110 $0 0.0%

Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $675,000 $675,000 $0 0.0%
Office $0 30 30 -
Retail $675,000 $675.000 $0 0.0%

Subtotal: Direct Costs . $61,242.200 $61,242.200 $0 0.0%

Soft Costs :

Environmental and Transportation Review $144,000 $119,000 " (825,000) 17%)
Transportation Component $128,000 $103,000 (325,000) (20%)
Environmental Review . $16,000 316,000 30 0.0%

Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs $3,917,200 $4,556,400 $639,200 16%
Transit Impact Development Fee $109,425 $0 ($109,425) (100%)

TIDF Prior Use Credit 30 30 $0 -
Transportation Sustainability Fee 30 31,041,429 $1,041,429 -
' ISF Prior Use Credit 30 30 $0 -
Area Plan Impact Fees 33,055,184 $3,055,189 - 85 -0.0%
Area Plan TSF Credit $0 (3292,776) (8202,776) -
TDR Purchase for FAR Increase $0 $0 $0 -
Affordable Housing Fee ' 30 30 $0 -
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee 30 50 $0 -
Childcare Requirement $0 30 30 -
Downtown Parks 50 50 $0 -
Public Art Fee 30 30 30 -
School Impact Fee 3440,534 $440,534 o 0.0%
Wastewater/Water Capacity Charges $312,023 3312,023 $0 " 0.0%

Construction Financing/ Predev. Carry $9,179,700 $8,848,600 ($331,100) (.6%)|
Predevelopment Carry (Savings) 30 ($331,100) ($331,100) -
Construction Loan Interest 38,478,963 38,478,963 $0 0.0%
Construction Loan Fees (Points) $700,741 $700,741 30 0.0%

Other Soft Costs $15,141,800 $15,141,800 $0 0.0%

Developer Margin $29,136,800 $29,136,800 30 0.0%

Total Cost 118,761,700 119,044,800 $283,100 0.2%

Residual Land Value (RLY)

With Predevelopment Savings ) ) .

Residual Land Value $13,678,300 $13,395,200 (5283,100) (2.1%)

Per Gross Building Square Foot $86 $85 /GSF %2 2.1%)

Per Net Building Square Foot $108 $106 /NSF 32 (2.1%)
. Without Predevelopment Savings )

Residual Land Value $13,678,300 $13,039,100 ($639,200) (4.7%)

" Per Gross Building Square Foot $86 $82 /GSF (54 4.7%)

Per Net Building Square Foot $108 $103 /NSF $5 (4.7%)

Note: Key numbers rounded fo nearest §100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (including TIDF or ISF),

plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax.
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. App endix Table B-9
Prototype 9 Proforma Comparison for
Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF

9d. Summary of Financial Indicators - Transit Center Large Residential

Prototype 9

% _PD-Mt Center Large Residential Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF Difference Percent
Revenues :
Residential $307,630,600 $307,630,600 $0 0.0%
Office $0 . o0 $0 -
Retail , $0 0 $0 -
Total Revenues $307,630,600 $307,630,600 50 0.0%
Development Costs
Hard Construction Costs $132,220,000 $132,220,000 $0 0.0%
Residential $113,135,000 - $113,135,000 $0 0.0%
Office : 30 50 $0 -
Retail 30 30 - $0 -
* Parking $7,065,000 37,065,000 $0 0.0%
Hard Cost Contingency 12,020,000 $12,020,000 $0 0.0%
Tenant Improvements/Lease, Up Costs $0 $0 30 -
Office 30 30 $0 -
Retail 30 30 $0 -
Subtotal: Direct Costs $132,220,000 $132,220,000 30 0.0%
Soft Costs .
Environmental and Transportation Review $149,000 $124,000 ($25,000) (20%)
Transportation Component 3128,000 $103,000 ($25,000) (24%)
Envirommental Review 321,000 $21,000 30 0.0%
Development Tmpact Fees/ Other Costs $22,389,200 $24,448.900 $2,059,700 8.4%
Transit Impact Development Fee 30 $0 $0 -
TIDF Prior Use Credit. 30 30 $0 -
Transportation Sustainability Fee 30 $2,059,723 . $2,059,723 100%
ISF Prior Use Credit 30 30 30 -
Area Plan Impact Fees 33,879,437 33,879,444 $7 0.0%
Area Plan TSF Credit 0 $0 $0 -
TDR Purchase for FAR Increase 31,350,000 31,350,000 $0 0.0%
Affordable Housing Fee 312,117,716 $12,117,716 $0 0.0%
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee 30 50 N -
Childcare Requirement 0 80 $0 -
Downtown Parks 30 - 30 %0 -
Public Art Fee 31,256,090 $1,256,090 $0 0.0% |
School Impact Fee $968,303 $968,303 $0 0.0%
Wastewater/Water Capacity Charges $477.622 $477,622 $0 0.0%
Mello Roos Special Tx Contribution 32,340,019 32,340,019 $0 0.0%
Construction Finanting/ Predev. Carry $26,246,300 $25,477,200 ($769,100) (3.0%)
Predevelopment Carry 80 -($769,077) ($769,077) 100%
Construction Loan Interest $24,618,584 824,618,584 $0 0.0%
Construction Loan Fees (Points) 31,627,675 81,627,675 $0 0.0%
Other Soft Costs $33,055,000 $33,055,000 $0 0.0%
Developer Margin $67,678,700 $67,678,700 , 50 0.0%
Total Cost $281,738,200 $283,003,800 $1,265,600 0.4%
Residual Land Value (RLV) .
With Predevelopment Savings
Residual Land Value $25,892,400 $24,626,800 ($1,265,600) (5.1%)
"Per Gross Building Square Foot 378 $74 /GSF $4) (5.1%)
Per Net Building Square Foot $107 $102 /NSF (85) (5.1%)
Without Predevelopment Savings ' . '
Residual Land Value $25,892,400 '$23,832,700 ($2,059,760) (8.6%)
Per Gross Building Sqnare Foot $78 $72 /GSF ($6) (8.6%)
Per Net Building Square Foot $107 $99 /NSF (89 (8.6%)

Note: Key numbers rounded to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable u@act fees (including TIDF or ISF),

plus any upfront developer payment  for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax.
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Appendix Table B-10

10d. Summary Development Pro Forma - Transit Center Large Office

Prototype 10 Proforma Compariéon for
Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF

. Prototype 10
10: Transit Center L:ilrge Office Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF Difference Percent
Revenues '

Residential 30 $0 30 -

Office $319,920,700 $319,920,700 $0 0.0%

Retail 39,881,600 39,881,600 $0 0.0%
Total Revenues A $329,802,300 $329,802,300 $0 _0.0%

Development Costs :

Hard Construction Costs $127,821,800 $127,821,800 50 0.0%
Residential 30 -0 $0 -
Office $111,150,000 $111,150,000 $0 0.0%
Retail $2,880,000 $2,880,000 $o0 0.0%
Parking 32,171,680 $2,171,680 30 0.0%
Hard Cost Contingency $11,620,168 $11,620,168 $0 0.0%

Tenant fmprovements/Lease Up Costs $32,030,000 $32,030,000 50 0.0%
Office $30,750,000 $30,750,000 $0 0.0%
Retail 31,280,000 31,280,000 $0 0.0%

Subtotal: Direct Costs $159,851,800 $159,851,800 $0 0.0%

Soft Costs - . .

Environmental and Transportation Review $249,200 $199,200 ($50,000) (25%)
Transportation Component $228,000 $178,000 ($50,000) (28%)
Environmental Review 321,239 321,239 30 0.0%

Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs $30,290,600 $30,495,800 $205,200 0.7%

" Transit Impact Development Fee 5,346,013 %0 " ($5,346,013) -
TIDF Prior Use Credit 30 $0 $0 -
Transportation Sustainability Fee 30 $5,551,221 $5,551,221 100% |
TSF Prior Use Credit 0 $0. $0 -
Area Plan Impact Fees 39,182,904 39,182,908 $4 0.0%
Area Plan TSF Credit 30 30 $0 -
TDR Purchase for FAR Increase $1,800,000 $1,800,000 30 0.0%
Affordable Housing Fee 80 30 30 -
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee 39,221,479 39,221,479 30 0.0%
Childcare Requirement $448,305 3448,305 $0 0.0%
Downtown Parks ’ $900,315 $900,315 $0 0.0%
Public Art Fee 81,278,218 81,278,218 $0 0.0%
School Impact Fee 3147,575 $147,575 . $0 0.0%
Wastewater/Water Capacity Charges $292,972 $292,972 $0 - 0.0%
Mello Roos Special Tox Contribution 81,672,808 81,672,808 $0 0.0%

Construction Financing/ Predev, Carry | $21,445,700 $20,621,200 | ($824,500) (4.0%)
Predevelopment Carry (Savings) $0 (3824,506) ($824,506) 100% |.
Construction Loan Interest $19,736,871 $19,736,871 30 0.0%

Construction Loan Fees (Points) 1,708,820 $1,708,820 $0 0.0%

.Other Soft Costs $23,007,900 $23,0607,900 30 0.0%

Developer Margin $52,768,400 $52,768,400 $0 0.0%

Total Cost $287,613,600 $286,944,300 ($669,300) (0.2%)

Residual Land Value (RLV) )

With Predevelopment Savings
Residual Land Value - $42,188,700 $42,858,000 $669,300 1.6%
Per Gross Building Square Foot $110 $111 /GSF $2 1.6%
Per Net Building Square Foot $132 $134 /NSE ' $2 L.6%

Without Predevelopment Savings : ’
Residual Land Value $42,188,700 $41,983,500 ($205,200) 0.5%)
Per Gross Building Square Foot $110 $109 /GSF (£3))] (0.5%)
Per Net Building Square Foot $132 $131 /NSF [C1)) (0.5%)

Note: Key numbers rounded to nearest $100. Develgpment Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (including TIDF or TSF),
plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax.
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Appendix Table C-1a

Revenue Assumptions
General Development Assumptions (Height) Prototype 1 45 Prototype 2 80" {Profofype3 65' Prototype 4 55 Prototype 5 €5
Primary Land Use Typs Residential Residential Residential Residential Residential
Construction Type - Low-Rise Mid-Rise Mid-Rise Low-Rise Mid-Rise
Geography . Gesty Van Ness Outer Mission Mission Central Waterfront
Land Use Mixed-use * Mixed-use Mixed-use Mixed-use Mixed-use
Housing Type / Units or Nonresidential S¥ Ownex 8 - Owner 60 Owner 24 Owner 15 Renotal 156
Revenue Assumptions

TypimlRm‘sidenﬁalUnit Size 1,100 NSF 997 NSF 1,250 NSF 955 NSF 762 NSF
Sale Price Per Unit 351,045,000 Per Unit 31,096,700 Per Unit 81,062,500 Per Urit 31,050,500 Per Unit -~ Per Unit
Sales Price / NSF 5950 /NSF 51,100 /NSF $850 /NSF $1,100 /NSF - I/NSF
Sales Expense Rate 5.5% 55% 55% 55% 35%
Residential Remtal

Axmunt Lease Rate/SF $66.00 /NSF

‘Net Operating Income $4250 /NSF

Capitalization Rate 45%

Dypical Market Valu $953 INSF
Office - .

Avnual Lease Rate/SF (NNN)

‘Net Opecating Income

italization Rate

Dpical Market Value/SF
Retail

Amnual Lease Rate/SF $48.00 /NSF 354.00 /NSF $48.00 /NSF $54.00 /NSF $54.00 /NSF

Net Operating Income $38.40 /NSF $43.20 /NSF $38.40 /NSF $43.20 /NSF $43.20 /NSF

Capitelization Rate 6.0% 6.0% 6.0% 6.0% 6.0%

Dypical Market Value/SF 3640 /INSF $720 /INSF 3640 /NSF $720 /INSF $720 /NSF
Parking Revenue/Space/year

Residential 4,200

Retail $1,200 51,200 $1,200 $1,200 $1,800

Office

Sonree: San Francisco Plaming Department, San Francisco Mimicipal Transportation Agency, San Fr Office of the Controll
Sem Francisco Office of E: ic and Workforce Development, San Framcisco Mayor's Office of H and C ity Develop
San Francisco Unified School District, San Francisco Public Utilities C ion, Keyser Marston A , The Concord Gronp,

Polaris Pacific, The Mark Company, CBRE, Colliers International and DTZ Retail Terranomics, Clifford Advisory and Seifel Consulting Inc. -
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Appendix Table G-1b

Revenpe Assumpfions
General Development Assumpfions (Beight) Prototype 6 85 |Prototype 7 160" |Profofype 8 160" [Prototype9 W0 |Prototype 10 00"
Primary Land Use Type Residential Office Residential Residential Office
Construction Type Mid-Risc High-Riss High-Rise High-Rise High-Rise
Geography East SoMa * East SoMa Office Fast SoMa Trensit Center Transit Center
Land Use Mixed-use Office Mixed-use Residential Office
Housing Type / Units or Nonresidential SF Rental 60 NA . 224420 Owner 128 Owner 225 NA 320,300
Revenue Assumptions
‘Typical Residential Unit Sizs 719 NSE - 942 NSE 1,053 NSF -
Sale Price Per Unit - PerUnit - 81,153,950 Per Unit $1,421,550 Per Unit -
Sales Price /NSF. - /NSF - +$1,225 /NSF $1,350 MNSF - /NSF
Sales Expense Rate 35% 3.5% 55% 55% 35%
Residential Rental
Annusl Lease Rate/SF $69.00 /NSF -
Net Operating Tncome $44.85 /NSF
Capitalization Rate 45% R
TBypical Market Value/SF 3997 /INSF
Office
Anmsl Lease Rate/SF (NNN) $54.00 /NSF $66.00 /NSF
‘Net Operating Income $4320 /NSF 352.80 /NSF
Capitalization Rats 5.0% 5.0%
- Dypicol Market Value/SF 3864 /NSF $1,056 /NSF
Retail
Annual Lesase Rate/SF §54.00 /NSF 560.00 /NSF $60.00 /NSF $60.00 /NSF $60.00 /NSF
‘Net Operating Income $4320 /NSF $48.00 /NSF $48.00 /NSF $48.00 /NSF $48.00 /NSF
Capitalization Rate 6.0% 6.0% 6.0% 6.0% 6.0%
TBypical Market Value/SF 720 /NSF 8800 /NSF 5800 /NSF 3800 /NSF $800 /NSF
Parking Revedue/Space/year
Residential $4,200
Retail $1,800 51,800 $1,800 $1,800 $1,800
Offjce. $5.400 $5,400
Source: San F Planning Dep nit, San Francisco Municipal Transp Agency, Ssn Francisco Office of the Controller,

San Francisco Office of Economic and Workforee Development, San Francisco Mayor's Gffice of Hovsing and Commmnity Development,
San Francisco Unified School District, San Francisco Public Utilities Commmission, Keyser Marston Associates, The Concord Group,
Polaris Pacific, The Mark Company, CBRE, Colliers Intemnational and DTZ Retsil Terranomics, Clifford Advisory and Seifel Consulting Inc.
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Appendix Table C-22

Development Cost Assumpfions
General Development Assumptions (Height) Prototype 1 45 Prototype 2 30" FPrototype 3 65 Prototype 4 55 Prototype § 5
Primary Land Use Type Residential Residential . Residential Residential Residential
Construction Type Low-Rise Mid-Rise Mid-Rise Low-Rise Mid-Rise
Geography Geary Van Ness Outer Mission Mission Central Waterfront
Land Use Mixed-use . Mixed-use Mixed-use Mixed-use Mixed-use
Housing Typs / Units or Nonresidential SF Owner 8 Owner 60 Owner 24 Owner 15 Renfal 156
Development Costs
Hard Construction Costs
Residential 5240 §300 5270 8260 5270
Office .
Retail $225 /GSF $225 /GSF $225 /GSF $225 /GSF $225 /GSF
Parking $120 /GSF $140 /GSF $120 /GSF 5120 /GSF $140 */GSF
Stacker cost $15,000 /space -515,000 /space $15,000 /space $15,000 /space 515,000 /space
Parking Constrastion Type Podinm (1} jUnderground (1) Podinm (1) Podium (1) Underground (1)
Hard Construction Costs/ GSF 5293 /GSF §362 /GSF $325 /GSF $297 /GSF §336 /GSF
Office Tenant Improvements/Leasc Up Costs $85 /LSF 385 /LSF 385 /LSF 385 /LSF $85 /LSF
Retail Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $100 /LSF $100 /LSF $100 /LSF $100 /LSF $100 /LSF
Direct Construction Costs/ NSF $384 /NSF $472 /NSE $422 /NSF $413 /NSF $417 /NSF
Direct Construction Costs/ Unit $451,550 /Unit $533,755 /Unit* $578,417 /Unit $440,967 /Unit $329,803 /Unit
Soft Costs S e e

Trensportation and B I Review

‘Transportation Review R -

SF Planning $0 Vale 323,365 Value 50 Value $0 Vahe §23.365 Value
SFMTA 50 Vahis $4,494 Value $0 Value $0 Value $4,494 Value
Tremsp. Consultant $0 Value $0 Value $0 Vahe 30 Valoe' $100,000 Valoz
ISP Cost Savings 50 Value 50 Vatue . 80 Vahue 50 Vahe 325,000 Value

SF Planning $9,285 Value $84,855 Valus $27347 Value 311,466 Value * $405,346 Vale

T5P Cost Savings 30 Value $0 Value 36 Vahe 30 Value $386,280 Value

CEQA Consultant $0 Value $75,000 Value $0 Value . $150,000 Valuz
TSP Cost Savings 30 Value 30 Value 30 Value $150,000 Value

Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs

‘Fransit Impact Development Fee .

Residential $0.0 /GSF 500 /GSF 50.0 /GSF $0.0 /GSF $0.0 /GSF
Office $13.87 /GSF $13.87 /GSF $13.87 /GSF $13.87 /GSF $13.87 /GSF
Retail $14.59 /GSF -314.59 /GSF $14.59 /GSF $14.59 /GSF $14.59 /GSF

Transportfation Susteinabilify Fee
Residential . $6.19 /GSF $6.19 /GSF $6.19 /GSF $6.19 /GSF $6.19 /GSF
Non-Residential {Office) $14.43 /GSF $14.43 /GSF $14.43 /GSF $14.43 /GSF 51443 /GSF
Non-Residential (Retail) 81443 /GSF $14.43 /GSF $14.43 /GSF $14.43 /GSF $14.43 /GSF

Ares Plan Impact Fees 30 Value $0 Vaiue 50 Vaine $160,968 Value $1,682,573 Value

TDR Purchase for FAR .

Affordsble Housing Fee 50.0 Value 30 Valne $0.0 Value $0.0 Value $0 Vahe

Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee .

Office
Retail :

Childcare Fee (Office)

Dovntown Parks Fee (Office)

Public Art Fee (Non-Residential)

School Ympact Fee . ) . . .
Residential $291 /GSF 8291 /GSF 3291 /GSF $2.91 /GSF $2.81 /GSF
Office 30389 /GSF $0.389 /GSF 30389 /GSF $0.389 /GSF 30389 /GSF
Retail 50.243 /GSF $0.243 /GSF 30243 /GSF $0243 /GSF $0.243 /GSF

‘Wastewater/Water Capacity Charges
Total Charges $12,367 Value $180,298 Value $87,598 Value $33,099 Value $298,371 Value

Mello Roos Special Tax During Sale/Lease-Up

Construction Financing

Construction Timing 31 Months 30 Months 26 Months 26 Months

Construction Inferest Rate 5.5% 55% 55% 55%

Lomn Fee (Points) as 2 % of Loan Amount 125% 1.25% 125% 1.00%

+ Other Soft Costs (as 2 % of Hard Costs) 25% 25% 25% 18%
Target Return on Total Development Cost 2% 21% 19% 21%
Developer Margin (as a % of Value/Net Proceeds) 16% 10%: 17% 16% 17%
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Appendix Table C-2b

Losn Fee (Poinfs) as & % of Loan Amount
Other Soft Costs (us 2 % of Hard Costs)
Taxget Retum on Total Development Cost
Developer Margin (a5 a % of Value/Net P

. Development Cost Assumptions
General Development Assumphions (Helght) Protoiype 6 85 |Profotype 7 160" |Protofype 8 160° 400 [Protolypeid 400
Primary Land Use Type Residential Office Residenti: Office
Constraction Type . - Mid-Rise High-Rise High-Rise High-Rise
Geography ' \East SoMa East SoMa Office East SoMa Transit Center
Land Use Mixed-use Office Mixed-use Office
| _Housing Type / Units o Noresidential SF Rextal 2 NA 224420 | _ Owner " 128 NA 320300
Retail $225 /GSF 3225 /GSF $225 /GSF $225 /GSF
Parking $140 JGSF 5140 /GSF $160 /GSF $160 /GSF
Stacker cost $15,000 /space 15,000 /space $15,000 /space - $15,000 Jspmce
Parking Constrngtion Type Underground (1) Underpromnd (1) | Underground (2) {Underground (2)
Hard Coustruction Costs/ GSF $351 /GSF 5294 /GSF $383 /GSE $332 /GSF
Office Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs 385 /LSF $85 /LSF $85 /LSF $85 /LSF
Retail Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $100 /LSF * §100 /LSF $100 /LSF $100 /LSF
Direct Construction Costs/ NSF $456 /NSF $413 /NSF $484 /NSF 5499 /NSF
Direct Construction Costs/ Unit $361,948 /Unit NA /Unit $478,455 /Uni NA /Unit
Soft Costs Avipsikss : T o
‘Fransportation and Environmental Review
Transportation Review .
SF Planning $23365 Value $23,365 Value $23,365 Value $23365 Vale
SFMTA 54,494 Value $4,454 Valuc $4,494 Vahie $4,494 Valne
Transp. Consultant §75,000 Value $200,000 Value $100,000 Value $200,000 Value
TSP Cost Savings $0 Velus 350,000 Value $25,000 Value 350,000 Vahe
Envirormental Review
SF Plarming $16,386 Value $450,852 Vale $16,368 - Vaine $21,239 Valus
TSP Cost Savings 50 Value $0 Value 30 Value
CEQA Consultent 50 Value $300,000 Value $0 Valoe
ISP Cost Savings 345,000 Vahe
Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs o8 7 5 U R
Transit Impact Development Fee .
Residential 500 /GSF $0:0 /GSF $0.00 /GSF $0.0 /GSF
Office $13.87 /GSF $13.87 /GSF $13.87 /GSF - $13.87 /GSF
Retail 31459 /GSF $1459 /GSF §14.59 /GSF $14.59 /GSF
Transportation Sustainability Fee
Residential  * 56.19 /GSF $6.19 /GSF* $6.19 J/GSF $6.19 /GSF
Non-Residential (Offics) $14.43 /GSF $14.43 /GSF 51443 /GSF $14.43 /GSF
. Non-Residential (Retsdl} $14.43 /GSF $1443 /GSF $1443 /GSF $14.43 /GSF
Area Plan Impact Fees $1,090,931 Value $4,133,667 Valup $3,055,184 values $9,182,904 Vahe
TDR Purchase for FAR . $1,800,000 Value
Affordable Housing Fee $3,460,928 Valne $0.0 Vale $7,036,437 Value $0.0 Value
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee .
Office $24.03 /GSF $24.03 /GSF
Retail $22.42 JGSF
Childeare Fee (Office) $121 /Office GSF S1.16 /Office GSF $1.21 /Officc GSF
Downtown Parks Fee (Office) 30.00 /Office GSF $231 /Office GSF 52,43 /Office GSF
Public Axt Fee (Non-Residential) 1% of Hard costs 1% of Hard costs
School Impact Fee .
Residential 5291 /GSF 5291 /GSF 3291 /GSF $0.0 /GSF
Office 50389 /GSF $0.389 /GSF $0.39 /GSF $0.39 /GSF
Retail $0.243 /GSF 50243 /GSE $024 /GSF $024 /GSF
‘Wastewater/Water Capacity Charges . .
Total Charges $153,983 Values $270,026 Value $312,023 Vale
Melo Roos Special Tax During Sale/Lease-Up
Construction Financing ’
Construction Timing
Construction Interest Rate

1817

AppendixTables C | Page 4



818l

TSF Qutreach; Spring/Summer 2015

- |Updated: August 6, 2015

Internal Stakeholders

Who Format When

Ed Reiskin, John Rahaim, Tilly Chang, Gillian Gillett, Ken Rich, Gil

Kelley, Tom Maguire ‘ Briefing ‘|complete
Steve Kawa, Nicole Wheaton Briefing complete
Sup. Wienér, Andres Briefing complete
Sup. Yee, Matthias Briefing complete
Sup. Avalos, Aide(s) Briefing complete
Sup. Kim, Sunny Briefing complete
Sup. Mar, Peter . Briefing complete
Sup. Campos, Aide(s) Briefing complete
Sup. Farrell, Aide(s) Briefing complete
Sup. Breed, Connor Briefing complete
Sup. Tang, Aide(s) Briefing complete
Sup. Cohen, Andrea. Briefing complete
Sup. Christensen, Aide(s) Briefing complete
Kate Howard, Ben Rosenfield - - Briefing complete
Tom Nolan, Gwyneth Borden Briefing complete
Naomi Kelly, Brian Strong Briefing complete’
MOH (Olsen, Sophie) Briefing complete
External Stakeholders

Muni equity group (CCHO, CCDC,HSN, TRU) ‘Meeting with discussion complete
HAC ) Presentation complete '
SPUR: Ratna and Kristy Meeting with discussion complete
RBA Meeting with discussion complete

Chamber of Commerce

Meeting with discussion

complete; follow-tip meeting sechedule

d for 8/20

Regina Dick-Endrizzi

Meeting with discussion

complete

SFBC, Walk SF, League of Conservation Voters

Meeting with discussion

co}nplete
Hospital Council Meeting with discussion complete
BART Meeting with discussion complete
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‘ILand use attorneys {Reuben & Junius lunchtime forurh) Meeting with discussion complete
Large developers {presentation at SFCTA) Meeting with discussion complete
SFMTA Board Policy and Governance Committee Presentation complete
Cindy Wu, Rodney Fong (Planning Commissioners) Briefing complete
T. Radulovich Briefing complete
N. Josefowitz, J. Kass Briefing complete
CACs and Committees .

EN CAC ' Informational‘Presentation  Jcomplete
MO CAC IInformational Presentation  |complete
TA CAC - Presentation ’ complete
MTA CAC Presentation complete

Small Business Commission

Presentation

August 10, 2015

Capital Planning Committee

Presentation

September 14, 2015

SFCTA Board

Presentation

July 29, 2015

Presentation

August 17th, 2015

M/O and EN CAC

Legislative Hearings

Legislation introduced July 21, 2015
Planning Commission - informational Hearing August 6, 2015
MTAB . Hearing " {September 1, 2015
Planning Commission - fee adoption IHearing September 10, 2015
Lland Use Hearing September 21, 2015
Full BOS - 1st read Hearing September 29, 2015

Full BOS - 2nd read

Hearing

October 6, 2015




August 26, 2015

Planning Commission
Commission Chambets

Room 400, City Hall

1 Dr. Catlton B. Goodlett Place

RE: Supportt for the Transportation Sustainability Project
Dear Commissionets,

The Market Octavia Cornmunity Advisory Committee supports the adoption of the Transpottation
Sustainability Project, and its Ttanspottation Sustainability Fee component.

The Market and Octavia Plan necessitates investments in transportation infrastructure to achieve its

goals of encouraging travel by public transit and other sustainable transportation modes, and teducing
traffic congestion.

Over the next 20 yeats, the Matket and Octavia Plan anticipates roughly 6,000 new housing units, and
transit setrvice will need to enhanced to meet this demand. Current transit service within the plan area
is at or exceeding capacity. ’

Successful implementation of the Market and Octavia plan requites adequate investmeént in
transportation improvements in coordination with new development. The proposed Transpottation
Sustainability Fee will provide revenue to help meet the need for transportation and complete streets
improvements generated by new development in San Francisco. Additionally, the expenditure of

funds generated by the proposed ‘Transportation Sustainability Fee priotitizes specific projects
identified in Area Plans.

The Market and Octavia Community Advisoty Committee asks the Commission to suppott the

Transpormﬂon Sustainabﬂity Project, its Transportation Sustaitiability Fee component and the policy

of proritizing projects in the areas of the city where new growth is occurring, such as the Martket and
~Octavia Plan Area.

Sincetely,

Jason Henderson, Chair
Krute Singa, Vice Chair
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LANNING DEPARTMENT

DATE: - September 9, 2015

TO: Members, Planning Commission
FROM: Adam Varat, Senior Planner; and Lisa Chen, Planner;

Citywide Division, San Francisco Planning Department

RE: - Changes to Proposed Transportation Sustainability Fee
Ordinance in September 8, 2015 Substitute Legislation
[Boazd of Supervisors (BOS) file no. 150790]

On July 21, 2015, Mayor Lee arid co-sponsoring Supervisors Wiener, Breed, and Christensen

introduced legislation at the Board of Supervisors that would establish a Citywide impact fee, the
Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF), which would replace the Transit Impact Development

'Fee (TIDF) and expand applicability to market-rate residential projects and some institutional

uses. The TSF is one component of the Transportation Sustainability Program (TSP), an
interagency effort by the Mayor’s Office, the Planning Department, the San Francisco County

Transportation Authority, and the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency aimed at '

improving and expanding the transportation system to accommodate new growth through three
policy initiatives: 1) the TSF; 2) the Level of Service (LOS) reform effort in coordination with
statewide changes to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); and, 3) a Transportation

Demand Management (TDM) program to encourage use of more environmentally-friendly

modes of travel such as transit, walking, and biking. The Planning Commission heard an
informational presentation on the TSP at the August 6%, 2015 hearing.

The proposed TSF will be heard by the Planning Commission on September 10, 2015 for
Commission action. On September 8, 2015, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, and Christensen

“introduced substitute legislation to BOS Ordinance no.. 150790, adding clarifying language
intended to improve administration and application of the proposed TSF. These modifications -

are minor and non-substantive in nature, and include language on the timing of payment, the
exemptions for small businesses and HOPE SF projects, grandfathering projects .that have
submitted a development application, and the middle-income housing eligibility threshold. This
memo explains these modifications to proposed TSF Ordinance.

Timing of payment

The substitute Ordinance added language to state explicitly that the fee must be paid by project
sponsors at the time the City issues the first construction document (Planning Code Section
411A.3(c)). This does not represent a change to the proposal, and it only serves to make the TSE
fee timing explicit and consistent with all other fees in Planning Code Article 4.

www.sfpliagrﬁ'cig.org

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

Szn Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information;
4155586377 .



Memorandum . ’ CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA
Hearing Date: September 10, 2015 Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF)

Application of the middle-income housing fee exemption

The Ordinance as introduced included language in Section 406 (Waiver, Reduéﬁon or
- Adjustment of Development Project Requirements) that would ‘exempt middle-income

residential projects (targeting households earning up to 150% of Area Median Income) from the

TSF and a number of Area Plan fees under Article 4. The substitute ordinance modified this
. language to clarify that this exemption would only be available for the TSF, and not for any Area
Plan fees.

Application of the exemption for HOPE SF projects

The substitute Ordinance added language in Section 406 that would explicitly exempt all uses

within a HOPE SF Project Area from paying the TSF. In other words, all residential uses,

whether affordable or market-rate, as well as non-residential and PDR uses would be exempt.

The previous Ordinance as introduced exempted only market-rate and affordable housing units.

The substitute Ordinance also clarifies that HOPE SF projects would still be required to pay all
. other applicable fees under Article 4, including Area Plan fees.

Application of the small business exemption:

The substitute Ordinance added language to Section 411A.3(b)6 to clarify that the small business -
exemption (defined as less than 5,000 gross square feet) would also apply to multiple qualifying
spaces within a single building or project (for example, it would apply to multiple small
businesses that co-locate in. a single facility). In the Ordinance as introduced, the exemption
would only apply to multiple small businesses if their spaces are cumulatively less than 5,000
gross square feet. ' ' ’ ’

Grandfathering provision:

The substitute Ordinance provided clarification on grandfathering Production, Distribution,
Repair (PDR) uses that have submitfed a development application. The Ordinance as introduced
only specified grandfathering processes for Residential and Non-Residential uses, and did not
have language grandfathering PDR uses. Section 411A.3(e) of the substitute legislation states that
PDR uses are grandfathered at the same rate as: Non-Residential uses (i.e., they pay the current
TIDF rate). '

The substitute Ordinance also clarified that grandfathered projects that are subject to the TIDF
will also be subject to all applicable TIDF rules and procedures.

I — 2
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1. Introduction

In 2013, AECOM was retained by the San Francisco Planning Department and the San Francisco Capital
improvements Program, with direction from the City Attorney’s Office, to update the City’s nexus analysis. This
nexus analysis update was done in conjunction with AECOM’s 2014 San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service
Analysis report’, a study that established citywide provision standards for various infrastructure elements. The
level of service (LOS) targets for infrastructure presented in this report build directly on the,standards developed as
part of the San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis report, as well as existing nexus studies for
certain infrastructure types for the City of San Francisco and the City’s capital plan.

REPORT PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is to present the nexus analysis findings of new growth’s connection (nexus) to facilities
for recreation and open space, childcare, sireetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, and bicycle infrastructure. This
analysis measures the need for community infrastructure generated by new population and employment growth,
using a methodology that meets the requirements for development impact fees under applicable law. The fee
program estimates development's fair share of the City’s new facility needs to maintain levels of service for
community infrastructure that contribute to the livability and overall quality of life in San Francisco.

The citywide nexus analysis, building upon existing adopted nexus studies, aims to develop a consistent,
standards-based methodology for most existing impact fees, thus facilitating the City’s future administration of
impact fees, including meeting the five year reporting and updating requirements.

The Planning Code currently covers more than 20 development impact fees — including several single-purpose

fees and several community impact fees that were established as components of larger planning processes for the
City’s geographic Area Plans.? As a result of many separately developed impact fees, the City has revised the .
Planning Code to ensure that each program is administered consistently. The impact fees and the administrative
procedures governing them are found in Article 1V of the Planning Code. This study aims to further standardize

the analysis supporting development impaét fees (specifically for recreation and open space, childcare,

streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, and bicycle infrastructure) to ensure consistent administration of existing
and future development impact fees and their supporting studies.

In addition to developing a more standardized development impa&:t fee assessment methodology, this study also
satisfies the requirements of Section 410 of the City Planning Code which requires that all nexus studies be

! Although the report was finalized in 2014, the bulk of the analysis and report was produced in 2013,
2Area Plans, or Specific Area Plans, are detailed plans for city neighborhoods. Area Plans are identified in the City's General Plan, and
include area-specific land use policies and regulations that guide development.

San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis 14
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updated on a five year basis: the nexus analysis presented in this report aims to verify most impact fees in Article 4
of the Planning Code except those pertaining to affordable housing, community stabilization, fibraries, and the
Citywide Transportation Development Impact Fee. The nexus analysis complied with the requirements of the
Mitigation Fee Act, and state and national constitutional law.

REPORT STRUCTURE

The remainder of the introduction will provide background on nexus fees, catalogue San Francisco’s existing .
impact fees, outline the nexus fee determination methodology, and summarize the maximum supportable nexus
fees. The following chapters of the report address each of the four infrastructure elements — recreation and open
space, childcare, streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, and bicycle infrastructure.®

BACKGROUND ON D.EVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE PROGRAMS

Cities are authorized by law to levy development impact fees — which are monetary exactions, charged by a local
government to a development applicant as a condition of approval for the development project. In most cases, the
law requires the fee amount be reasonably related to the cost of the infrastructure provided by the government
collecting the fee. The collected fee monies are allocated to pay for, or defray the costs of, the infrastructure
improvements necessitated by the new development. Development impact fees may not be levied to pay for
existing infrastructure deficiencies unrelated to the impacts of new development. Also a jurisdiction must normally
legislatively adopt findings of a reasonable refationship between fee and impact to enact a fee program.

Although local governments began levying impact fees in the 1920s as a way to finance infrastructure, in 1987, the
California legislature passed the Mitigation Fee Act (Assembly Bill 1600 or the Act) to establish principles
governing impact fee exactions and, to some extent, codify existing constitutional requirements. The related
Government Code Sections 66000-66025 establish legal requirements to implement a development fee program
for fees that meet the terms of the Act. While not all of the fees analyzed in this report are necessarily subject to
the Mitigation Fee Act, the City has concluded that, in most instances, establishing a nexus for any fee imposed by
the City as a condition of development is prudent practice. According o the.Act, to establish a development fee
program, a jurisdiction must legislatively accept a nexus study that identifies:

« the purpose of any fees;

= how fees will be used;

« areasonable relationship between the fee-funded infrastructur.e and the type of de,velobment paying the
fee;

= areasonable relationship between the need for particular infrastructure and tﬁe type of development
paying the fee; and

« areasonable reléﬁonship between the amount of the fee and the proportionality of the cost specifically
attributed to development. '

Development impact fees are common among California cifies (including San Francisco) and are a well-accepted
way to fund a variety of infrastructure such as recreation and open space, childcare, streetscape and pedestrian
infrastructure, and bicycle infrastructure.

¥ Note that a transit infrastructure fee study Is currently being undertaken in an ongoing update of the 2012 San Francisco
Transportation Sustainablility Fee Nexus Study, and, is therefore omitted from this analysis.

!
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EXISTING DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES

San Francisco currently has more than 20 development impact fees, many of which the City established as a
component of a larger planning process (either at the city or neighborhood level), and supported by a specific
nexus study. Some existing impact fees are single-issue fees imposed citywide or in a limited area; others are
compoenents of community infrastructure fees. Table 1 catalogues the existing impact fees in San Francisco for the
four infrastructure components studied in this report (recreation and open space; childcare, streetscape and
pédestrian infrastructure, and bicycle infrastructure). In Table 1, single-issue fees for any of the four infrastructure .
itemns are reported, and community infrastructure fees are apportioned by infrastructure item.“ Table 1 also
highlights the maximum fee charged in each infrastructure category.

Table 1. Existing Related Impact Fees in San Francisco for Four Infrastructure Categories (2013 Fee Rates)

Rincon Hill $2.85 $0.00 $6.66 e - $9.51
Market and Octavia $2.12 $0.83 $4.12 $0.05 $2.83 $9.95
Eastern Neighborhoods $8.85 $1.24 $0.35 - . $7.26 $17.70
Balboa Park $2.66 $1.68 $3.36 - “$1.15 $8.85
Maximum Residential ] _
Fee by Category ($/GSF) $1.68 $6.66 $0.05 $7.26 :
Commercial Fees ($IGSF) - SR e S
Downtown Park Fee $2.21 - - " - -
Child Care: Citywide - B .
Commercial ‘ $1.11 - i

Transit Impact _
Development Fee (TIDF) _ - $13.30

Market and Octavia $0.52 - $2.14 ] $0.02 $1.11 $3.76
Eastern Neighborhoods $1.08 - $0.46 $0.51 - $13.42 $15.48
Balboa Park $0.50 $0.32 $0.63 - $0.22 $1.66
Visitacion Valiey $1.67 $1.12 '$1.42 $0.86 $5.07
Maximum Commercial .
Fee by Category $2.21 $1.12 $2.14 $0.02 $13.42

Source: San Francisco Citywide bevelopment impact Fee Register, January 1, 2013, and the San Francisco Planning Depariment.

1. Table 1 focuses on the four infrastructure categories analyzed in this nexus report It ddes not include all fees included in Article 4 of the
P]anﬁing Code (for example, it omits transit fees and affordable housing fees), or expenditures that are analyzed elsewhere (for example, it omits
library fees, program administration, and transit fees). .

2. The City annually adjusts all developer impact fees using an Annual Infrastructure Construction Cost Inflafion estimate (AICCIE), as per Article
4 of the Planning Code. : :

" The residential fees range across the neighborhoods from no fee (ie., neighbdrhoods without community
infrastructure fees) to almost $18 per GSF; the commercial fees range across the neighborhoods from no fee (j.e.,

* Apportionment of community infrastructure fees is based on the Pianning Codé (Section 4), as provided by Kearstin Dischinger, Senior
Community Development Specialist of the Planning Department, in a spreadsheet entitled max_fee_by Category_Planned.xs. This
spreadsheet is appended for informational purposes.
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neighborhoods without community infrastructure fees)- fo more than $15 per GSF. Two additional downtown fees
exist for childcare and parks, of $1.11 and $2.21 per GSF. A transit impact fee of as much as $13.30 per GSF is
also charged citywide.®

STANDARDS-BASED NEXUS METHODOLOGY

Impact fees can be calculated several ways, but the foundation of all methodologies-is determining an appropriate
level of infrastructure for future development, the cost to provide this infrastructure, and a reasonable relationship
between growth and cost, by which to apportion the cost burden.

With one exception, this study focuses on a standards-based approach, which relies on an explicit infrastructure
LOS to derive a maximum supportable fee level. A per-unit provision standard is established by the City — for
example, a certain number of acres of open space per person (or service population unit®) — and subsequent
development must adhere to the standard. The nexus fee for development is based on development's share of the
cost to provide this level of provision.” Applying standards-based metrics to impact fees allows the City to
streamline the fee analysis process, creating a consistent methodology across all infrastructure fypes that can be
easily understood, repeated and updated as necéssary. This streamlined approach reduces costs, and
strengthens the link between new developnient and demand for new infrastructure. Recreation and open space,
childcare, and streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure nexus fees are established using this standards-based
approach.

The San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis report sets the foundation for the nexus, by exploring
various metrics and LOS standards for select infrastructure items, and by providing a comprehensive study of San
Francisco's infrastructure elements, current LOS provision, long-term aspirations, and short-term infrastructure
LOS targets. The short-term targets are the standards used for the nexus analysis. These standards were
developed through a review of existing City policies, interviews with City departments, and research on ‘existing
precedents. Note that setting citywide standards for infrastructure LOS is a complex undertaking that few cities.
have undertaken rigorously, making San Francisco an exemplar in its nexus approach.?

A more traditional project-based approach, in contrast, takes a list of planned infrastructure projects, and bases the
nexus fee on the apportionment of their cost. This project-based approach is used for bicycle infrastructure. For
bicycle infrastructure, the SFMTA has developed a comprehensive policy document that outlines specific capital
projects for bicycle infrastructure. At the direction of the agency and with the support of stakeholders, the nexus for
bicycle infrastructure relies on this policy document (SFMTA's 2013 Bicycle Strategy).? (Note that, although the
bicycle nexus relies on a discrete list of projects rather than a per-population or per-service-population LOS, the
cost Is apportioned between residential and commercial development via service population. That is, the bicycle
infrastructure requirements are determined by a project list (13 miles of upgraded bikeway, 13 upgraded

5 The Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF) ranges from $6.80 per GSF to $13.30 per GSF, depending on the land use (Economic -
Activity Category or Subcategory), as per San Francisco Planning Code Section 4.11.3 (e).
¥ Service population is discussed in more detail in the section, Additional Assumptions: Service Population.

As long as the standard is not above the existing LOS conditions (i.e. as long as the existing LOS is not deficient per the standard),
new development may bear the full burden of providing the LOS associated with its development. When a standard is above the existing
LOS conditions, the City may require the development to bear the portion of the cost related to its fair share of the cost. In this case,
best practice dictates that the City should demonstrate how it will fund the remaining cost to elevate the existing infrastructure to the
LOS standard. The City cannot charge new development to increase an LOS for existing residents.

8 San Diego applies a standards approach for park infrastructure and many California cities that are not built-out use level of service
standards to inform master planned areas on the periphery of their respective cities. )

° While this document is still a draft, SFMTA staff directed the consultant to use it because SFMTA is developing the Capital
Improvement Program (CIP) project list to be put forward for board approval in April 2014 based on this document. Although no plans
exist to take the 2013 Bicycle Strategy to the board for adoption, the project list derived from it will be taken to the board for CIP
approval in April 2014.
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intersections, efc.) as opposed to a per-service-population LOS; but, the cost of the bicycle infrastructure projects
in the project list is allocated to development based on the increase in service population attributable to new
development.)

INFRASTRUCTURE CATEGORIES

A nexus between development and maximum supportable impact fees has been determined for the following
infrastructure types: . ’

w Recreation and oben space
A .

Streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure

Childcare Bicycle infrastructure

All of these four infrastructure elements {recreation and open space, childcare, streetscape and pedestrian
infrastructure, and bicycle infrastructure) represent areas where existing impact fees are charged — that is, areas
identified by the City where development will require new capital investment.

CITYWIDE APPROACH TO IMPACT FEES

Although many existing impact fees result from the City’s planning processes in various Area Plans, and thus are
neighborhood-specific, the City seeks a nexus analysis that applies consistent nexus methodologies across
varying fee programs and geographies. This nexus study is therefore conducted at a citywide level. While the City
acknowledges that the actual implementation of fee programs may still vary based on specific considerations of
individual Area Plans, a citywide nexus mode! provides a consistent nexus architecture that affords the City an
over-arching structure and a program that can easily be administered and updated (with revised cost and
demographic inputs) on a five-year bass.

INFRASTRUCTURE LOS

The L.OS standards for each infrastructure element are shown in Table 2, Recreation and open space and
streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure improvements are based on demographic projections through 2030, as a
reasonable development timeframe, while childcare and bicycle improvements are based on shorter-term
projections, due to the éhanging distribution of children in the city, and the proposed bicycle improverment strategy
upon which the bike measures are built. In terms of childcare, because the number of children in San Francisco is
projected to decrease after 2020, the childcare LOS provision is based on 2020 demographics o avoid under-
providing childcare at the child population’s projected peak." For bicycle infrastructure, SFMTA's Bicycle Strategy

*® Unlike the general population, the child population in San Francisco is projected to begin a slow decline within the next five to seven
years. As a result, if longer-term projections were used, childcare facilities in the shori~term would be under-provided. In addition, the
City has many policies to encourage families to stay and live in San Francisco, such that the population of children may not necessarily
decline as projected. A shorter timeframe to 2020 affords the opportunity to revisit the projections in several years without under-,
providing in the short-term. Avoiding short-term under-provision is especially prudent if the projected trend of a declining child population
does not materialize.
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that outiines their proposed projects Is based on a five-year timescale, and has been extrapolatéd to the nearest
decade end.

Table 2 includes the infrastructure LOS for the infrastructure categories using a standards-based approach
(recreation and open space, childcare, and streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure), and the capital
improvements list for the infrastructure category using a projects-based approach (bicycle infrastructure).

Table 2. LOS Metrics for lnfrastructure Categories’

uc,t‘u’re_ Ele ent

.0 acres of open space / 1,000 service population units
Recreation and LOS « 3.5 acres of open space/ 1,000 service population units 2030
Open Space = 0.5 acres of improved open space / 1 000 service
population units
- Childcare provided for 37% of demand for lnfant/toddler (age
Childcare L0s 0-2) care 2020
= Childcare provided for 98.6% of demand for preschooler (age
3-5) care
a Streetscape . . :
and Pedestrian Los - - 88 square feet of improved sidewalk / service population unit 2030
AN Infrastructure
Complete build-out as per “Bicycle Plan Plus Scenario” of
Capital SFMTA’s Bicycle Strategy {extrapolated through 2020) ]
Bicycle lmprovéments « Upgrade 13 miles of bikeway to premium facilities 2020
Infrastructure List « Instal] bicycle signals at 13 intersections
« Add 5,333 bike parking spaces
« Pilot bike share program of 67 stations and 667 bicycles

Source: AECOM San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis report (March 2014)

GROWTH PROJECTIONS

The nexus analysis is predicated on a demographic forecast that helps determine the need for future '
infrastructure. The following population and employment projections from 2013 through 2030 (Table 3) were
developed by the City and AECOM, based on U.S. Census, American Community Survey (ACS) data and
information from the California Department of Finance (DOF). The projections below are consistently applied
throughout all of the nexus analyses. Based on the low residential and commercial vacancy rates in San
Francisco, it is reasonable to assume that population and employment growth will result in new physical
development. !

" San Francisco's apariment vacancy rate is 3.1 percent according to a Reis Report by Justin Peterson enfitted “San Francisco
Apariment Sector Amongst the Strongest” (October 2012). San Francisco's office vacancy rate (approximatety 11 percent) is the lowest
in the US office market, according to rankings done by Jones tang Lasalie in their report “Office Outlook: United States. Q2 2013". San
Francisco's retail vacancy rate is reported as 2.7 percent (second quarter of 2013) by CoStar in their article “Market Trend: San
Francisco's Retail Vacancy Decreases to 2.7%" (July 2013). Note that all markets, including the housing market and the office space
market, have a natural rate of vacancy that allows movement within the system. Full {100 percent) absorption would resultin an
inflationary market. The vacancy rates in San Francisco's apariment, office, and retail markets are below common metrics of natural
vacancy, making it a reasonable prémise that there is a one-to-one relationship between population and employment growth and new
physical development (Krainer, John. Natural Vacancy Rates in Commercial Real Estate Markets. Federal Reserve Bank of San
Francisco. October 5, 2001; Belsky, Eric. Rental Vacancy Rates: A Pollcy Primer. National Association of Home Builders. Housing
Palicy Debate, Volume 3, lssue 3.793-813. 1992.).
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Table 3. Population and Employment Projections for Sén Francisco (2010 - 2030)

Pl

Total Population

820,585

600,740 677,531 - | 706,848

Source: Overall population and employment taken directly from the San Francisco Planning Department 2013 projections received by AECOM on
- May 14, 2013 from Aksel Olson, Planner/Geographer in Citywide Information and Analysis Group, San Francisco Planning Department.
Projections were given at five year intervals beginning in 2010, so AECOM used linear interpolation to arrive at 2013 estimates.

Note: All values rounded to the nearest integer.

ADDITIONAL ASSUMPTIONS

In addition to the population and employment projections presented above, there are a number of other
assumptions that are applied in the nexus analyses for each infrastructure area. For example, this nexus analysis
ascribed demand for infrastructure on a gross square footage basis that is consistent with current density
assumptions (residents or employees per GSF). These assumptions are summarized in Table 4.
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Table 4. General Nexus Assumptions

- Resndentlal Assumptlons ) , 3 Lo i ) el T
Residents per service population unit 1 Service Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013)

A
. " American Community Survey 3-Year, 2000-2011, DP02:
B | Residents per housing unit 232 Selected Social Characteristics for San Francisco County
T : . Welghted average from Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee and
. C | GSF per average residential housing unit 1,156 Affordable Housing Analysis (2008)1g
D

GSF per re31dentxal service populatlon . 498 C/B

Employees per service populahon umt

E | (streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure; 0.5 Service Population Concept Memorandum {September 24, 2013)

bicycle infrastructure) :

F Employees per service population unit
(recreation and open space}

0.19 Service Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013)

San Francisco Planning Department assumptions received via

G | GSF commercial space per employee 827 - emalil from Aksel Olsen, Planner/Geographer, on July 15, 2013

GSF per commercial service population

H | (streetscape and pedestrian lnfrastmcthe 654 | G/E

bicycle infrastructure)

i GSF per commercial service population
{recreation and open space)

Source: AECOM, 2013; other sources as noted.

1. The GSF per average residential housing unit is calculated by dividing the average unit size of 925 net square feet by a building efficiency rate

of 80 percent. A building's efficiency rate reflects the ratio of leasable or rentable area to gross floor area. The average unit size {925 square feet)

and building efficiency rate (80 percent) assumptions are taken from the Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee and Affordable Housing Analysis,

which Kearstin Dischinger, Senior Community Development Specialist with the San Francisco Planning Department has concluded still reflect

current conditions. Kearstin Dischinger, in @ meeting on July 16, 2013', directed the consultant to use this square footage and efficiency rate.

2. Unlike the streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure and bicycle infrastructure categories which use a standard discount factor for employees

of 0.5 to calculate service population, the frequency of use between residents and employees is adjusted downwards for recreation and cpen

space to reflect the findings of a study performed by the Hausrath Economics Group. The study indicates that employees-use park facilities at a

. rate of 0.19 times that of residents.*? As a result, the service population for recreation and open space is calculated as one times the number of

1,721 GI/F

residents plus 0.19 times the number of employees. For a more detailed discussion of the service population concept, refer fo the Service
Population section of the report.

Service Population

Two of the included nexus methodologies (recréaﬁon and open space, and streetscape and pedestrian
infrastructure) rely on the “service population” concept for their LOS. Service population is a relatively standardized
concept, which determines the level of capital infrastructure demand placed on given infrastructure by additional
development, including both residents and employees.™ Service population can be estimated either at a building
level, by estimating the typical population and/or worker density of the building use, or at a citywide level. For
purposes of this study, the city’s total sérvice population is calculated as one times the resident population plus -
0.19 times the employment population (1:0.19 ratio) for recreation and open space, and, as one times the resident
population plus half of the employment popufation (1:0.5 ratio) for streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure.

12 Hausrath Economics Group, “Phoenix Park and Library EDU Factors Study”: A Report to City of Phoenix Planning Department.
September 1998. The park usage factor of 0.19 from the Hausrath study was applied to the San Francisco context by both the Eastern
Neighborhoods Impact Fee and Affordable Housing Analysis and the 2008 Clty and County of San Francisco Cifywide Development
. Impact Fee Study.

3 Service Population Concept Memorandum, September 24, 2013, listed in Appendlx A and-included in the accompanying background
materials compact disc.
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This approach evaluates infrastructure demand based on both place of residence and place of work. Under this
model, resident-employees (i.e. persons that both live and work in San Francisco) are counted twice, once for their
home location, and once for where they work. This methodology accounts for the infrastructure need generated
‘both at their place of work and at their place of residence (e.g. required parks and sidewalks near their homes and
near their offices). While employees require similar capital improvements (e.g. parks and sidewalks) as residents,
the employee factor has been discounted (to 0.19 or to 0.5) fo reflect a conservative approach to employee capital
infrastructure demand. These 1:019 and 1:0.5 ratios serve as the basis for the service population calculations.

For streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, the service population calculation discounts employees to 0.5,
relative o residents (weighted as 1). This discounting represents an industry standard discount factor for
employees in service population calculations. ™ For recreation and open space, the service population calculation
discounts employees further to 0.19, relative to residents (weighted as 1). This discounting represents the finding,
as analyzed by the Hausrath Economics Group (see Footnote 12), that people require and use recreation and
open space near their homes much more than near their workplace. As a result, the recreation and open space
chapter applies a modified service population calculation which weights employees less than the standard (0.5) °
discount factor.

Note that although bicycle infrastructure relies on a project-based approach to determine bicycle infrastructure
requirements, the nexus methodology for bicycle infrastructure uses the “service population” concept to apportion
cost. The total cost for all bicycle infrastructure projects is allocated to new development based on new
development's share of the growth in service population. In this case, the conventional service population
calculation (of ascribing one unit to residents and 0.5 units to employees) is applied.

Administrative Costs

For each fee calculation, five percent of the calculated cost is added to cover administrative services, as directed
by the San Francisco Planning Department, which oversees the fee calculation. ** Five percent reflects the average
administrative cost across all citywide and neighborhood fees. '® ) )

Gross Square Feet

Consistent with current City practices, all fees are presented in terms of cost ($) per gross square foot (GSF). For
neighborhoods which have a considerably lower or higher residential efficiency rate'” than the 80 percent applied
in the assumptions in Table 4, the Planning Depariment reserves the right to recalculate fees based on ad]usted
assumptions.

SUMMARY OF CITYWIDE IMPACT FEES

The impact fees determined in this nexus analysis are tabulated below (Table 5). The fees range from a few cents
per square foot (bicycle infrastructure fee) to almost fifteen dollars per square foot (residential recreation and open
space fee). '

" Service Population Concept Memorandurn, September 24, 2013, listed in Appendix A and included in the accompanying background
matenals compact disc.

5 Administrative Cost Memorandum November 4, 2013, listed in Appendix A and included in the accompanymg background materials
compact disc.
* Fl\Fl,e percent was used in the 2008 Citywide Development Impact Fee Study, as well as in the 2008 Eastem Neighborhoods Impact
Fee and Affordable Housing Analysis. )
Ta building's efficiency rate reflects the ratio of leasable or rentable area to gross floor area.
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Table 5. Maximum Supportable Citywide Impact Fees per GSF, 2013

Recreation and Open Space

Residential ($/GSF) ’ » $14.99

Non-Residential {$/GSF) $4.34
Tehildeare - .. ‘ ) T e A

Residential {$/GSF) $1.86

Non-Residential ($/GSF) : $1.58
Streetscape and Pedestrian lnfrastructui'e ' :
Residential {$/GSF) ‘

Non-Residential {$/GSF}

i Raidentil $ GSF) - © $0.06

Non-Residental ($/GSF) ' $0.04

Source: AECOM, 2013
Note: All values rounded to the nearest cent.

COMPARISON OF CITYWIDE IMPACT FEES WITH EXISTING IMPACT FEES

The balculated citywide impact fees support the existing impact fees in all categories. Additionally, all calculated
citywide fees exceed the maximum existing neighborhood fee by at least 10%, as shown in Table 6. Note that both
existing and maximum supportable citywide fees are expressed in $/GSF.

Table 6. Comparmg Maximum Supportable Cltlede Fees to Ex15t|ng Fees

{ L et T PercentofMaxtmumSupportable
ywide Fee (determ ed‘ e P Nexus Recovered by, Ex:stmg Fee
: S Tt ".by this Nexus)v 3 .‘;:" B 2 (EX .mglProposed)
Recreation and Open Space
Residential ($/GSF)

Non-Residential ($/GSF)

" Childcare Infrastructure
Residential ($/GSF)

Non-Residential ($/GSF)
:Streetscape and Pedesfrian lnfrasiructure k ) : .
Residential ($/GSF) $7.98 $6.66 83%
Non—Restdenﬁal ($/GSF) -

: Bigyc lnfrastructure e LR
Residential ($/GSF) $0.06 $0.05 ' 83%
Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.04 . $0.02 50%

Source: AECOM, 2013 i
Naote: All fee values rounded to the nearest cent; all percentages rounded to the nearest integer.
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2. Recreation and
Open Space

This chapter summarizes the nexus analysis for recreation and open space.-After providing a brief background,
this chapter will outline the relevant growth assumptions, the LOS standard devéloped in the associated San
Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis, the methodology used to determine the nexus fee, and the final
determination of the maximum supportable nexus fee. '

INTRODUCTION

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE BACKGROUND

Recreation and open space is a common, City-provided, public amenity. San Francisco, like most cities, aims to
provide adequate quality open space for the broader public health and quality of life of its citizens and workforce.
As new development oceurs, it attracts new residents and employees, who, in turn, require new (or expanded and
enhanced) open space. This relationship between new development, an influx-of residents and workers, and a
demand for open space provides the nexus for an impact fee.

The impact of new residential development on the need for open space is widely understood in California and
development impact fees for open space are commonly imposed in many California jurisdictions. In addition to
serving the residential population, the City has a longstanding commercial development impact fee, the Downtown
Park Fee, initiated in 1985, which supports recreation space in the downtown area for the neighborhood's daytime
employee population.™ In adopting the Downtown Park Fee, the Board of Supervisors recognized that continued
office development in the Downtown increased the daytime population and created a need for additional public
park and recreation facilities in the downtown. The Board recognized at that time that, while the open space
requiremnents imposed on individual office and retail developments through the Planriing Code addressed the need
for plazas and other local outdoor sitting areas to serve employees and visitors in the district, such open space
could not provide the same recreational opportunities as a public park. The City thus created the Downtown Park
fund in order to provide the City and County of San Francisco with the financial resources to acquire and develop
public park and recreation facilities necessary to serve the burgeoning daytime population in the Downtown. The
City continued its commitment to insuring that recreation and open space facilities increased apace with new
commercial development when it adopted open space fees on commercial development as a part of various Area
Plans such as Market and Octavia, Eastern Neighborhoods, Balboa Park and Visitacion Valley (Table 1.)

1 Planning Code Section 412. http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/planning/article4developmentimpactfeesandprojectr
?f=templates$in=default htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=ID_412
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Providing recreation and open space — such as baseball diamonds, soccer fields, parks, playgrounds, fennis
courts, flower gardens, community gardens, and greenways — is a capital infensive undertaking, especially in San
Francisco where land availability is low and land prices are high. Recreation and open space fees, levied on new”
development, are collected to fund the acquisition and construction of new or expanded recreation capacity for the
additional residents and workers dxrec’dy attributable to new development

Note that the terms “park space”, “recreation space” or “open space” may be used in this chapter as shorthand to
denote any and all recreation and open space.

PURPOSE AND USE OF REVENUES

The primary purpose of the recreation and open space development impact fee revenue is fo fund expansion of
San Francisco's recreation capacity to meet the demand from new development. Recreation and open space
capacity can be increased either through the acquisition and construction of new park land, or through capacity
enhancements to existing open space. Both types of open space investments increase the capacity of San

Francisco's open space network to accommodate new development. Examples of how development impact fees
would be used include:

» Acquisition and construction of new park and recreation land;

"= Lighting improvements to existing parks, which extend hours of operation on play fields and allow for
greater capacity;

» Recreation center construction, or adding capacity to existing facilﬁies; and

' Converting passive open space™ to active open space® through addition of trails, play fields,
playgrounds, etc.

The recreation and open space impact fee aims to ensure that new development contributes its fair share of
funding to recreation and open space. Because the LOS metric upon which the nexus is developed directly ties

infrastructure to the service populatlon there is a clear relationship between new development, which increases
" housing and employment space, and an increase in demand for recreation capacity.

As with all impact fees, the fee may not be used to address existing infrastructure deficiencies, and, as such, no
portion of the funds will be used for RPD’s deferred maintenance tasks. Unlike capacity enhancements that make
the open space usable by more people, deferred maintenance efforts simply restore open space to its initial
capacity. For example, as noted above, a park enhancement might be adding lighting to a tennis court, which
extends the effective hours of operation of the tennis court, allowing more people to use the court. By contrast, re~
flooring a tennis court as. part of a maintenance effort simply maintains the tennis court's capacity, and thus would
not be a permitted use of funds in the development impact fee context.

This nexus analysis assumes that the City will fund 100 percent of the development-based demand for open space
" through the fee. This study estimates the maximum supportable fee based on the relationship between the cost to

provide open space and the LOS provision fo accommodate new development. However, the City may choose fo
adopt a lower fee as appropriate.

'8 awn or forested areas dedicated for "general enjoyment of outdoors”, as per RPD’s Parks Acquisition Policy (August 2011).
Recreational space construct to accommodate “team sports and athletics, children’s play areas, courses and courts, bike, pedestrian
and equestrian paths”, as per RPD’s Parks Acquisition Policy (August 2011).
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NEXUS DETERMINATION

The maximum supportable fee calculation for recreation and open space infrastructure combines the proposed
recreation and open space LOS metric with residential growth projections and the cost to provide recreation and
open space. : :

LOS METRIC

Although recreation and open space infrastructure comprises a wide range of components, from playgrounds, lawn
areas and recreation centers, to baseball diamonds and forested areas, the LOS metric put forth in the San
Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis — acres of open space per service population unit —
encompasses, undifferentiated, all types of park-related improvements.

As noted in the San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis, the City is currently responsible for
providing 4.0 acres of open space per 1,000 service population units, and aims to maintain this provision into the
future.?! This metric assumes that for each new service population unit, the City will provide an equivalent level of
service, whether it cornes in the form of new open space or capacity improvements to existing'open space (see
Nexus Methodology & Fee Calculation section below for more detalil).

GROWTH PROJECTIONS

The development horizon for recreation and open space is 2030. Between 2013 and 2030, San Francisco is
projected to house 127,040 more people and employ 106,108 more workers (Table 7).

“ City-provided park fand Includes land owned by the Recreation and Parks Depariment, the Department of Public Works, the Port, and
the Redevelopment Agency/Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency.
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Table 7. Growth Projections for Recreation and Open Space (2013 - 2030)

% Growth (2013 - 2030) f g T

“Populationi - - ;G iUl el o e N EENEREE
Popuilation | 820,585 | 047,625 | 127,040 | 15%
Employment - k o S B T T o .
Jobs | 600,740 | 708,848 | 108,108 | 18%
_Service Population -~ - - AR . e e e L S
Service population’ | 934,726 | 1.081,925 | 147,200 ’ | 16%

Source: Overalf population and employment taken directly from the San Francisco Planning Dep'amnent 2013 projections from Aksel Olsen,
Planner/Geographer in Citywide Information and Analysis Group, received May 14, 2013. See appended documents for files. Projections were
given at five year intervais beginning in 2010, so AECOM used linear interpolation to arrive at 2013 estimates.

Note: all values are rounded to the nearest integer. .

1. Service population is a weighted sum of residents and employees. Unlike the streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure and bicycle
infrastructure categories which use a standard discount factor for employees of 0.5 to calculate service population, the frequency of use between
residents and employees is adjusted downwards for recreation and open space to refiect the findings of a study performed by the Hausrath
Economics Group. The study indicates that employees use park facilities at a rate of 0.19 times that of residents.? As a result, the service
population for recreation and open space Is calculated as one times the number of residents plus 0.49 times the number of employees. For a
more detailed discussion of the service population concept, refer to the Service Population section of the report, under the Additional
Assumptions section. ‘

NEXUS METHODOLOGY & FEE CALCULATION

The fee calculation methodology (T able 8) calculates the total cost of increasing open space acreage for the new
service population (2013-2030), and distributes the cost between residential and non-residential land uses based
on their associated contributions to total incremental service population growth. The residential fee is based on the
percentage of service population units arising from the new resident population; the non-residential (commercial)
fee is based on the percentage of service population units arising from the increase in employee population.

Note that, to maintain the LOS at 4.0 acres of opén space per 1,000 service population uﬁits, an equivalent of 566
new acres of open space would need fo be constructed (Table 8, Row G). Given the size of San Francisco, the
building density, and expensive land costs, constructing 566 new acres of open space within San Francisco is
infeasible.” RPD has determined that it can reasonably acquire 55 new acres of open space within San Francisco.
The remaining 511 acres demanded by the LOS (566 minus 55) will be accommodated not through the
construction of new park acres, but through the capacity improvement of existing acres.? The capacity

22 Hausrath Economics Group, “Phoenix Park and Library EDU Factors Study”. A Report to City of Phoenix Planning Department.
September 1998. The park usage factor of 0.12 from the Hausrath study was applied to the San Francisco context by both the San
Francisco Eastern Neighborhoods Nexus Study and the 2008 City and County of San Francisco Citywide Development impact Fee
Study. .

* RPD staff members Dawn Kamalanathan, Planning Director, Stacey Bradley, Planner, and Taylor Emerson, Analyst, noted in
meetings that RPD could not feasibly acquire and construct 566 acres of new open space within San Francisco. Dawn Kamalanathan
confirmed this assertion in an email dated February 13, 2014.

2 If land were available for 566 acres of new open space in San Francisco, developers would be charged the acquisition and
improvement cost ($9,365,400 per acre for acquisition (Table 8, Row J) plus $939,197 per acre for capacity improvement (Table 8, Row
K)) for the full 566 acres. Given the consfraints, the stated approach of charging developers the full cost {acquisition plus improvernent)
for only 55 acres, and a capacity improvement.cost only for the remaining acres (511) represents a discounted nexus and more
accurately reflects how much land RPD will acquire and improve.
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N

improvements of existing acres must add capacity to the existing land (refer to Purpose and Use of Revenues
section above).?®

Table 8. Nexus Methodology for Recreation and Open Space Fee

. Service Population=.- - .7~ C R I Lo
A Total service population projected for 2030 1,081,926 Table 7
B Total pro_;ected serwce populahon growth (2013-2030) 147,200 Table 7
Uthonverswns U ! e ) .‘ ¥ .
Cc Residential (GSF/serwce populatlon) 498 Table 4
D Commercial (GSF/service population) ¢ 1,721 Table 4
Metric BT i T S oL UL e
E Total acres of open space (all City owners, 2013) 3762 RPD!
E Acres of park improvements per 1,000 Service Population 4.0 San Frz-_mcisco Infrastructure Level
Units i of Service Analysis (March 2014)
Cost- . R : : R o e e T -
G Incremental acres of open space required to maintain 566 AJ1000*F-E
LOS (2013-2030)
H Feasible new acres of open space {2013-2030) 55 RPD?
1 Acres of open space to be improved (2013-2030) 511 G-H
J City estimat_e of unit acquisition cost ($/acre of open $9,365,400 RPD Cost Assumptions ‘
space acquired) Memorandum (March 2014) ;
) K City es_timate of unitimprovement cost ($/acre of open $939,197 RPD Cost Assumptions .
space improved) ' Memorandum (March 2014)
L Total cost for new open space $566,753,000 H*(J+K)
M Total cost for improved open space $479,930,000 1*K
N Cost attributable {o incremental growth $1,048,683,000 L+M
0 | Administrative costs (5% offee) $52,334,000 ?ﬁggf’:ﬁ’:f’f;ﬂgﬁ“ emorandum
P Total attributable cost W|th admlmstratlve costs $1,009,017,000 | N+O
" Nexus Fee Maximums AR R P e R
Residential ($/GSF) $14.99 P/(B*C)
Non-Residential ($/GSF) $4.34 P/(B*D)

Source: AECOM, 2013 .

Note: All numbers and percentages are rounded to the nearest integer. All dollar values (except those specified by the City, i.e. Lines M and N,
and the nexus fee maximums) are rounded fo the nearest thousand. Nexus fee maximums are rounded to the nearest cent.

1. RPD staff members Dawn Kamalanathan, Planning Director, Stacey Bradley, Planner, and Taylor Emerson, Analyst, noted in a meeting on
November 14, 2013, that RPD owns 3,437.28 acres of open space within San Francisco, and that other City agencies {the Port, DPW, and the
Redevelopment Agency/Successor Agency fo the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency) own another 324.4 acres of open space within San
Francisca, for a total of 3,762 acres of open space within San Francisco.

2. RPD staff members Dawn Kamalanathan, Planning Director, and Stacey Bradley, Planner, advised in meetings that RPD could feasibly
acquire and construct 55 new acres of open space. Dawn Kamalanathan confirmed this via email dated February 13, 2013.

%.To fully maintain the LOS, the capacity improvements would neéd to double the open space capacity. Capacity improvements to
parks vary in effectiveness, with typical enhancements improving park capacity by 20 to 30 percent, according to RPD staff (Dawn
Kamalanathan, Planning Director, Stacey Bradley, Planner, via email received January 10, 2014, from Kearstin Dischinger, Senior
Community Development Specialist of the Planning Department). Therefore, improvement acreage and cost represents a conservative,
discounted nexus. One of the challenges with the application of this approach is that it will become difficult to measure how the LOS has
been maintained moving forward. The Planning Department has advised AECOM that it will work with RPD to develop a clear set of
equivalency units, which identify the relationship between improvements and increased capacity. These equivalencies will help ensure
that the fees are used to directly address proportional capacity increases.
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NEXUS FINDINGS

Based on the approach summarized in Table 8, the maximum estimated cost per residential square foot is $14.99
per gross square foot, and the estimated non-residential fee is $4.34 gross square foot.

As Table 9 demonstrates, both determined maximum subportable fees are above the highest existing fee for

recreation and open space. The highest existing recreation and open space fees recover 50 to 60 percent of the -
maximum supportable nexus.

Table 9. Comparing Proposed Maximum Supportable Recreation and Open Space Fees to Existing (2013) Fees

S » 7 Percent of Maximum
Proposed - i Existing: - Supportable Nexus

(Max) - (Max) | Recovered by Existing Fee ' oPosed Max>10% Above Existing
{Existing/Proposed) : -
Residential ($/GSF) $14.99 $8.85 59% YES
Non-Residential ($/GSF) ' $4.34 $2.21 " 51% YES
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3. Childcare

This chapter summarizes the nexus analysis for childcare infrastructure. After providing a brief background, this
chapter will outline the relevant growth assumptions, the LOS standard developed in the associated San Francisco
Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis, the methodology used to determine the nexus fee, and the final
determination of the nexus fee.

INTRODUCTION

CHILDCARE SPACE BACKGROUND

For families with children — especially those with children under the age of thirteen — childcare is a key concern..In ‘
San Francisco particularly, with high housing costs, many families have working parents and, therefore, require
non-parent childcare. The City recognizes the importance of childcare as a community-serving amenity, and first
adopted a childcare inclusionary zoning ordinance with an in-lieu fee option in 1986 as part of the Downtown
Plan.?® In addition to the City's childcare ordinance, there are four City Areas with Community Infrastructure Jmpact
Fees that include a childcare component — Market & Octavia, the Eastern Neighborhoods, Visitacion Valley, and
Balboa Park. These fees are used to help provide facilities for childcare demand resulting from new commercial
and residential developments. The City wili continue fo plan for resident and employee childcare needs and
articulate this commitment in local policy.

As new development occurs, it attracts new residents and employees, some of whom have children who require
non-parent childcare. This relationship between new development, an influx of residents and workers, and a
demand for childcare facilities provides the nexus for an impact fee. While childcare is not a mandated public
service, the City government is involved in some ca;iacities in the provision of licensed childcare options. Childcare”
fees, levied on new development, are collected to help fund childcare slots in the city, demand for which is directly
attributable to new development.

% The ordinance applies to office and hote! development in the Downtown Area of the General Plan and the 2013 fee level is $1.11 per
gross square foot. The City's ordinance establishes a separate fund for the collection of fee revenues, called the Child Care Capital
Fund. Under this ordinance, “all monies in the fund shall be used solely to increase and/or improve the supply of child care facilities
affordable to households of low and moderate income” (Section 414 of the City Planning Code). Since adoption, the City has collected
$7.1 million in childcare in-lieu fees (through Fiscal Year 2010-2011). During the same time period, the Child Care Capital Fund has
expended $6.5 million. The City currently contracts with the Low Income Investment Fund (LIIF) to administer the expenditures of the
Fund (FY 2010-2011 Development Impact Fee Report, Controller’s Office, City and County of San Francisco, December 1, 2011).
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PURPOSE AND USE OF REVENUES

The primary purpose of the childcare development impact fee isto fund expanSIon of San Francisco’s childcare
capacity to meet the demand from new development. That Is, impact fee revenues are intended to be used to
mitigate the childcare demands of the increasing population. Monies from the childecare impact fee may only be
used to fund capital childcare projects and facilities.

Through discussions with City staff, it was determined that, while there is a need for additional school-age
childcare capacity in the City, the needs are for operations assistance, not for additional facifities. After-school care
is typically provided at school sites, using school facilities. Given that impact fee revenues must be spent on capital
costs to maintain or increase the supply of facilities, they are not an appropriate source of funding for expanding
after-school care capacity. The City does not intend to assist in the creation of new facilities providing after-school
care; instead, the City infends to use other funding sources to assist the operation of after-school programs. Due to
the fact that childcare impact fees are limited to capital improvements, this analysis is limited to infant, toddlers,
and preschool-age children only and does not address the childcare needs of school-age children (ages 6 to 17).

This.study estimates the maximum supportable fee based on the relationship between the cost to provide
childcare and the LOS provision to accommodate new development However, the City may choose to adopt a
lower fee as appropriate.

NEXUS DETERMINATION

The maximum supportable fee calculation for childcare combines the proposed childcare LOS metrics wrth '
residential growth projections and the cost to provide licensed chlldcare

LOS METRIC

Two LOS metrics, developed with the City and described in detail in the San Francisco Infrastructure Level of
Service Analysis, are applied in this fee determination: (1) childcare demand accommodation for infants and
toddlers (ages 0 to 2), and (2) childcare demand accommodation for preschoolers (ages 3 to 5). In both cases, the
LOS target that the City aims to achieve in the relevant timeframe, and which will be applied in the calculation of
the maximum supportable development impact fee, is to maintain the existing level of service provision.

In terms of infant and toddler childcare, the existing number of childcare slots available represents capacity for 37
percent of the infant and foddler childcare demand in the city. For preschoolers, the current number of childcare
slots available in the city represents capacity for 99.6 percent of the preschool childcare demand in the city.” The
City aims to maintain this provision into the future as the population and workforce grows, providing capacity for 37
percent of infant and toddler childcare demand and capacity for 89.6 percent of preschooler childcare demand.

GROWTH PROJECTIONS

The development horizon for chlldcare Is 2020. This shortened timeframe, compared to the 2030 tlmeframe used
for analysis of recreation and open space and streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, is used for childcare
because of iregularities in the projected growth trends for children in San Francisco. Unlike the general
population, which is projectéd to increase steadily, the child population in San Francisco is projected fo rise
through 2020, and then begin a slow decline over the following decade.” Nonetheless, while the population of

% Childeare Demand Estimates for Licensed Care are calculated in the 2014 San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis
report (Appendix: Childcare Demand Calculations).
8 Galifornia Department of Finance P-3: State and County Total Populatnon Projections by Race/Ethnicity and Detailed Age, 2010-2080.
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c;\ild ren is projected to decline after 2020, the City has many policies to encourage families to stay and live in San
Francisco, such that the population of children may not necessarily decline as projected. A shorter timeframe to
2020 affords the opportunity fo revisit the projections in several years without under-providing in the short-term.
Avoiding short-term under-provision is especially prudent if the projected trend of a declining child population does
not materialize. :

Table 10. Growth Projections and Demand Est!

. | Percent’ -
i Increase

Populatio R _
Population 820,585 6%
Employjierit .’ - i L EE e e S
Jobs 600740 | 677,531 13%
Childcare Demand Estimates (for Licensed Care)’-* - T+ 7= 1070 Lo o o
lnfénts[T oddlers Requiring Care in San Francisco _ 8,005% 10,534 32%
Preschoolers Requiring Care in San Francisco 14,717 17,002 17%

Source; Overall population and employment taken directly from the San Francisco Planning Depariment 2013 projections from Aksel Olsen,
Planner/Geographer in Citywide Information and Analysis Group, received May 14, 2013. See appended documents for files. Projections were
given at five year intervals béginning in 2010, so AECOM used linear interpolation to armive at 2013 estimates.

Note: All values rounded to the nearest integer.

1. Childcare Demand Estimates for Licensed Care are calculated in the 2014 San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis repor,
{Appendix: Childcare Demand Calculations). Note that childcare demand numbers are rounded to the nearest integer. Note also that these totals
represent demand for childeare in San Francisco. Some San Francisco residents with children are employed outside of San Francisco, and
demand chiidcare outside of San Francisco. Some people with children, who are employed in San Francisco but five elsewhere, demand
childcare outside of San Francisco. These childcare demands of San Francisco residents and employees for childcare outside of San Francisco
are not included in the totals above. -

2. of the 8,005 infants and toddlers requiring care in San Francisco, 4,144 are resident infants and toddlers (i.e. the children of San Francisco
residents; see A in Table 11), and 3,861 are non-resident infant and toddlers (i.e. the children of people who work in San Francisco but live
el.sewhere; see B in Table 11). These demand estimates are calculated in the 2014 San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis report
{Appendix: Childcare Demand Calculations). ’

3. Of the 14,717 preschoolers.requiring care in San Francisco, 10,878 are resident preschoolers (i.e. the children of San Francisco residents; see
Cin Table 11), and 3,839 are non-resident preschoolers {l.e. the children of people who work in San Francisco but live elsewhere; see D in Table
11). These demand estimates are calculated in the 2014 San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis report (Appendix: Childcare
Demand Calculations).

Unlike other infrastructure categories, which are required by residents and empldyees at multiple locations (both at
home and at work), childcare facilities are required in only one location per child in need of care. As a result, an
LOS based on service population (like recreation and open space, and streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure)
is not relevant to childcare.? Instead, the childcare nexus is based on future childcare demand estimates. Between

% In the service population calculation, both residents and employees are counted (residents at a weight of one and employees ata
discounted weight). A resident-employee — i.e. someone who both lives and works in San Francisco — would be counted more than
once. For recreation and open space and streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, this “double-counting” represents the fact that a
person requires, for example, parks and sidewalks at home as well as at work; for childcare, because a childcare slot is required only
either at home or at work, this “double-counting” would overestimate the infrastructure requirements. Therefore, a childcare LOS cannot
be based on the service population calculation like recreation and open space and streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure.
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2013 and 2020, San Francisco is projected to generate demand for 2,529 new licensed infant and toddler
childcare slots and 2,285 new licensed preschooler childcare slots.*

NEXUS METHODdLOGY & FEE CALCULATION

The childcare nexus analysis seeks to estimate the cost of maintaining the current LOS for childcare in the city as
the demand for childcare grows over time (as population and-employment grows), and to assign this cost to
residential and non-residential construction on a per-square foot basis. Specifically, the childcare nexus analysis
applies the existing ratio of capacity to demand by age group to the new childcare demand expected in the city
over the next seven years to estimate the increased need for childcare spaces in the city. It then caiculates the
capital costs required to provide these childcare spaces to accommodate the new population (at the same ratio of
capacity to demand). Lastly, the costs are assigned to new housing units and new non-residential development on
a per-square-foot basis, Residential development assumes the cost of providing childcare that is required near the
home, while commercial development assumes the cost of providing childcare that is required near the place of
work. Based on survey data coliected for the Child Care Planning and Advisory Council (CPAC) San Francisco
Child Care Needs Assessment report, 80.5 percent of resident parents prefer childcare near their home, while 19.5
percent of resident parents prefer childcare near their place of work.>' Non-resident parents who require childcare
in San Francisco are assumed to require childcare at thelr place of work.* Based on these childcare location
preferences, as shown in Table 11, residential development assumes 42 percent of the cost of providing infant and
toddler care and 60 percent of the cost of providing preschooler care; non-residential development assumes 58
percent of the cost of providing infant and foddler care and 40 percent of the cost of providing preschooler care.

3 See the San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis report (Appendix: Childcare Demand Calculations), which contains a
detailed summary of childcare demand calculations and assumptions for both 2013 and future (2020) demand.

Survey data from the Resource and Referral Agency Parent Follow-up Survey (2007) indicates that 71 percent of parents prefer
childcare at home, while 10 percent of parents prefer childcare at work (or en route to work). The remaining 19 percent prefer childcare
either on the way to work or on the way home, near a sibling’s school, or some other location. This outstanding 19 percent was
apportioned equally between ‘home’ and ‘work’ designations for the purposes of this analysis, resulting in the assumption that 80.5
percent of parents prefer childcare near the home, while 19.5 percent of parents prefer childcare near their place of wark. See CPAC
San Francisco Child Care Needs Assessment Report, 2007 (Section V. Parent Choice).

2 Non-resident parents who require childcare in San Francisco have homes outside San Francisco. Since they are demanding childcare
in San Francisco, they are assumed to require care near their place of work. More detail about non-resident parents who require
childcare in San Francisco is included in the San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis report, Appendix Childcare Demand
Calculations.
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Table 11 Apportlonment of Chlldcare Demand Betvveen ReSIdentlal and Non-Re5|dent|al Development

. Value . l Source/Calculatlon

Infant oddlers (0-2) Requ:rmg '._C,arg",l;n San Francisco O PR
A Resident-Children ) 4,144 .
- Table 10 (see Table Note 2)
B Non-Resident-Children . 3,861
:_Preschoolers (3-5) Requmng Care in San Franclsco LU )
c Resident-Children 10,878
Table 10 (see Table Note 3)
D Non-Resident-Children 3,838
".Chlldqare Locatmn IR c RS, e ) : :. : . : A
E | Childcare near hon:)e 80.5% CPAC San Francisco Child Care Needs
- - Assessment 2007 (Chapter V. Parent
F Childcare near work - : 19.5% Choice)
{nfahfsfoddlérs {0-2) Childcare Demand Aﬁtﬁpuﬁoﬁf Lo e T
Childcare Atiributable to Residential Development 42% (A*E)/ (A+B)
Childcare Attributable to Non-Residential Development 58% A*F+B)/(A+B)
Preschooler (3-5) Childcare Demand Attribition o
Childcare Afiributable to Residential Development . 60% {C*E)/(C+D)
Childcare Atfributable to Non-Residential Development 40% (C*F+D)/(C+D)

Source: AECOM, 2013

Note: Values in Lines A to D represent 2013 demand estimates (see Table 10); values in lines E and F represent childcare location information
from the 2007 CPAC San Francisco Child Care Needs Assessment Report (see Footnote 31). The childcare demand attribution percentages
calculated based on these values are assumed to be relatively constant over time. All values rounded to the nearest integer, except for lines E
and F, which are rounded to the nearest tenth.
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Table 12 Nexus Methodology for Infant and Toddler Childcare Fee

i Measure - . . N e - | "Source/Calculation
e e I R T

A Total new infants and toddlers (2013-2020) 2,529 Table 10
Metric Lok R : T S D S

B % of Capacnty for Infant and Toddler Care Demand (0-2) 37% LOS Metric

C lncremental # of ch'ldcare spaces (2013 2020) 936 A*B

D " City estimate of unit cost ($/childcare space) $26,250 LHF, OECE *

E Total cost for new childcare spaces . $24,570,000 C*D

F Cost attributable to incremental growth i $24, 570,000 100% E*

Administrative Cost
G Administrative costs (5% of fee) $1,229,000 Memorandum (November 4, | -
. 2013)
H Total attributable cost with admln;stratlve costs $25,799,000 F+G
- Attributable Amiounts' T L T L

1 ng?aerrné :itz::{t;iel;o: ;its;:enhal development based on | . 42% - Table 11

e e oo velpment G

K | Amount attributable to residential development $10,836,000 H*1

L Amount attributable to nonresidential development $14,963,000 H*J

- Unit Conversions: .. " "t . L s s T L R o

M Total new estimated residential development (GSF) 25,829,000% See Table Note 2.

N Total new estlmated commermal development (GSF) 25 11 1 ODO See Table Note 3
Nextis Fée Makimuitis”” .7 7 050 o o0 e | TR S e a2
Residential ($/GSF) $0 42 K/ M
Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.60 L/N

Source: AECOM, 2013

Note: All numbers and percentages are rounded to the nearest integer. All dollar values (except those specified by the City, i.e. Line D, and the
nexus fee maximums) are rounded to the nearest thousand. Nexus fee maximums are rounded to the nearest cent.

1. This amount was determined by Asian Nelghborhood Design, with updated cost estimates from the San Francisco Child Care Facilities
Interagency Committee. As of 2013 (per emall dated October 3, 2013 from Graham Dobson, Administrative Analyst for Office of Early Child Care
and Education), the average cost of new construction per childcare space is estimated to be $3f50 per square foot. Licensing requires 35 square
feet indoors per child and 75 square feet outdoors per child; however LUF uses 75 square feet per child both indoor and outdoor as a measure of
a quality child care environment. The resulting fee is $26,250 ($350 per square foot multiplied by 75 square feet) This same cost is used
regardless of age of children served. .

2. Estimated new residential development is calculated at the average GSF per residential person (498, see Table 4) fimes the total 2013-2020
new residential population (51,8686, Table 10).

3. Estimated new commercial development is calculated at the average GSF per commercial employee (327, see Table 4) times the total 2013~
2020 new employee population (76,791, Table 10). ’

4. Refer to the report section entitied Growth Projections for a dlsousslon of the one-to-one relationship between population and employment
growth and physical development
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Table 13. Nexus Methodology for Preschooler Chlldcare Fee

{ Measure - A | Source/Calculation
Service Population’> ~ i 0 Lot TR e A R
A Total new preschool age chlldren (2013—2020) 2 256 Table 10
. Metric - s : ‘. S IR
B % of Capaclty for Preschool Age Care Demand (3-5) 99, 6% LOS Metric
Cost” | .»-wonnen - 7Tt - v L
C lncremental # of chlldcare spaces (2013—2020) 2',247 A*B
D City estimate of unit cost ($/childcare space) $26,250 LIIF, OECE '
E | Total cost for new childcare spaces ' $58,084,000 Cc*D '
F | Cost aftributable to incremental growth - $58,084,000 | 100%E
' . Administrative Cost
G Administrative costs (5% of fee) $2,048,000 Memorandum (November 4,
. , 2013)
H Total attributable cost with admxmstratlve costs $61,933,000 F+G
Attributable Amounts o ) ’ R T
Percent attributable to resldentxal development based on '
: preferred childcare location 60% Table 11
Percent atiributable to commercial development based
J on preferred childcare location 40% Table 11
K Amount attributable {o residential development $37,160,000 H*1
L Amount attributable to non—res:denhal development $24,773,000 H*J
_l]nil:ponversxons ' ', RN DRI e e R
M Residential (GSFIresldenhal service populatlon) 498 Table 4
N Total new residential poputation (2013-2020) 51,866 Table 10
o} Total new estimated residential development (GSF) 25,829,000 M*N
P Commercial (GSF/employee) 327 Table 4
Q Total new employee population (2013-2020) 76,791 Table 10
R Total new estimated commercxal development (GSF) 25,111,000 P*Q
_Neéxus Fée Maximums. . - o0ty T
Residential ($/GSF) $1.44 K/O
Non-Residential ($/GSF) - $0.99 L/R -

Source: AECOM, 2013
Note: All numbers and percentages are rounded to the nearest integer. All dollar values {except those specified by the City, i.e. Line D, and the
nexus fee maximums) are rounded to the nearest thousand. )
1. This amount was determined by Asian Neighborhood Design, with updated cost estimates from the San Francisco Child Care Facilities
Interagency Committee. As of 2013 (per email dated October 3, 2013 from Graham Dobson, Administrative Analyst for Office of Early Child Care
and Educalion), the average cost of new constriction per childcare space is estimated to be $350 per square foot. Licensing requires 35 square
feet indoors per child and 75 square feet outdoors per child; however LIIF uses 75 square feet per child both indoor and outdoor as a measure of
a quality child care environment. The resulting fee is $26,250 ($350 per square foot multiplied by 75 square feet). This same cost is used
regardless of age of children served.
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NEXUS FINDINGS

Based on the above methodology, the maximum estimated nexus is $1.86 per gross square foot for residential
buildings and $1.58 per gross square foot for non-residential buildings (Table 14). Charging both residential and
commercial development the maximum supportable fee would not result in double-counting the impact on
childcare because the total impact has been allocated proportionally to the two development types (as per Table
11).

Table 14. Maximum Supportable lmpact Fees for Childcare

- Maxnmum suppbrtable Ci't_—y\g;:_ic'le Fee

‘}Chlldcare for, Infant and Toddler‘Care Demand (0—2) » . S :
Residential ($/GSF) © $0.42
Non-Residential ($/GSF) ) $0.60
Childcare for Preschooler Care {3-5) - Y L e T
Residential ($/GSF) $1.44
Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.99

:_{Tot'_aléhild'{:a:reFeef“v .o : S, s e R
Residential ($/GSF) ' $1.86
Non-Residential ($/GSF) $1.59

Source: AECOM, 2013
Note: Ali values rounded to the nearest cent. ) ‘ -

As Table 15 demonstrates, the highest current fees are less than the maximum amount supported by the nexus
analysis. The highest existing residential nexus fee represents 90 percent of the maximum supportable amount,
and the highest existing non-residential fee represents 70 percent of the maximum supportable amount.

Table 15. Companng Proposed MaXImum Supporﬁble Chlldcare Fees to Exxstmg (2013) Fees

. l
Proposed (Max) |. Existing (Max)'
o
: Lo

" ExstingFes: - .
A R - R (ExnstmglProposed) Pl T
Residential ($/GSF) $1.86 © $1.68 90% YES
Non-Residential ($/GSF) $1.59 $1.12 70% YES

Source: AECOM, 2013
Note: All fee values rounded to the nearest cent; all percentages rounded to the nearest integer.
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4. Streetscape and
Pedestrian
Infrastructure

This chapter summarizes the nexts analysis for streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure. After providing brief
background, this chapter will outiine the relevant growth assumptions, the LOS standard developed in the
associated San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis, the methodology used to determine the nexus
fee, and the final determination of the nexus fee. ' ‘

INTRODUCTION

STREETSCAPE AND PEDESTRIAN INFRASTRUCTURE BACKGROUND

Streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure encompasses a wide range of right-of-way facllities, and plays an
important role in the Qit}fs'transportation goals, health and safety promotion, and environmental objectives. In .
2010, the City of San Francisco published the Better Streets Plan (BSP) with design and maintenance guidelines
for the pedestrian environment. Constructing “complete streets™ — considering safety, creation of social space on -
the sidewalk, and pedestrian aesthetic — is broadly the main motivator underlying the BSP recommendations, City
stakeholders rely heavily on the BSP as their foremost streetscape policy document, representing thorough

analysis and much design and engineering consideration. '

As new development occurs, it altracts new residents and employees, who, in turn, require new (or expanded and
improved) streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure. This relationship between new development, an influx of
residents and workers, and a demand for streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure provides the nexus for an
impact fee. Providing streetscape and pedestrian is a capital intensive undertaking. Streetscape and pedestrian
infrastructure fees, levied on new development, are collected to help fund the construction of new streetscape and
- pedestrian infrastructure for the additional residents and workers directly attributable to new development.

# Complete Streets are defined as streets which “are safe, comfortable, and convenient for fravel for everyone, regardless of age or
ability — motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, and public transportation riders.” Metropolitan Transportation Commission, "MTC One Bay.
Area Grant: Complete Streets Policy Development Workshop.” 16 October 2012. Section 2.4.13 of San Francisco's Public Works Code .
outlines San Francisco’s complete streets policy, which inciudes the construction of transit, bicycle, stormwater, and pedestrian
environment improvements, where pedestrian environment improvements are defined as sidewalk lighting, pedestrian safety measures,
traffic calming devices, landscaping, and other pedestrian elements as defined in the Better Streets Plan.
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Note that the terms “streetscape” or"‘pedestrian infrastructure” may be used in this section as shorthand to denote
both streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure. Streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure includes sidewalk space
and relevant streetscape and pedestrian amenities in that space, such as lighting, pedestrian signals, sireet trees,
bulb-outs, sidewalk furniture, and any other pedestrian elements defined in the Better Streets Plan (BSP) or
Section 2.4.13 of San Francisco’s Public Works Code.

PURPOSE AND USE OF REVENUES

The primary purpose of the streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure development impact fee is to fund capital
improvements to San Francisco's streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure. As discussed in the BSP, the City
aims to improve the pedestrian environment for all of San Francisco’s residents and employees. The impact fees
will bé used fo make improvements to San Francisco’s pedestrian infrastructure. Acceptable uses of the fees
include {but are not limited to) sidewalk paving, lighting installation, pedestrian signalization of crosswalks or
intersecﬁons, street tree planting, bulb-out construction, street furnishing, landscépirjg,'trafﬁc calming, and other
streetscape improvements cited in the BSP or Public Works Code (Section 2.4.13). '

in addition to the streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure fee analyzed here, Planning Cade Section 138.1
contains urban design requirements that authorize the Planning Department to require a project fo provide physical
streetscape and pedestrian improvements in certain instances and only for certain projects. Section 138.1 and the
development impact fee may cover similar infrastructure but, as described more thoroughly in the Streefscape
Cost Memorandum {(March 20, 2014), the Section 138.1 requirements and the fee analyzed here will not overlap
for several reasons. First, Section 138.1’s requirements have limited application in that, in most instances, they
apply only to larger projects and are not mandatory. Second, the cost estimates outlined in this analysis anticipate
both requirements and insure that they do not overiap by removing the cost of items in Section 138.1 from the -
costs used 1o calculate the fee. Thus, even if a particular development is subject to both Section 138.1 and this
fee, the City is not requiring a project sponsor to pay for pedestrian and streetscape improvements already
required as part of its project under Section 138.1. i

The maximum supportable impact fee aims to ensure that new development contributes its fair share of funding to
pedestrian and streetscape improvements. Because the 1.OS metric upon which the nexus is developed addresses
demand of the entire service population, existing and projected, there is a clear relationship between new
development, which increases housing and employment space, and an increase in pedestrian infrastructure.

This study estimates the maximum supportable fee based on the relationship between the ¢ost to provide
streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure and the LOS provision to accommodate new development. However, the
City may choose to adopt a lower fee as appropriate.

NEXUS DETERMINATION

Thé maximum supportable fee calculation for streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure combines the proposed
streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure provision LOS metric with total population and employment growth
projections and the cost to provide strestscape and pedestrian infrastructure.

LOS METRIC

Because streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure encompasses a wide range of components the LOS metric put
forth in the San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis — square feet of improved sidewalk per service ~

3 Refer to the Sireetscape Cost Memorandum (March 20, 2014) for a more detailed discussion.
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population unit - serves as a proxy for all types of pedestrian—felated improvements, and reflects the level of
investment that the City has committed to making in the pedestrian environment.

‘Improved sidewalk’ is a term that denotes sidewalk with some amount of streetscape and pedestrian
infrastructure, where strestscape and pedestrian infrastructure includes sidewalk space and relevant streetscape
and pedestrian amenities in that spacs, such as lighting, pedestrian signals, street trees, bulb-outs, sidewalk
furniture, and any other pedestrian elements defined in the Better Streets Plan (BSP) or Section 2.4.13 of San
Francisco’s Public Works Code. While the proscription for improved sidewalk is not uniform across San Francisco
(i.e. the BSP calls for different streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure improvements depending on the site
considerations, the street type, the fraffic patierns, and so on), the intent of the BSP is to improve all San
Francisco streetscape. Therefore, the basic square footage of sidewalk is denoted ‘improved sidewalk’ fo reflect
the investments the City is committed to make in the pedestrian right-of-way in terms of streetscape and
pedestrian infrastructure,

As noted in the San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis, the City intends fo provide 88 square feet
of improved sidewalk per service population unit into the future. This metric assumes that, by 2030, the City will
improve its current amount of sidewalk hardscape (115 million square feet®), where the level of improvement will
vary across streetscape segments based on street type, site conditions, built environment constraints, traffic
patterns, and so on, as per the BSP. ’

GROWTH PROJECTIONS

The development horizon for stree;(scape and pedestrian infrastructure is 2030. Between 2013 and 2030, San
Francisco is projected to house 127,040 more people and employ 106,108 more workers, as shown in Table 16.

Table 16. Growth Pro;ectmns for Streetscape and Pedestnan lnfrastructure (2013 2030)

Growth (2013 2030) Percent lncrease

.l;c;pﬁlét_ibn

Population lszo,sss ] 947,625 L27 040
Employment - . EA S .:-',

Jobs | 600,740 Tms 848 T 106,108
Service Population -, "0 i = C

Service population’ | 120,95 | 301,049 _ ] 180,094 | 16%

Source: Overall population and employment taken directly from the San Francisco Planning Department 2013 projections from Aksel Olsen,
Planner/Geographer in Citywide lnformahon and Analysis Group, received May 14, 2013. See appended documents for files. Prolectlons were
given at five year intervals beglnmng in 2010, so AECOM used linear interpolation to armive at 2013 estimates.

Note: All values rounded 1o the nearest integer. )

1. Service population is a weighted sum of residents and employees, where residents are weighted at 100% and employees are weighted at
50%. Service population equals one times the number of residents plus 0.5 times the number of employees. For a more detailed discussion of
the service population concept, refer to the Service Population section of the report, under the Additional Assumptions sectlon.

-

3 This value Is based on AECOM's analysis of DPW's database of sidewalk data (Stwidths1.XIs). Refer to the San Francisco
infrastructure Level of Service Analysis report.
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NEXUS METHODOLOGY & FEE CALCULATION

The fee calculation methodology (Table 17) calculates the total cost of providing adequate pedestrian and
streetscape elements for San Francisco’s service population (2013-2030).

In order to assign a development cost to the new infrastructure, a conservative value of $43 per square feet of
improved sidewalk is applied. This number is based on DPW estimates for the cost of undertaking streetscape
improvements, in accordance with the BSP.* The value does not reflect the cost of installing all possible
streetscape improvements or the cost of constructing a complete street as per the Public Works Code (Section
2.4.13); rather, this value reflects the cost of installing some streetscape amenities, representative of the average
San Francisco sidewalk improvement project. To develop the cost estimate, DPW provided costs for five
prototypical streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure improvement projects. The five prototypical projects include:
(1)4a project where no streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure improvements are undertaken; (2) a project where
curb ramps are installed or upgraded; (3) a project where sidewalks are repaved and bulb-outs constructed; (4)a
project where sidewalks are repaved, bulb-outs are constructed, and streetscape amenities such as benches,
trash cans, lighting, and sireet trees are installed; and (5) a project where sidewalks are repaved and widened, |
bulb-outs are constructed, and sireetscape amenities such as benches, trash cans, lighting, street trees, medians,
special crosswalk paving, pedestrian signals, and accessible pedestrian signals are installed. These five projects
range from basic to elaborate. The average cost across these five prototypical projects represents an average cost
fo construct improved sidewalk. This cost was applied to reflect that not all sidewalks offer all streeiscape
amenities, and to ensure that developers are held to a reasonable standard that reflects what the City provides.
Note that although an average cost value is used, reflecting a suite of possible streetscape elements, the fees may
be used for any streetscape and pedestrian improvement measure outlined in the BSP or Public Works Code
(Section 2.4.13). g

The residential fee is based on the percentage of service population units arising from the new resident populatidn,
and the non-residential (commercial) fee is based on the percentage of service population units arising from the
employee population,

% Refer to the Streetscape Cost Memorandum (March 20, 2014) — listed tn Appendix A and included in the accompanying background
materials compact disc — for a detailed discussion of the sireetscape cost estimate.
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Table 17. Nexus M'ethodology for Streetscape and Pedestrian lnfrastructure Fee

Measure

Source 1 Calculation

Total projected service populahon (2030)

1,301, 049

Table 16

Total new service populaﬁon (201 3—2030)

180,094

Table 16

Residential (SF/service populaﬁon)

Table 4

Commercial (SF/service population)

Table 4

SF of improved sidewalk per service population

San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service
Analysis report {March 2014)

Streetscape Cost Memorandum (March 20, 2014)

F | City estimate of unit cost ($/SF of improved sidewalk) $43
G | Total cost for new streetscape improvements $681,476,000 | B*E*F
H | Cost attributable to incremental growth $681,476,000 | G*100%
. Administrative Cost Memorandu,
I | Administrative costs (5% of fee) $34,074,000 2013) randum (November 4,
J | Total aftributable cost with administrative costs $715,650,000 | H* (1 + )

Residential {$/GSF)

$7.98

J/(8*C)

Non-Residential ($/GSF)

- $6.08

J/(B*D)

.

Source: AECOM, 2013

- Note: All numbers and percentages are rounded to the nearest integer. All dollar values are rounded to the nearest thousand (except those

specified by the City, i.e. Line I {which is rounded to the nearest ddllar), and the nexus fee maximums (which are rounded to the nearest cent)).

NEXUS FINDINGS

Based on the approach summarized in Table 17, the maximum supportable residential fee is $7.98 per gross
square foot, and the maximum supportable non-residential fee is $6.08 per gross square foot

Table 18. Maxnmum Supportable lmpact Fees for Streetscape and Pedestrian Infrastructure

Maximum supportable Citywide Fee

Residential ($/GSF)

$7.98

Non-Residential ($/GSF)

$6.08

Source;: AECOM, 2013
Note: All values rounded to the nearest cent.

As Table 19 demonstrates, both the residential and the non-residential maximum supportable nexus fees are
above the highest fees currently charged. The highest existing residential fee for streetscape and pedestrian

infrastructure recovers 83 percent of the maximum supportable nexus; the highest existing non-residential fee

recovers 35 percent of the maximum supportable nexus.
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Table 19, Comparing Proposed Maximum Supportable Streetscape and Pedestrian Infrastructure Fees to
Existing (2013) Fees

N Percent of
: Maximum . :
" Supportable Nexus ; e
" Recoveredby Proposed Max > 10% Above Existing

Existing Fee

Proposed (Max) ~ - Existing (Max)

. * (Existing/Proposed) ©. .. L.
Residential (§/GSF) $7.98 $6.66 83% . YES

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $6.08 $2.14 35% ’ YES

Source: AECOM, 2013
Note: All fee values rounded to the nearest cent; all percentages rounded to the nearest infeger.
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5.Bicycle
Infrastructure

This chaptef' summarizes-the nexus analysis for bicycle infrastructure. After providing a brief background, this
chapter will outline the relevant growth assumptions, the methodology used fo determine the nexus fee, and the
final determination of the nexus fee.

INTRODUCTION

BICYGLE INFRASTRUCTURE BACKGROUND

Bicycle infrastructure refers primarily to the City's bicycle network of bike lanes, bike paths, and sharrows, but also
includes bicycle parking spaces, bicycle signals, and bicycle-sharing bikes and stations. Like streetscape and
pedestrian infrastructure, bicycle infrastructure plays an important role in the City’s fransportation goals, health and
safety promotion, and environmental objectives. While not all residents and employees use bike infrastructure on a
regular basis, improving the bicycle network benefits all, as it red uces congestlon in other forms of transportation,
and lowers the carbon emissions from the transportation sector

As new development occurs, it affracts new residents and employees, who, in turn, require new {or expanded and
improved) bicycle infrastructure. This relationship between new development, an influx of residents and workers,
and a demand for bicycle facilities provides the nexus for an impact fee. However, providing bicycle infrastructure
— such as bicycle parking, bicycle signals, bicycle lanes, and bicycle-share bikes and stations - is a capital
intensive undertaking. Bicycle infrastructure fees, levied on new development, are collected to help fund the
construction of new bicycle infrastructure for the additional residents and workers directly atiributable to new
development. Other sources of funding for bicycle infrastructure include Caltrans; the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC), the Bay Area Air Quality Management District, City propositions, and SFMTA.**

PURPOSE AND USE OF REVENUES

The primary purpose of a bicycle infrastructure development impact fee is to fund capital improveménts foSan -
Francisco's bicycle infrastructure. As is thoroughly discussed in San Francisco’s 2013 SFMTA Bicycle Strategy,
the City aims to improve the bike environment for'all of San Francisco's residents and employees to promote a

37 San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, “San Francisco Bicycle Plan.” 26 June, 2009.

% san Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, “SFMTA Bicycle Strategy.” January 2013. While this document is still a draft, SFMTA
staff directed the consultant to use it because SFMTA is developing the CIP project list to be put forward for San Francisco Board of
Supervisors (Board) approval in April 2014 based on this document. Although no plans exist to take the 2013 Bicycle Strategy to the
Board for adoption, the project list derived from it will be taken to the Board for CIP approval (in April 2014).
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higher bike mode share. The impact fees will be used to make improvements to San Francisca’s bicycle
infrastructure in line with the discrete implementation strategies of the SFMTA Bicycle Strategy.

The proposed maximum supportable impact fee aims 1o ensure that new development contributes its fair share of
funding to bicycle infrastructure improvements.

As with all impact fees, the fee revenue may not be used to address existing infrastructure deficiencies.

This analysis assumes that the City will fund 100 percent of the develobment—based demand for bicycle
infrastructure improvements through the fee. This study presents a maximum supportable fee assignment —
however, the City may choose to adopt a lower fee as appropriate.

NEXUS DETERMINATION -

The maximum supportable fee calculation for bicycle infrastructure combines the proposed bicycle infrastructure
project list with fotal population and employment growth projections, as well as the cost to provide bicycle
infrastructure. '

LOS METRIC.

In 2013, the SFMTA produced the SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, outlining the proposed plan for San Francisco’s bike
network. This document sets the direction for bicycle infrastructure, and sets a distinct bicycle infrastructure goal
for 2018. The Bicycle Strategy represents a comprehensive effort by SFMTA that has been accepted by SFMTA
as its roadmap forward. As a result, the objectives of this policy form the basis for the nexus as opposed to an LOS
metric standard.

The Bicycle Strategy outlines three potential scenarios for buiid-out of San Francisco’s bike network by 2018. Of
the three potential scenarios, the “Bicycle Plan Plus” scenario was selected, in consultation with SFMTA staff, as
the best short-term infrastructure target for this nexus study. The Bicycle Plan Plus proposes upgrading the
existing bicycle network to premium bike facilities, installing bike signals, adding bike parking spaces, and
deploying a bike sharing system.* While the Bicycle Plan Plus improvements are through 2018, for the purposes
of this nexus, it is assumed that the average annual improvements proposed in the Bicycle Plan Plus will continue
through 2020, to allow for the impact fee to be calculated on an incremental basis through 2020. Table 20
sumimarizes the four improvement types expected as a result of the Bicycle Plan Plus strategy through 2020. The
provision of these four iterns is the basis of the nexus.

3 premium facllities are bikeways rated Level of Traffic Street (LTS) 1 or LTS 2, based on San Francisco's Comfort Index rating of
bikeways. Refer to the appended SFMTA presentation — "Bicycle Strategy Update Needs Assessment & Next Steps” (June 18, 2013)~
for a more detailed description of bikeway classification in San Francisco. For further information on the bike sharing network see the
San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis report (March 2014).
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Table 20. Bicycle Plan Plus Improvements

Improvements

Bicycle Pian Plus

Proposal (2013-

Assumed

Incremental
lmprovements

- Total Improvements -
Expected (2013~

2018)

(2019-2020)"

2020)

Incremental miles of premium bike lanes (2013-2020)} 10. 3 13
Incremental upgraded intersections (2013-2020) 10 3 13
Incremental bicycle parking (2013-2020) 4,000 1,333 5,333
Incremental bicycle share program bicycles (2013-2020)* 500 167 667

Source: SFMTA Bicycle Sirafegy; AECOM, 2013, .

1. These numbers reflect AECOM's projections based on the average annual infrastructure improvements identified by the Bicycle Plan Plus
proposal.

2. The bicycle share program, in addition to 667 bicycles, includes 67 stations —i.e. 50 bicycle share program stations in the Bicycle Plan Plus
‘proposal (2013-2018) plus 17 assumed incremental stations (2019-2020).

GROWTH PROJECTIONS

The development horizon for bicycle infrastructure is 2020. This shorter-term development horizon mirrors the
timeframe of the SFMTA Bicycle Strategy. Between 2013 and 2020, San Francisco will house 51,866 more people
and employ 76,791 more workers, as shown in Table 21.

Table 21 Growth Pro;echons for Blcycle lnfrastructure (2013 —2020)

Growt!
(2013 - 2020)

:mpﬁ;’ﬁda-- I

Population | seosss | er2ast | stses | 6%
Employment ’ - e e e i
Jobs | eoor0 | erzsm | mrer | 13%
Service Population ~ .. - [ s L e e e L
Senvicepopulaion’ | 112088 | 1211217 | ezt | 8%

Source: Overall population and employment taken directly from the San Francisco Planning Depariment 201 3 projections from Aksel Olsen,
Planner/Geographer in Citywide Information and Analysis Group, received May 14, 2013. See appended documents for files. Projections were
given at five year intervals beginning in 2010, so AECOM' used linear interpolation to amive at 2013 estimates.

1. Service popuiafion is a weighted sum of residents and employees, where residents are weighted at 100% and employees are weighted at
50%. Service population equals one times the number of residents plus 0.5 times the number of employees. For a more detailed d\scussmn of
the service population concept, refer fo the Service Population section of the report under the Additional Assumiptions section.

NEXUS METHODOLOGY & FEE CALCULATION

The fee calculation methodology (Table 22 to Table 25) calculates the total cost of provndmg adequate bicycle
infrastructure elements for San Francisco's service population (2013-2020). Because the new facilities will be used
by both existing and new service population, the total cost of providing the bicycle improvements is split
proportionally, and only the proportional cost of the improvements are assigned to new development. The costs
are distributed between residential and non-residential land uses based on their associated contributions to total
incremental service population growth.

The residential fee is based on the percentage of service population units arising from the new resident population,
and the non-residential (commercial) fee is based ‘on the percentage of service population units arising from the
employee population.
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Table 22. Nexus Methodology for Upgrading Bikeway Miles to Premium Facilities Fee

. Measure

: Value

- Source / Calculation

Service Population’ =~ 7', N N T
A Total projected service population {(2020) 1,211,217 Table 21 .
B Total new service population (2013-2020) 90,261 Table 21
C New growth as % of total service population (2020)- 7.5% B/A
Unit Conversions. * - - ' B : o R
D Residential (GSF new development/service population) 498 Table 4
E Commercial (BSF new development/service population) 654 Table 4
Metric. | -~ .o+ . o0 SRS T B . ; E -
F Incremental miles of premium bike lanes (2013-2020) 13 SFMTA Bicycle Strategy
Cost |-~ = s T : : ’ ' Wl L
G |-City estimate of unit cost (§/mile of upgraded premium lane) $1,852,000 gl;thTEP;ﬁB:;/tt:gStrategy
H . | Total cost for upgraded lanes ) $24,076,000 F*G
I Cost attributable to incremental growth $1,806,000 C*H
Administrative Cost
J Administrative costs (6% of fee) $90,000 Memorandum (November 4,
2013)
K Total attributable cost with administrative costs $1,896,000 1+J
Nexus Fee Maximums. I R I
Residential ($/GSF) $0.042 K/(B*D)
Non-Residential ($/GSF) '$0.032 K/{B*E)

Source: AECOM, 2013

Note: All numbers and percentages are rounded 1o the nearest integer. All dollar values are rounded to the nearest thousand (except those

specified by the City, i.e. Line G, and the nexus fee maximums). Nexus fee maximums are rounded to the nearest tenth of a cent.
1. Cost based on data from Seleta Reynolds, Section Leader of Livable Streets within the Sustainable Strests Division of SFMTA (received via
email attachment on June 26, 2013, as spreadsheet entitled Bike Strategy Cost Estimate 20121101.xs).
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Table 23 Nexus Methodology for Upgradmg lntersectlons Fee

Measure

Sérvice Popula’uon

Source / Calculafion

Total prolected service populatlon (2020)

1,211,217

Table 21

A

B Total new service population (2013-2020) 90,261 Table 21

c New growth as % of total service populahon (2020) 7.5% B/A
Unit Conversions " . R . ‘.

D Residential (GSF new developmentlserwce populahon) 498 Table 4

E Commercial (GSF new development/service population) 654 Table 4
Metric. -~ <o L T BREN : -

F Incremental upgraded intersections (2013-2020) 13 SFMTA Blcycle Strategy
Cost - | - R oL :

G City estimate of unit cost ($/upgraded intersection) $71,250 gmgzt?:éﬁse Strategy

H Total cost for upgraded intersection $926,000 F*G )

1 Cost atfributable to incremental growth ~ $69,000 C*H

: Administrative Cost

J Administrative costs (5% of fee) $3:000 %ﬁlg;.wrandum (November 4,

K Total attnbu'table cost W|th admtmstra’nve cosis $72,000 I+J
Nexus Fee Maximums TR : .
Residential ($/GSF) $0.002 K/(B*D)
Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.001 KI/{B*E),

Source: AECOM, 2013
Note: All numbers and percentages are rounded to the nearest mteger All dollar values are rounded to the nearest thousand (except those

specified by the City, l.e. Line G, and the nexus fee maximums). Nexus fee maximums are rounded to the nearest tenth of a cent
1. Cost based on data from Seleta Reynolds, Section Leader of Livable Streets within the Sustainable Streets Division of SFMTA (recelved via
email attachment on June 26, 2013, as spreadsheet entitled Bike Strategy Cost Estimate 20121101.xs).
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Table 24 Nexus Methodology for Blcycle Parkmg Fee

Measure

. Service F‘opulatlon

Source / Calculation

1,211,217

{ Table 21

A Total projected service populaﬁon (2020)
B Total new service population (2013-2020) 90,261 Table 21
(o3 New growth as % of total service populatlon (2020) 7.5% B 1A
" Unit Conversions ;- . N
D Residential (GSF new developmentlserwce populaﬂon) 498 Table 4
E Commercial {GSF new development/service population) 654 Table 4
F Incremental bicycle parking (2013-2020) 5,333 SFMTA Bicycle Strategy
- Cost e R : . — —
R . . . y . SFMTA Bicycle Strategy
G City estimate of unit cost ($/parking .space) $280 Cost Estimates’
‘H 'fotal cost for bicycle parking spaces $1,493,000 F*G
| Cost attributable to incremental growth ~ $112,000 C*H )
Administrative Cost
J Administrative costs (5% of fee) $6,000 Memorandum (November 4,
2013)
K Total attributable cost w1th administrative costs $118,000 i+d
Nexus Fee Maximums'™- - oL .
Residential ($/GSF) $0.003 K/{B*D)
Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.002 K/{B*E)

~ Source: AECOM, 2013

Note: All numbers and percentages are rounded to the nearest integer. All dollar values are rounded to the nearest thousand (except those

specified by the City, i'e. Line G, and the nexus fee maximums). Nexus fee maximums are rounded to the nearest cent.
1. Cost based on data from Seleta Reynolds, Section Leader of Livable Streets within the Sustainable Streets Division of SFMTA (received via
email attachment on June 26, 2013, as spreadsheet entitled Bike Strategy Cost Estimate 20121101.xs).
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Table 25 Nexus Methodology for Blcycle Shanng System Fee

Measure ] . Source/ baicolation. ’

"'Service Population - . B . R s T Tt [P

A Total projected service populahon (2020) 1,211,217 Tabie 21

B Total new service population (2013-2020) 90,261 . Table 21

C New growth as % of total servrce populahon (2020) 7.5% B/A
Unit Conversions : T R S

D . Residential (GSF new development/servnce popula‘aon) . 498 Table 4

E Commercial (GSF new development/service population) 654 Table 4
Metric . - . : T -5 . -] -

F Incremental bicycle share program stations (2013-2020) 667 SFMTA Blcycle Strategy
Cost o . - ‘ ) .

. . " . . SFMTA Bicycle Strategy

G City estimate of unit coslt ($/bicycle share program otauons) $6,600 Cost Estimates’

H Total cost for stations T $4,402,200 - F*G

1 Cost attributable to incremental growth -+ $330,000 C*H

Administrative Cost
J Administrative costs (5% of fee) B $17,000 Memorandum (November 4,
. ) 2013)

K Tatal attributable cost with ad mlmstratlve costs $347,000 {+ J
Nexus Fee Maximums ) ) c . A : .
Residential ($/GSF) i . $0.008 Kl( B D)
Non-Residential ($/GSF) . $0.006 K/{B*E)

Source: AECOM 2013 -

Note: Ali numbers and percentages are rounded to the nearest mteger All dollar values are rounded to the nearest thousand (except those
specified by the City, i.e. Line G, and the nexus fee maximums). Nexus fee maximums are rounded to the nearest tenth of a cent.

1. Cost based on data from Seleta Reynolds, Section Leader of Livable Streets within the Sustainable Streets Division of (received via email
attachment on June 26, 2013, as spreadshest entitled Bike Strategy Cost Estimate 20121101.xls).
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NEXUS FINDINGS

Based on the approach summarized in Table 22 to Table 25, the maximum supportab!e residential fee is $0.06 per
GSF, and the maximum supportable non-residential fee is $0.04 per GSF.

Table 26. Maximum Supportable Impact Fees for Bicycle Infrastructure

i Maximum Citywide Fee

- Premium (LTS 1,2) Network Miles *. -~ .57 3 ST . AT
Residential ($/GSF) $0.042

Non-Residential {$/GSF) : $0.032
Upgraded lri"qefse;:ﬁoné S Lol T Y N S
Residential ($/GSF) $0.002
Non-Residential ($/GSF) ‘ . $0.001
“B'iAéycl'e Parking- © . : B - ; ’ T ..: 7 e E
Residential ($/GSF) - . $0.003
Non-Residential ($/GSF) . $0.002
Bicycle Share Blcycles (w:th Accompanymg Stations) " ; : - .o ' : A o
Residential ($/GSF) ) $0.008
Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.006
Total Bicycle Infrastructure.Fee . .~ . . o v T T T S
Residential {$/GSF) : $0.06
Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.04

Source: AECOM, 2013 .
Note: All values rounded to the tenth of a cent, except for the fee fotals which are rounded to the nearest cent.

As Table 27 demonstrates, both determined maximum supportable fees are above the highest existing fee for
bicycle infrastructure. For both residential and non-residential fees, the highest existing fee recovers under 85
percent of the maximum supportable nexus.

Table 27. Comparing Proposed Maximum Supportable Bicycle Infrastructure Fees to Existing (2013) Fees

Percent of -

. Maximum )
Supportable Nexus
Recovered by
Existing Fee

- {(Existing/Proposed)

Residential ($/GSF) $0.06 $0.05 83% YES
Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.04 $0.02 50% YES

_Proposed (Max) - Existing (Max) -

Proposed Max > 10% Above Existing

Source: AECOM, 2013
Note: All fee values rounded to the nearest cent; all percentages rounded to the nearest integer.
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6. Conclusion

As described in the previous sectioris, the maximum supportable fees determined for the four infrastructure
categories (recreation and open space, childcare, streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, and bicycle
infrastructure) all exceed the highest current fees charged at either the citywide or neighborhood level. While the
City may choose to charge a lesser fee to new residential or non-residential development, this report demonstrates
that the current fees continue to be supported through a demonstrated nexus between new development and the
scale of the fee.

Table 28. Potential Maximum Supportable Fees Per Infrastructure Category (2013)

Recreation and Open Space Provision

Residential (3/GSF) . $14.99
Non-Residential ($/GSF) » $4.34

fldcare”
Residential ($/GSF) ) . $1.86
Non-Residential ($/GSF) . . $1.59

Residential (/GSF) .
Non-Residential ($/GSF) - ‘ $0.04
Source: AECOM, 2013 -

Note: All values rounded to the nearest cent.
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Addendum

The bulk of this report was completed‘in 2013, using 2013 data, costs, and demographic projections, However,
since the report was finalized in 2014 and will face adoption in 2014, the maximum supportable nexus fees in
Table 28 must be adjusted from 2013 dollars-to 2014 dollars.

The City annually adjusts all developer impact fees using an Annual Infrastructure Construction Cost Inflation
_estimate (AICCIE). To derive an appropriate AICCIE, the Capital Planning Committee (CPC) reviews cost inflation
data, market frend analyses, the Planning Department's pipeline report, and a variety of national, state, and local

_ commercial and institutional construction cost inflation indices. In 2014, the CPC adopted an AICCIE of 4.5%.
Therefore, all maximum supportable nexus fees determined in this report in 2013 dollars (Table 28) must be
increased by 4.5% as an adjustment to 2014 dollars. The adjusted maximum supportable nexus fees for 2014 are
shown in Table 29.

Table 29. Potential Maximum Supportable Fees Per Infrastructure Category (2014)

| Citywide Néxus Fees - o0t 70 Uy VETY 717 Maximum Supportable Fee™ - -

Recreation and Open Space Provision

Residential ($/GSF)
Non-Residential ($/GSF)

Childcare

Residential ($/GSF)
Non-Residential {($/GSF)

Streetscape and Pedestrian Infrastructure

Residential (3/GSF) $8.34
n—Rideﬁa! (/GSF o '

.+ Bicycle ihfraétrpcturg :
Residential (§/GSF) - ' S  $0.06
Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.04

Source: AECOM, 2014
Note: All values rounded to the nearest cent.
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reference sources cited in the text of this report. For the full-text copies of any of the listed documents, refer to the
accompanying compact disc.
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City and County of San Francisco. December 1, 2011. Development Impact Fee_Report 2011.pdf

CPAC San Francisco Child Care Needs Assessment (2007) _ | ChildCareNeedsAssessment_2007.pdf
San Francisco Better Streets Plan (December 7, 2010) BetterStreetsPlan_20101207.pdf
Streetscape Cost Memorandum (March 20, 2014) StreetscapeCostMemo_20140320.pdf
SFMTA Bicycle Strategy (January 2013) SFMTABiIcycleStrategy_20130129.pdf
San Francisco Bicycle Plan (June 26, 2009) SFBicyclePlan_200906286.pdf

List of Presentations Cited
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Slides from MTC's complete streets policy workshop

MTC_Complete_Streets_Pohcy_“Workshop _slides.pd

Slides from CPC presentation of 2014 AICCIE 2014_AICCIE_Presentation.pdf :
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PRIORITIZATION

Recognizing the critical role infrastructure plays in creating a thriving economy and vibrant communities, the
City of San Francisco Planning Department and the Capital Planning Program commissioned this study to
continue the City's efforts to strategically address its infrastructure needs. In recent years the City has moved
forward on a number of initiatives to strengthen its capital planning process, including establishing the Capital
Planning Program and creating the City’s first 10-Year Capital Plan in 2006. The Capital Plan is a fiscally-
constrained, long-range plan that draws on existing planning documents, such as the City’s General Plan and
Neighborhood Area Plans, to guide policy and funding decisions related to infrastructure investments. The
Plan is updated and approved by the Capital Planning Committee, the Board of Supervisors, and the Mayor
every other year.

This study supports these efforts by quantifying the current level of infrastructure services within the city and by
developing target levels for those services based on agency directives. The study also recognizes the City has
limited resources to fund and maintain infrastructure, and needs to set realistic infrastructure provision goals.
The results of this report are intended to help inform the City’s capital planning process and future infrastructure
decisions. As part of this process, the following five infrastructure categories have been reviewed:

1. Recreation and open space; '
Childcare;
Streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure;

Bicycle infrastructure; and

ook N

Transit infrastructure.

For each of these categories, this study evaluates (1) the existing leve! of service (LOS), (2) an aspirational,
long-term LOS standard, and (3) a realistic, short-term (2030") LOS standard. Each of these LOS is described -
in greater detail below.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES
The infrastructure LOS review and analysis study has four clear objectives:

« To evaluate existing levels of infrastructure provisibn and distribution throughout the city;

! In most cases the timeframe of analysis is from the current year (2013) until 2030. Two exceptions are bicydle infrastructure and
childcare, for which the timeframe of analysis extends until 2020. This selection of a shorter timeframe for these two infrastructure
categories is discussed in more detail in the relevant infrastructure chapter.

San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis ) 1
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e To recommend aspirational and attainable LOS targets for the city considering fiscal, policy, physical,
and social constraints;

= To use existing LOS provisions along with the developed LOS standards as a tool to understand
potential opportunities for capital investment; and

= To provide guidelines for evaluating capital projects in terms of citywide standards.

STANDARDS BASED METRICS

The LOS metrics developed and evaluated in thls study are, where possible, standards-based metrics.
Standards-based metrics are LOS metrics that measure infrastructure provision against some measure of
population — typically either population (residents) or service population.? An example of a standard-based
metric would be: 2 miles of street per 1,000 residents. The LOS metrics for recreation and open space,
pedestrian and streetscape infrastructure, and childcare were all developed as standards-based metrics.

The benefits of using standard-based metrics include being able to:
« Set clear Cily targets for infrastructure provision'and capital planning;
e Measure infrastructure distribution across the city’s neighborhoods, thereby identifying areas of need;
e Allow infrastructure provisions o be benchmarked against past/future provision;
« Inform future planning and large-scale redevelopment decisions;
« Develop a common language and tool for agency policies and various infrastructure types;
* Measure and track the City’s infrastructure provision in relation to other oomparable cmes
« Provide a visual tool to help prioritize capital mvestment and

. Streamhne the development impact fee nexus update process.

Glven constraints associated with somie infrastructure categories, not all metrics within this study are
standards-based. Bicycle infrastructure and transit infrastructure meitrics are both structured in alternate ways,
relying on different measures of provision that are not directly comrelated to population or service population.
These two infrastructure categories take into account future capital needs and assign a share of those needs fo
development.

DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

Metrics were developed based on existing City policies, department consulta;(ion, and an overview of best
practices from comparable cities throughout North America.® The key finding from the best practices review is
that, while infrastructure metrics — particularly standards-based metrics — are rare among built-out cities, most

2 Service population is a unit of measure that encompasses all local infrastructure users, Including residents and employees.
Residents are assigned one point, while employees are typically assigned 0.5 points to reflect their lower level of usage. For
recreation and open space, service population is calculated by assigning residents one point, and employees 0.19 points. Refer to -
the companion report, San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis (March 2014), and its appendix report, San Francisco Citywide
Nexus Analysis — Service Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013) for more detail.

® Please see the Appendix — Citywide and Neighborhood Policy Documents for a list of policies and reports that were researched in
the evaluation. Also, the Appendix — Case Study Tables provides an evaluation of infrastructure provision of San Francisco
compared to cmes surveyed.

2 . San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis

1 886 . Mart:h201.4



AECOM

cities surveyed expressed significant interest in developing such metrics as a way to simplify and standardize
provision measurement and distribution.*

To develop LOS targets, the first step was fo determine quantitative metrics for each infrastructure type. The
current provision, using this quantitative metric, was mapped to understand distribution across neighborhoods.
Next, the long-term aspirational goals were identified based on policy research and department input. The long-
term goals reflect policy goals that may become achievable over the long-term under alternate financing and
social landscapes — i.e. given fewer constraints, financial and otherwise. After quantifying these two conditions,
the current LOS and the Iong-te‘rm' aspirational goal, short-term targets were developed to reflect infrastructure
development objectives that are more feasible given fiscal and social constraints. The short-term (2030 - or
2020, in the case of childcare and bicycle infrastructure) targets were developed in consultation with
responsible departments, and reflect a reasonable estimate of what the City intends to achieve based on
prevailing fiscal conditions in San Francisco for both capital and operations and maintenance costs. In some
instances, the short-term targets reflect a preservation of the current LOS (childcare, recreation and open
space), while for other infrastructure categories, the short-term targets reflect reasonable development plans
(bicycle infrastructure, streefscape and pedestrian infrastructure).

In addition to supporting capital planning efforts, the short-term targets help inform future development impact
fees: feasible shori-term targets help set reasonable fee levels. By contrast, basing development impact fees

on the ambitious infrastructure provision of the long-term aspirational goals would create an undue burden on
new dévelopment that the City is unable to match.

Finally, it is important to note that these goals and targets do not preordain funding to specific locations but
rather set up a systematic approach to help understand locations of potential infrastructure investment and
determine potentially appropriate infrastructure projects to consider. Individual projects will be guided by a
number of other factors including departmental guidance, community support, fiscal feasibility, and so on.

‘FINDINGS

Table 1 summarizes the current LOS provision, the long-term aspirational LOS goals, and the short-term LOS
targets for the five infrastructure categories. The LOS targets developed as part of this work are consistent with
current City plans and are intended to be applied as guidelines. The City may choose to aspire to higher goals
or lower targets to account for unique neighborhood characteristics and/or available resources for investing in
and maintaining new infrastructure. A list of guiding policy documents that were used to develop the LOS
metrics presented in this report are summarized in Table 2.

Because few cities have well-defined LOS targets, it can be difficult to compare San Francisco's performance
against comparable cities. However, where it is possible to do so, San Francisco is clearly on par or better in
terms of infrastruchure provision. For recreation and open space, San Francisco, by various measures, provides
1.6 to 3.5 more acres of park per 1,000 residents than New York City. San Francisco also performs well in park
provision in terms of access. Almost all residents in San Francisco live within a half mile ofa park or recreation
facility.

In addition to comparing well against other cities, San Francisco has also done a good job of meeting the
provision goals it sets for itself. For bicycle infrastructure, the city has also completed all bicycle lane

* Many Califomnia cities that continue to expand into greenfield /undeveloped areas have infrastructure level of services standards in
their general plans to inform privately developed master plans, as well as fo set a development fee program that may be above their
existing citywide provision.
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improvements put forth in the 2009 Bicycle Master Plan. Such commitment fo targets has helped.San
Francisco maintain its high levels of infrastructure provision and service.

NEXT STEPS / RECONMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY

There are numerous possible ways to measure the provision of a given infrastructure type. The proposed
metrics for each infrastructure type are constrained by the availability of data for each infrastructure type and by
the availability of a clear understanding of costs associated with expanding capacity. Each section
recommends additional data that could further refine and enhance the utility of these metrics.
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Faclhty .
s
" Type LO Metnc )

1 Acres of City-Owned Open Space

Table 1. Summary of LOS Metncs for Flve Infrastructure Categones

Current B

’ 'Shorl':-term

Projected
Citywide
Shortfall -

% of Infant and Toddler (0-2)

/1,000 Service Population Units 40 40 40 566 acres
1.1 Acres of Open Space /1,000 SPU 35 3.5 55 acres
1.2 Acres of Improved Open Space /1,000 SPU 0.5 05 511 acres
2 Acres / 1,000 Adjacent Residents 0.7 0.5 0.5

~ NA

Available Licensed Slots

Sfiéetscape and Pedestrian

" Infrastructure

Square feet of sidewalk /
1 improved sndewalk space per

1 Nuer of Premum (LTS 1

103 square feet

of sidewalk / SPU

Ihfra’sﬁructure’

88 square feet of
improved

1 .| Childcare Demand Served by 37% 100% 37% 2,529 spaces
Available Licensed Slots
% of Preschool Age Children (3-5)

2 Childcare Demand Served by 98.6% 100% 99.6% 2,256 spaces

88 square feet of
improved

lnfra’strgcturé .

stdewalk I SPU |

10 miles

Transit Infrastructure

Network Miles 51 miles 251 miles, 100% 61 miles

Number of Upgraded . . . . . 10 intersections
2 Infersections 3 intersections 203 intersections 13 intersections
3 g::]ct::r of Bicycle Parking 8,800 spaces 58,000 spaces 12,800 spaces 4,000 spaces
4 Bicycie Share Program (Bikes + 0 300 stations 50 stations 50 stations

Accompanying Share Station) 3,000 bicycles 500 bicycles 500 bicycles

Transit Crowding (% of Boardings :
1| Relative fo Capacity) NiA NIA 85% N/A-
Transit Travel Time (Average
2 Minutes per Trip) 33.72 N/A 33.60 . N/A

" Source: AECOM, 2013

1. Projected citywide shortfall is calculated by applying the short-term target LOS to the 2030 service population (or 2020 service
population, in the case of childcare and bicycle infrastructure).
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Recreation and Open Space

ing and Reference Documents

- Docurent Status

Planning Depariment June 2011 Drait report
Element (ROSE)
Acquisition Policy RPD Aug.2011 | Adopted
.San Francisco Child Care !
. . 2007 . Final report
| Needs Assessment San Francisco Child Care
B San Francisco Citywide Plan | Planning and Advisory
B for Early Care and Education | Council (CPAC) May 2012 Final report
and Out of School Time
San Francisco Better Streets .
an Francis © Planning Department Dec. 2010 Adopted
Pian (BSP)
Financing San Francisco’s DPW,
fnanaing Oct.2012 | Final report
Urban Forest Planning Department
DPH, : .
i Draft policy to be included
SFMTA, Planning . .
. in update of
WalkFirst Department, Oct. 2011 i
. Transportation Element of
San Francisco County the General Plan
Transportation Authority :
S Fré isco Bicycle Master :
an Francise Elcycl Mat SFMTA ‘| June 2009 Adopted
Plan i
Internal policy document;
basis for 2014 CIP project
SFMTA Bicycle Strategy SFMTA Dec. 2012 list (pending adoption of
CIP project list in April
2014)
San Francisco Transportation ‘
Sustainability Fee Nexus SFMTA Mar. 2012 Draft report

Study

Source: AECOM, 2013
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2. INTRODUCTION

In 2013, AECOM was retained by the San Francisco Planning Department and the San Francisco Capitél
Planning Program to conduct a review of the City and County of San Francisco's (the City’s) infrastructure
provision. The fundamental questions analyzed were:

1. What are the existing citywide levels of service (1LOS) for the reviewed mfrastructure categories?

2. What infrastructure LOS standards does the City aspire to if fiscally unconstrained?

3. What infrastructure LOS standards should the City realistically target?
4

Given LOS standards, for each infrastructure element, what is the anticipated citywide shorifall by 2030, '
based on population growth?

Specifically, this report provides insights into determining LOS targets for five infrastructure categories: (1)
recreation and open space; (2) childcare; (3) streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure; (4) bicycle
infrastructure; and (5) transit infrastructure. To determine LOS metrics and standards, this report relied on
existing City plans and reports related to the five infrastructure elements. This report is intended to inform
infrastructure provision in the city to address existing and future shortfalls.

The LOS targets developed as part of this work are consistent with current City plans and are infended fo be
applied as guidelines. The City may choose to aspire to higher goals or lower fargets fo account for unique
neighborhood characteristics and/or available resources for investing in and maintaining new infrastructure.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES
The infrastructure LOS review and analysis portion of the project has four clear objectives:

= To evaluate existing levels of infrastructure provision and distribution throughout the city;
« To develop and propose aspirational and attainable | OS targets for the city;

« To use the existing provision along with the developed level of service standards as a capital plannlng
tool; and

= To provide guidelines for evaluating capital projects in terms of citywide standards.

While this report does not cover the estimation of new development’s share of infrastructure provision, it does
provide the foundation for the Citywide Nexus Analysis.’

S Refer to the cofnpanion report, San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis (March 2014).
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PRIQRITIZATION

Recognizing the critical role infrastructure plays in creating a thriving economy and vibrant communities, the
City commissioned this study to continue its efforts to strategically address its infrastructure needs. In recent
years the City has moved forward on a number of initiatives to strengthen its capital planning process, including
establishing the Capital Planning Program and creating the City’s first 10-Year Capital Plan in 2006. The
Capital Plan is a fiscally-constrained, long-range plan that draws on existing planning documents, such as the
City’s General Plan and Neighborhood Area Plans, to guide policy and funding decisions related to
infrastructure investments. The Plan is updated and approved by the Capital Planning Committee, the Board of
Supervisors, and the Mayor every other year. This study, in part, will quantify the current level of infrastructure
services within the city and develop target levels for those services. The results of this report will be
incorporated into the City’s capital planning process and help inform future infrastructure decisions.

INFRASTRUCTURE TYPES EVALUATED

The five infrastructure categories evaluated as part of this study include:

Recreation and open space Childcare

Streetscape and pedestrian

infrastructure Transit Infrastructure

Bicycle infrastructtre

These infrastructure categories reflect the majority of the current impact fees that are charged at either the
neighborhood or citywide level. As such, the City wants to frame provision of these categories in a common
language that allows for easy comparison across categories and across the city.

Recreation and Open Space

Recreation and open space encompasses all recreation facilities within the city limits including park land and
facilities owned by the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department (RPD), as well as state and federal
park land. This study will focus on recreation and open space within the city limits provided by the City ~i.e.

- recreation and open space owned by RPD, the Department of Public Works (DPW), the Port, and the
Redevelopment Agency/Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency within San
Francisco. The more than 200 parks range in size from less than one acre fo ever 1,000 acres (Golden Gate
Park), and support all kinds of recreational uses, from organized team sports and athletics, to gardening, to
sunbathing and picnicking. Recreation and open space includes passive lawn space and forested areas for
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“general enjoyment of outdoors”®, courses and courts, playgrounds, and bike, pedestrian, and equestrian
paths. By providing and maintaining recreation and open space, RPD aims to increase recreation opportunities,
contribute to the city’s environmental health, and encourage the health and weli-being of San Francisco's
residents and visitors.

Childcare

Childcare, in this study, refers to childcare licensed by the City. Licensed childcare facilities are classified as
either licensed family childcare home (FCCH) facilities or center-based facilities, both of which can provide
infant, toddler, and preschool care. The Office of Early Care and Education (OECE) keeps records of all
existing licensed facilities and the tfotal number of spaces available in each category. As well as licensing
facilities, the City currently directs public funds for facilities and operations, and contributes municipal funds and
impact fees to support childcare subsidies. While the City does not own or operate childcare facilities, the San
Francisco Childcare Planning and Advisory Council (CPAC) works to ensure that a sufficient number of
facilities are provided to meet demand. The San Francisco CPAC has identified childcare provision for infants
and toddlers (ages 0-2) and preschoolers (ages 3-5) as important goals.

Streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure

Streetscape and pedestrian infrastruciure encompasses a wide range of pedestrian right-of-way facilities, from
simple paved sidewalks to “complete streets”” with sidewalks, street trees, lighting, benches, bulb-outs,
signalized crosswalks, and traffic calming measures. According fo the City's guiding streetscape and
pedestrian infrastructure policy document (San Francisco’s Better Streéts Plan), the City aims to provide all
types of streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, from the basic to the most furnished, depending on the
street type, the site conditions, traffic and built environment constraints, and so on. Although the streetscape
infrastructure is not uniform across San Francisco, the Better Streets Plan (BSP) intends for most sidewalks to
include, in addition to pavement, as least some streetscape elements such as lighting, bulb-outs, or street
trees. Streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, as a determinant of walking within the city, plays an important
role in the City’s transportation goals, health and safety promot'ion,v and environmental objectives.

Bicycle Infrastructure

Bicycle infrastructure refers primarily fo the city's bicycle network. The network consists of a range of bicycle
route levels (LTS 1 —LTS 4) that denote rider comfort along a route. These bikeway types reflect varying levels
of separation from vehicle traffic and street conditions. Because of the nature of use and location of bike
facilities, the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) works closely with the' RPD as well as
the Department of Public Works (DPW) on the planning and maintenance of bicycle infrastructure. Bicycle
infrastructure is often planned in conjunction with SFMTA'’s other transportation infrastructure. Bicycle
infrastructure, as a determinant of biking within the city, plays an important role in the City’s transportation
goals, health and safety promotion, and environmental objectives.

§ United States. San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. “Parks Acquisifion Policy.” August 2011. Print.

7 Streets which “are safe, comfortable, and convenient for travel for everyone, regardiess of age or ability — motorists, pedestrians,
bicyclists, and public transportation riders.” Metropolitan Transportation Commission, “MTC One Bay Area Grant: Complete Streets
Policy Development Workshop.” 16 October 2012. Section 2.4.13 of San Francisco’s Public Works Code outlines San Francisco’s
complete streets policy, including the construction of transit, bicycle, stormwater, and pedestrian improvements. Pedestrian
environment improvements include sidewalk lighting, pedestrian safety measures, traffic calming devices, landscaping, and other
pedestrian elements listed as defined in the Better Streets Plan.
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Transit Infrastructure-

Transit infrastructure refers to San Francisco's network of public buses, light rail, streefcars, and cable cars run
by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). The system provides constant service year
round and works to balance system access with efficiency. Transit infrastructure plays an important role in the
City’s transportation goals, health and safety promotion, and environmentat objectives.

APPROACH / REPORT ORGANIZATION

The work summarized in this report is organized into chapters (one per infrastructure category), witha -
preceding chapter (Chapter 3) summarizing the process AECOM undertook to establish an LOS, and a
proceeding chapter (Chapter 12) briefly discussing project prioritization and financing.

Each infrastructure chapter is organized as follows:

« Each chapter opens with a discussion of background information about the infrastructure category and
typical measures for infrastructure provision. A review of the provision of the infrastructure category
within San Francisco is included, with reference to provision in case study cities.

«  Metrics for that infrastructure within San Francisco are proposed. San Francisco's current provision is
quantified, as per the proposed metric. An aspirational goal and a short-term target are identified, as
per the proposed metric. '

« San Francisco's future (2030%) infrastructure shortfall is assessed, assuming the current level of
infrastructure is maintained while population and employment increases.

: 1
® In most cases the timeframe of analysis is from the current year (2013) until 2030. Two exceptions are bicycle infrastructure and

childcare, for which the timeframe of analysis extends until 2020. This selection of a shorter timeframe for these two infrastructure
categories is discussed in more detail in the relevant infrastructure chapter.
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3. EXISTING AND
PROPOSED LEVELS OF
SERVICE

The following section summarizes the process AECOM underfook to establish 1.OS, including policy review,
agency stakeholder interviews, and case study research. Initial findings are summarized.

LOS METRICS DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION

The process of measuring LOS provision for each infrastructure category, developing aspirational goals and
realistic targets, and preparing an infrastructure gap analysis has been the same for each infrastructure type. A
brief description of the process and key inputs in each step of the process are described below. Infrastructure--
specific approaches and results are included in more detail in the proceeding infrastructure-specific chapters.

Again, it is important to note that the metrics and fargets developed as part of this process are consistent with
current City plans and are intended to be applied as citywide guidelines. The City may choose to aspire to
higher goals or lower targets to account for unique neighborhood characteristics and/or available resources for
investing in and maintaining new infrastructure. '

LOS Metric Development

In order {o develop approprigte LOS metrics for San Francisco’s infrastructure facilities, AECOM relied-on three
key inputs: L )

1. Existing citywide and neighborhood policy documents;

2. Interviews and consultation with San Francisco agency stakeholders; and

3. Best practice reviews of eight cities across North America.

San Francisco Policy Review

For many of the infrastructure categories, a substantial amount of work has been done by various agencies to
define L.OS metrics and targets for San Francisco's infrastructure. To build on existing work, citywide and
neighborhood-specific planning and policy documents were reviewed and incorporated into this reporf's
analysis. Specific findings from citywide policy documents are included in greater detail in individual
infrastructure chapters. A full list of the policies reviewed is included in the Appendix.

At the neighborhood level, few plans address concrete LOS targets, but most provide qualitative or design
guidance on infrastructure improvements. In addition to design input, many neighborhood plans and nexus
studies, such as the Market & Octfavia Cpmmunity Improvements Program, the West SOMA Nexus Study, and
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the Transbay Nexus Study provide project prioritization based on either internal assessment of need, the San
Francisco General Plan, or other infrastructure-specific plans such as San Francisco’s Shorf Range Transit
Plan and the Childcare Needs Assessment. Direction on recreation and open space LOS and targets are most
common, with less neighborhood-specific direction provided on bicycle infrastructure or streetscape and
pedestrian infrastructure. Although it is possible for neighborhood plans or nexus studies to define their own
LOS targets, in most instances plans and nexus analyses take direction from various policy decisions made at
the citywide level. :

Agency Stakeholder Interviews

Interviews with City agency stakeholders were a critical part of the LOS metric and target development. Agency
representatives were selected by the project client, and additional stakeholders were contacted as needed. The
project team met with agency representatives for all five infrastructure categories evaluated in addition to
Planning Department and Capital Planning Program representatives.

A full list of the agencies and stakeholders consulted is included in the Appendix. .

Best Practiées ~ Case Study Review

Eight cities across North America were reviewed to evaluate how other comparable cities are mea'sun'ng LOS,
applying LOS metrics to their infrastructure provision, and using LOS standards to priorifize investment. The
selected cities are comparable to San Francisco in that they are either: (1) built-out cities that rely on urban infill
for growth (or have strong urban growth boundaries) °, or (2) city-county municipalities. In addition, two cities
from California were reviewed to understand how they address the state-specific political and economic
challenges. The case study cities reviewed are:

Boston, Massachusetts (built-out city)

Miami, Florida (cﬁy—county)

Minneapolis, Minnesota (city-county)

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania (built-out city, city-county)

‘Portland, Oregon (built-out city)

San Diego, California (California)

San Jose, California (California)

‘Vancouver, Canada (built-out city)

o N O oA WN S

Through policy review and interviews with city officials, it is clear that, while many cities quantify infrastructure
provision for various infrastructure categories, the practice of creating or applying developed LOS metrics is a
relatively uncommon one. :

Key findings of the case study review include:

' LOS metrics are uncommon practice - While many cities qﬁanﬁfy infrastructure provision for various
" facilities, the practice of creating or applying developed LOS metrics was uncommon in the cities surveyed.

5 Note that the analysis specifically considered built-out cities because the provision of additional infrastructure is very different than
in cities sfill expanding their boundaries. Expanding cities can set specific master planning guidelines and dictate levels of service on
new development; and, because these projects are establishing new urban areas, there is a much simpler nexus between the
infrastructure requirement and the development.
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Additionally, while some facilities, such as recreation and open space have well-accepted public metrics (e.g.
acres of park per 1,000 residents), others, such as childcare and streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure are
rarely expressed in quantified levels of service.™ Many of the case study cities are large, built-out cities that do
"not have large master plan areas where citywide guidance is required for infrastructure provision. Some
Californian cities set park and right-of-way standards for large new developments, especlally where a
comprehensive development fee program is in place, but this practice is less prevalent among cities where the
predominant form of déevelopment is infill.

In Portland’s 20712 Citywide Assets Report, the City identified establishing LOS as one of its priorities. Several
other interviewed cities expressed a sincere interest in leaming more about San Francisco’s LOS development.
Because LOS metrics and targets are not necessarily a common practice for all infrastructure categories, when
metrics are provided, their non-standardized nature tends to make cross-city comparison difficult. LOS
provision for each case study city is summarized in the Appendlx in Table 30 and notable City goals are
included in the infrastructure sections.

LOS targets tend to be qualitative — More often than not, infrastructure goals provided in the case study
cities’ planning documents tend to be either qualitative (e.g. improve “walkability”), or very specific (e.g. build an
additional 10 miles of bicycle network on 12th Street). These goals are rarely clearly tied to demand. Identified
LOS targets for each case study city are summarized in the Appendix in Table 31.

1.OS targets tend fo be aspirational - When quantitative LOS targets are provided, they tend to be
aspirational rather than financially realistic. Many cities indicated that they fall short of the goals set forth in

. planning and policy documents, and that the goals were intended primarily as a guide rather than as a '
mandate. Table 3 summarizes some of the LOS metrics that are used in the case studies or in academic policy
documents. These metrics were reviewed with agency stakeholders to determine whether any of them would

_be appropriate for San Francisco. It was noted that aspirational targets can be problematic if too ambitious. An
oversupply of infrastructure can overburden limited operations and maintenance capacity. For example, a
highly ambitious recreation and open space standard, and subsequent provision, can lead to unmaintained
park lands and deteriorating public assets. Strest tree provision is another example of where the ongoing care
is as important as the initial planting and establishment of the street trees.

1® Note that there are a number of smaller Califomnia cities (such as Berkeley; Santa Monica, and Palo Alto) that consider childcare
provision in their needs assessment of community facilities, and require developers to accommodate their fair share of future
childcare needs.

" AECOM, “Financing San Francisco’s Urban Forest — The Benefits and Costs of a Comprehensive Street Tree Program October
2012. Print.
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Table 3. Common Findings and Infrastructure LOS Metrics

i Consisrad.

In additior_'a to the longstanding metric of acres per 1,000 * Percent of total land area

Recreation
and Open ' residents, many cities are also evaluating access and » Distance to nearest park per resident
Space proximity measures. » Acres per 1,000 residents

» Acres per household

» Municipal spending per capita

» Tree canopy coverage
Childcare Likely because of the primarily private provision, childcare « Childcare spaces per resident
Facilities facilities are rarely addressed as a city infrastructure ' = Square foot of childcare facilities per child

requirement.12 ) » Percent of demand accommodation

Streetscape Most cities tend fo have qualitative goals associated with « Percent of streets with sidewalks

streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure — addressing
quality and aesthetics rather than quantity.

-Linear feet of sidewalk per resident

and Pedestrian
: Pedestrian Environmental Quality index

Infrastructure . . i 3 14
Goals to increase pedestrian mode share ™ are common, (PEQJ)
without necessarily concrete action plans. » Street free provision or canopy coverage
Right-of-way standards for new greenfield developmentare | » Customized metrics incerporating lighting,
common but often developed at a Master Plan or Specific sidewalk width, separation from fraffic,
Plan level. o : i adjacent road speed, etc.
Bicycle Increasing bicycle mode share was a common goal (Boston, | » Percent of streets with bike lanes '
Infrastructure | Philadelphia, Portland, and Vancouver). s Linear feet of bike 1lane per resident {or per
Almost all cities have developed bicycle master plans with service population 5)
target bicycle networks identified. « Mode share
Miami and Philadelphia both had “bike friendly” status goals | » Customized metrics incorporating width,
tied to national organization rankings. ~ encounter frequency, adjacent road speed,
' . eic.
Transit Transit LOS is fypically much more difficult to evaluate given | » Transit score
Infrastructure its complexity. » Mode share
Many cities have transit mode share goals (Portland, San » Customized metrics incorporating
Jose, and Vancouver). . : headways, trip times, reliability, schedule

range, seat availability, etc.

Source: AECOM, 2013.

Where possible, LOS provision for each case study city, as well as San Francisco, is summarized in the
Appendix in Table 30.

Case study findings related to infrastructure prioritization and financing are included in Chapter 11.

2 Berkeley, Santa Monica, Palo Alfo, and Concord are all examples in California of cities that do address childcare provision.
* Mode share measures the percentage of all fransportation trips that use a given “mode.” Walking, bicycle, public transit, and
rivate vehicles are the most common modes of travel.
"_ "Pedestrian Environmental Quality Index .” Program on Health, Equity and Sustainability. San Francisco Department of Public
Health. Web. 31 June 2013, http:/mww.sfphes.org/elements/24-elements/tools/108-pedestrian-environmental-quality-index
' Service population is a unit of measure that encompasses all local infrastructure users, including residents and employees.
Residents are assigned one point, while employees are typically assigned 0.5 points to reflect their lower level of usage. For
recreation and open space, service population is calculated by assigning residents one point, and employees 0.19 points. Refer to
the companion report, San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis (March 2014), and its appendix report, San Francisco Citywide
Nexus Analysjs — Service Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013) for more detail. .
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CURRENT LOS PROVISION EVALUATION

Using the identified metrics, the infrastructure provision for all categories, with the exception of transit
infrastructure and childcare, ™ were mapped using GIS."” Mapping the infrastructure provision allows for both
the evaluation of a citywide LOS, and, in some cases, an understanding of how infrastructure provision is
distributed across the city’s 37 neighborhoods. These citywide and neighborhood provision maps can help
inform how capital funds may be pricritized based on current distribution.

"“The developed LOS metrics aim to account for variations in service density, demand, and o;(her factors.
However, it is not always possible to account for all factors that influence geographic demand and supply
variation of an infrastructure type.

LOS and Infrastructure Standard Development

Two tiers of standards are included as part of this study: (1) long-term aspirational goals and (2) short-term
targets. ’

Both the long-term aspirational goals and short-term targets were identified based on existing policies and
department direction, or as a result of reviewing the existing LOS provision. The bifurcation is meant to balance
the City's ideal infrastructure aspirations with what it can reasonably expect to provide, given capital and
operations budgets and other external limitations. The long-term aspirational goals represent an ideal level of
service for each infrastructure category absent any constraints. The short-term targets are intended to indicate
what the City will aim to provide for its residents by 2030, or in the case of childcare and bicycle infrastructure,
in a shorter time frame (2020). The short-term targets are intended to ground expectations and help ensure
equitable distribution of infrastructure; however, the aspirational goals established through policy work.and

" community-based planning will continue to influence the City's long-term infrastructure planning.

As with the LOS metrics, some departments have already invested a significant amount of effort in developing
detailed .needs assessments for San Francisco and for specific neighborhoods. It is important to note that in no o
way does this work, particularly. the gap assessment, intend to override the analysis that has already been

done by various agencies. ' '

Infrastructure Shortfall and Gap Analysis

LOS targets are overlaid on the city's current LOS provision to identify variations in shorifall and surplus
throughout the city. The LOS targets are also overlaid on the projected future (2030 or 2020) population to-
determine the projected shorffall, if no infrastructure investment was made.

Many of the gap analyses are presented at the neighborhood level, and are meant to serve as a high-level
overview of the distribution of services throughout the city. Given the nature of many of the infrastructure
facilities, it is often not possible or not appropriate to provide an equal LOS in each of the neighborhoods. For.
example, recreation and open space varies throughout the city based on urban form: in the downtown, open
space requirements are nearly impractical fo apply where there are few, if any, land acquisition opportunities
that could support the development of a neighborhood park. As well, some areas of the city require higher
levels of service than others. For this reason, the LOS provision targets apply to the entire city, not to individual

18 The LOS metrics identified for transit are only available as citywidé indicators and are not geographically located.
" For a complete list of data sources, see Table 29. The LOS metrics identified for childcare are based on citywide demand, and,
given data limitations, cannot be geographically disaggregated.
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neighborhoods. It is worth noting as well that neighborhood-level analysis by definition uses neighborhood
boundaries. In some cases, neighborhood provision may be distorted where infrastructure falls across a
neighborhood line, but clearly also serves adjacent neighborhoods. This idiosyncrasy is a function of
neighborhood-level analysis and is a reminder that the analysis is an informational tool.

The results of the LOS target evaluation for all of the infrastructure metrics are summarized in Table 4.
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Table 4. Summary of LOS Metrics for Five Infrastructure Cateéories

) Projected
Citywide
_ Shorifali !

Long-term

LOS Metric : Aspiration

hort-term Ta'rgétv -

" Recreation and Open Space

Acres of City-Owned Open Space

1 /1,000 Service Population Units 40 4.0 4.0 566 acres
(sPy) -
1.1 Acres of Open Space / 1,000 SPU 3.5 3.5 55 acres
1.2 Acres of Improved Open Space / 1,000 SPU 0.5 0.5 611 acres

% of Infants and Toddlers (0-2)
1 Childcare Demand Served by ~ 37% -, 100% . 37% 2,529 spaces
Available Licensed Slots . :
% of Preschool Age Children (3-
2 5) Childcare Demand , Served by 99.6% 100% 99.6% 2,256 spaces
Available Licensed Slots

5’ Streetscap_e and Pedeéfrian P
_ Infrastructure .

103 square 88 square feet of 88 square feetof |.
feet of improved improved sidewalk / N/A
sidewalk / SPU sidewalk / SPU SPU

1 Square feet of improved sidewalk
space per service population unit

Infrastructure Infrastructure

1 | Namberof fremium (LTS 1,2) Stmiles | 251miles,100% | = 61 mies 10 miles
Number of Upgraded . " . N . . 10 intersections

2 Intersections 3intersections | 203 intersections 13 intersections |

3 g;ranct;esr of Bicycle Parking 8,800 spaces 58,000'spaces 12,800 spaces 4,000 spaces.

4 Bicycle Share Program (Bikes + 0 300 stations 50 stations 50 stations

Accompanying Share Station) 3,000 bicycles

500 bicycles 500 bicycles

Transit Infrastructure

Transit Crowding (% of Boardings
T | Relative to Capacity) NIA NIA 85% NA

Transit Travel Time (Average
Minutes per Trip)

Source: AECOM, 2013

1. Projected citywide shortfall is calculated by applying the short-term target LOS to the 2030 service population (or 2020 service
population, in the case of childcare and bicycle infrastructure).

.

33.72 NA 33.60 N/A
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4. RECREATION AND
OPEN SPACE

Recreation and open space infrastructure is one of the infrastructure types .
that has received a significant amount of thought, public outreach, and
organization from the City. This section will outline conventions as well as
existing San Francisco policy' metrics for measuring open space provision,
with case study comparisons where applicable. This section will then
propose metrics and undertake an assessment of existing conditions based
on those metrics. Table 5 below notes the City policies referenced in this
section; full texts of these policies are appended for information. Note that
the terms parks, parkland, open space, and recreation space are used synonymously in this section to refer to
recreation and open space. For information, an overview of San Francisco open space is mapped, by
ownership (Figure 1). ' :

Table 5. Recreation and Open Space Guiding and Reference Policy Documents

Issuing Document

Policy Document Year : Key Contributions

: Department . Status »
] « ldentification of “areas of need” based 6n
Recreation and Open Space | Planning June . socioeconomic measures and access to park
Dratft report land
Element (ROSE) Department | 2011 P and .
) . | » Information on existing and proposed open
space
August - i “ R o e s n

Acquisition Poficy RPD g Adopted De.ﬁmﬂon of “passive” and act!\fe open space

. 2011 : « “High-needs area” metric definition

Source: AECOM, 2013.

BACKGROUND

Recreation and open space has historically been measured as a ratio of acreage {o residents. In 1981, the
National Park and Recreation Association (NPRA) defined what has since become a ubiquitous standard
recommendation of 10 acres of park per 1,000 people.” In recent years, this general rule has been modified by
planners and municipal governments to reflect more reasonable ratios for densely-populated, built-out cifies.

*® Fogg, George E. National Recreation and Park Association, Park Planning Guidelines. 1981.
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Published standards for cities have ranged from 4 fo 10 acres per 1,000 residents.’ San Francisco currently
provides 4.6 acres of cify-owned recreation spacez" per 1,000 residents, and 8.2 acres per 1,000 residents of
total recreation space (including county, metro, state, and federal acres within the city limits, such as the
Presidio). More tellingly, San Francisco provides 4.0 acres of cify-owned recreation space per 1,000 service
population units and 7.2 fotal acres per 1,000 service population units.2' This measure of provision per service -
population unit more accurately describes San Francisco’s LOS, as it includes employees, who also use park
resources.

While all case study cities provide context, New York and Vancouver in particular are San Francisco’s cohort
for open space:; all three cities are geographically constrained within a small fand area and support high
population densities. San Francisco, at 4.6 city-owned acres per 1,000 residents, falls between New York at
3.5% and Vancouver at 7.0.2 * According to a Trust for Public Land survey, New York provides 4.6 acres of
total open space per 1,000 residents within the city limits, compared with San Francisco’s 8.2.%

Another perspective on open space addresses access. Many cities (Miami, Philadelphia, Portland, and
Vancouver) aim to provide open space within walking distance of residents. A stock measure of accessibility is
a ten-minute walk, which is roughly equivalent to a half mile distance. The Planning Depariment undertook an
accessibility study of San Francisco, by imagining walksheds of half mile radii around every park, and
determining any excluded city area. As reported in the ROSE, this analysis shows that almost everywhere
within San Francisco is within a half mile from open space. From an accessibility standpoint, San Francisco
scores well, and this metric does not represent much opportunity for improvement. This metric of residents
within a half mile radius of open space is a common metric among recreation authorities; but, since San
Francisco essentially achieves the standard, the accessibility metric is excluded from this discussjon.

CASE STUDY COMPARISON: PROVISION AND METRICS

In a review of LOS metrics and goals for other cities;, the two most frequent metrics consider issues of access
(distance from parks) and quantity (amount of parks). Both of these metrics are reflected in RPD’s current
provision policies and goals, which are compared to the metrics for five case study cities (Table 6, Table 7).
Note that some cities, such as San Diego, only have goals for “neighborhood and community parks,” while
others have quantified goals that include other types of regional and open space parks, which distorts the
comparisons. As Table 6 and Table 7 show, most cities are performing well relative to their goals and their
current provision.

'® Moeller, John. American Society of Planning Officials, Standards for Outdoor Recreational Areas. Information Report No. 194.
httpsjlwww planning.org/pas/atB0/report194.htm?print=true
City-owned recreation space includes land owned by RPD, DPW, the Port, and the Redevelopment Agency/Successor Agency to

. the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency

! For recreation and open space, service population is calculated by assigning residents one point, and employees 0.19 points. For
a more complete definition of service poputation see the Service Population Definition in the Appendix (p.83). Refer also to the
companion report, San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis (March 2014), and its appendix report, San Francisco Citywide Nexus
Analysis - Service Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013) for more detail.

2 An estimated 28,000 acres of New York City’s 38,000 acres of park land are city-owned (The Trust for Public Land, 2011 City
Park Facts Report, http://www.tpl.org/publications/books-reports/ccpe-publications/city-park- facts-report-2011.html ) and serve New
York's roughly 8.3 million residents (U.S. Census Bureau, 2011).

 See Table 30 in the Appendix. San Jose and San Diego’s numbers may include regional parks within the city boundaries,
resulfing in inflated metrics compared to San Francisco and Vancouver.

2 These New York and Vancouver metrics do not include county, state, and federal acres within the city fimits.

% 2011 City Park Facts Report.” The Trust for Public Land. The Trust for Public Land, 1 Nov. 2011. Web. 22 Jul. 2013.

hitp=/iwww. tpl. org/publications/books-reports/ccpe-publications/city-park-facts-report-2011.htm!
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San Francisco ., Philadelphia " Portland San Diego San Jose Vancouver
. Over 20:0 crty- - |» 60% of residents |« 70% of residents {e 2.8 acres per = NA « 92% of residents
* owned parks | live within 10 within 3 miles of 1,000 residents live within 5
- 6,600-acres of minutes / 0.5 mi full-service for neighborhood .| minutes of green
- opén,spaéé' - of open space community and community space
-within city fimits, : center parks, subject to
« 3,600 acres of = 75% of residents | ‘“equivalencies”
. active space < "} within0.5miofa | asdetermined at
oo : ’ park the community
. .o plan level
« 6.6acres/1,000 }» 7.2acres/1,000 |» 24.6 acres/ e 35.9acres/ = 16.5 acres/ » 6.97 acres/
' i’es;id,e'nts.(ber B residents 1,000 residents 1,000 residents 1,000 residents 1,000 residents
- Trust for Pubiit_; ' (Intermediate - (Intermediate - (without regional
‘Land Data) Low density city) | Low density city) parks)

8.1 acres per
1,000 residents -
(per RPD data)
Source: Various city agencies -

1. Only select cities are included (see Table 30 for additional cities).

2. Data on acres of open space per 1,000 residents is from the Trust for Public Land, “Acres of Parkland per 1,000 Residents, by
City.” hitp://cityparksurvey tpl.ora/reportsireport display.asp?rid=4

Table 7. City LOS Aspirational Goals Comparison - Recreation and Open Space

San Francisco’ Philadelphia Portland San Diego : San Jose . Vancouver

E e /0. 75% of residents | 100% of = 2.8 acres per = 31 acres per s 100% of
h fni_ sessto © 7| live within 10 residents within 3 | 1,000 residents 1,000 residents residents within
" bpen spage for .| minutes /0.5mi miles of a of neighborhood = 3.5 acres of 5-min walk to
. "allvr'ésidents . of open spaceby | community and community community green space, by
. 05 acres per. 12025 center parks serving parks per | 2020
-.1,000 residents. *|o Add500acres |+ 100% of - 35 acres per 1,000 residents |s Plant 150,000
Cwithina 0.5mi. | by2015 residents within 1,000 residents new trees by
“radius .- " " le 10 acres per 0.5 mi of a park for all parks, 2020
S U | 1,000 residents | By 2020, 1,870 including ‘
‘| more acres of regional -
park

Source: Various clty agencies
1. Only cities with relevant LOS metrics are included (see Table 31 for additional cities).

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE LOS METRICS

Two metrics were identified to measure recreation and open space infrastructure LOS. The two mefrics are
intended to measure total type of provision, and distribution and intensity of use. The two LOS metrics are:

s Acres of City-owned open space per 1,000 service population units
»  Acres per 1,000 adjacent residents

San Francisco Infrastructure Leve! of Service Analysis
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Acres of Active Open Apace per 1,000 Service Population Units

Table 8. Acres of Active Open Space per 1,000 Service Population Units — LOS Provision, Goal, and Target
LOS Measure -~ - . ! Source

Current Citywide Average * 4.0 acres of City-owned open space (}Nithi" City » See Table Note
limits) per 1,000 service population units

« 4.0 acres of City-owned open space (within City
limits) per 1,000 service population units, achieved

either through newly constructed open space or » RPD staff members Dawn
L ong-term Aspirational Goal improvement fo existing open space : Kamalanathan, Planning Director,
o  3.5acres of open space per 1,000 service Stacey Bradley, Planner, and
population units Taylor Emerson, Analyst

o 0.5 acres of improved open space per 1,000
service population units

« 4.0 acres of City-owned open space (within City
fimits) per 1,000 service population units, achieved

either through newly constructed open space or < RPD staff members Dawri
Short-term Target improvement o existing open space ' Kamalanathan, Planning Director,
o 3.5 acres of open space per 1,000 service Stacey Bradley, Planner, and
population units Taylor Emerson, Analyst

o 0.5 acres of improved open space per 1,000
service population units
Note: RPD staff members Dawn Kamalanathan, Planning Director, Stacey Bradley, Planner, and Taylor Emerson, Analyst, noted in
a meeting on November 14, 2013, that RPD owned approximately 3,437.28 acres of open space within the City and that other City
agencies — DPW, the Port, and the Redevelopment Agency/Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency —
owned another approximately 324.4 acres. Given the 2013 recreation and open space service population of 934,728, the current
citywide average acreage per 1,000 service population units is calculated to be 4.0. RPD staff members also noted that the City
could feasibly commit to constructing 55 new acres of open space by 2030, which results in 3.5 acres of open space per 1,000
service population units (2030 service population of 1,081,926). The remaining 0.5 acres of open space per 1,000 population units
will be achieved through capacity improvements to existing open space. Refer to the companion report, the San Francisco Citywide

Nexus Analysis (March 2014), for a more detailed discussion of capacity improvements to recreatxon and open space and the LOS
implications. .

While acres of open space per resident represents the conventional measure, service population units are used
for this metric to reflect that parks serve both the resident and employee population.® Open space acreage is
confined to City-owned open space within city limits to reflect the open space upon which the City can effect
change.

RPD staff has set the current citywide LOS of 4.0 acres of City-owned open space per 1,000 service population
units as both the short-term LOS target for 2030 and the long-term aspirational goal (Figure 2, Figure 3). San
Francisco’s density and expensive land costs limit the creation of new park space. Based on conversations with
RPD staff, RPD's focus is expected to be maintaining existing acreage, improving current acreage, prioritizing
upgrades, improving areas of need, and constructing a limited amount of new acreage. Of the 4.0 acres of City-
owned open space per 1,000 service population units, 3.5 acres per 1,000 service population units will be
achieved in open space acreage and the remaining 0.5 acres per 1,000 service population units will be
achieved by improving the capacity of existing open space. The companion report, the San Francisco Citywide
Nexus Analysis (March 2014), includes a more detailed discussion-of recreation and open space capacity
improvements and the LOS implications.

% For a more complete definition of service population see the Service Population Definition in the Appendix (p.83).
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Infrastructure Shortfall and Gap Analysis

No shorifall exists at the current time, given that the metric target is based on maintaining the current provision
into the future, although some neighborhoods, however, fall below the short-term target. As the population
increases, by 2030, if the amount of open space remains the same, the LOS metric will fall from 4.0 {0 3.5, and
the acquisition of approximately 566 additional acres of park space will be required to address growing demand

. (Figure 3).7 These additional acres could be created by acquiring fand and constructing new open space or by
expanding the capacity of existing open space.? Given San Francisco’s density and land costs, 566 acres of
new park space is an unlikely ambition by an order of magnitude. Instead the majority of ‘new’ open space is
likely to be an increase in the capacity of existing parks, rather than the acquisition of more land for new park
construction. RPD staff estimates that they can feasibly commit to constructing 55 new acres of open space by
2030, and increase the capacity through open space improvements of the rerﬁaining 511 acres®

Z This calculation is based on demographic projections from the San Francisco Planning Department, received by AECOM on May
14, 2013 from Aksel! Olsen, Planner/Geographer in the Citywide information and Analysis Group, San Francisco Planning
Depariment.
# pxpanding the capacity of existing open space involves, for example, adding a second floor to a recreation center, adding lighting
to a tennis court to extend its hours (so more peopls can use it), adding trails to a forested area, adding a play feature to a
gglayground, or adding an athletic field to a lawn park.

Refer to the companion repott, the San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis (March 2014), for a more detailed discussion of
recreation and open space capacify improvements and the LOS implications.
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Citywide Park Provision (2013) LEGEND ‘ E Fest
|

Total City Open Space (existing acres) 6,737 —-— County Boundary 0 3,000 6,000
City-Owned Open Space (existing acres). 3,762 —~—— Neighborhoods NORTH Scale; 1 inch = 6,000 feet
Non-City-Owned Open Space {existing acres) 2,975 % Highways Sourcer San Frandisco RPD

Total Acres / 1,000 Residents N 82  QOpen Space by Ownership

Total Acres / 1,000 SPU* 7.2 Ml Non-City-owned open space

Total City-Owned Acres / 1,000 Residents 45 N City-owned open space

Total City-Owned Acres / 1,000 SPU* 4.0

*Service Population Unit

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

ONESF

Building Our Future

A=COM

Figure 1. Total Recreation and Open Space by Ownership (2013)
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Ghmnd

Golden Gate Park
(apportioned among adjacent neighborhoods)

Kiels

Citywide Park Provision (2013}

Total City-Owned Open Space* (existing acres, 2013) 3,762

LOS Metric- Acres of City-Owned Open Space / 1,000 SPU** .
Existing Citywide Average (2013) 4.0
Short-term Target (2030) 4.0

Existing Citywide Shortfall (Acres) 0

*City-owned open space includes open space owned by RPD, DPW, the Port,
and the Redevel opment Agency/Successor Agency to the San Francisco
** Service Population Umts

LEGEND Y -t
—--—  County Boundary 4] 3,000 6,000
——— Neighborhoods Scale: 1 inch =6,000 feet

= .~ Highways Source: San Francisco RFD

City-Owned Open Space Per 1,000
Service Population Unit

3 Under2.0 .
20-4.0 (Cltlede average, 2013)
NEE 40-100
MEBE  Above 10.0
SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

ONESF

Building Ourr Future

A=COM

Figure 2. Total City-Owned Recreation and Open Space per 1,000 Service Population Units (2013)
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Golden Gate Park
(apportioned among adjacent neighborhoods)

Citywide Park Provision {2030} LLEGEND E Feet

Total City-Owned Open Space* (existing acres, 2013) - ' 3762 ——-— County Boundary 0 3,000 8,000

LOS Metric - Acres of City-Owned Open Space / 1,000 SPU** ——  Neighborhotds NORTH Scale: 1inch 6,000 feet
ijet;ted Citywide Average (2030 ! 3.5 Highways Source: San Francisco RPD
Short-term Target {2030) . 4.0

Projected Citywide Shortfall {Acres) sgs  City-Owned Open Space Per 1,000 )

*City-owned open space includes open space owned by RPD, DPW, the Port, and the Service Population Unit

Redevelopment Agency/Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency Under 2.0

. **Senvice Population Units ; 2.0 - 4.0 {Short-ferm target, 2030) -
w+*projected Citywide Average (2030) assumes the addition of no open space acres -i.e, sl 4.0-10.0
assumes existing acreage Is maintained while population grew Ml Above 10.0

SAN FRANGISGO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

: ONESF

Building Our Future

A=zCOM

Figure 3. Total Clty~0wned Recreation and Open Space per 1,000 Service Population Units (2030)
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Acres Per 1,000 Adjacent Residents

Table 9. Acres per 1,000 Adjacent Residents — LOS Provision and Targets
LOS Measure ' . Source

» Average of 2.7 acres of open space per 1,000

adjacent residents '
Gurrent Citywide Average | * Median of 0.7 acres of open space per 1,000 adjacent . RPD and Planning Department data
residents (see Table 29)
« 135 parks with less than 0.5 acres per 1,000 adjacent
residents '

Long-term Aspirational Goal | * 0.5 acres of open space per 1,000 adjacent residents | * RPD's Acquisition Policy, High

at all parks Needs Area definition, p 20.
Short-termi Target « 0.5 acres of open space per 1,000 adjacent residents | » RPD's Acqmsmor! !’ohcy, High
at all parks . Needs Area definition, p 20.

The acres per 1,000 adjacent residents mefric is intended to measure whether residents are over- or under-
served by their proximate parks. The metric is a partial proxy for park crowding, or, intensity of use. This metric
enables the City to quantify varying park demand in a given neighborhood related to residential density.

While San Francisco has a high acreage per resident (8.6 acres per 1,000 residents), this citywide indicator
does not account for the distribution of space relative to population distribution. This metric shows where small
parks serve an inordinate amount of nearby residents. '

This metric is a variation of a more typical LOS metric: distance from a park for all residents. A number of other
cities including Miami, Philadelphia, Portland, and Vancouver use a proximity metric to evaluate adequate LOS
provision in their policy documents. ® Analysis presented in the ROSE highlights an RPD'targét of having all
residents live within one half mile of a park, equivalent to a ten-minute walk. However, as demonstrated by the
analysis, San Francisco is already close {o achieving this target, making it a less useful goal.

Instead, guided by the 2011 Acquisition Policy, the proximity metric was modified to assess the amount of
space within a reasonable distance of residents. The 2011 Acquisition Policy includes a discussion of “high
needs areas,” defined as places with a high population density relative to open space. Generally this is
quantified as less than 0.5 acres per 1,000 people within a half mile radius. The LOS target, therefore, is 0.5
acres per 1,000 adjacent residents, with this threshold defining the difference between well-supplied parkland
and overcrowded or under-supplied parkland.

The analysis for this metric was performed by aitributing census block populations to their nearest park
(neighborhood boundaries were ignored). Populaﬁohs will typically be within a half-mile of their nearest park,
given the distribution of parks in San Francisco.®! Satisfying the distance requirement, this metric emphaslzes
the acreage component of the high needs area definition.

%0 Miami has a quarfer mile access to open space farget. Philadelphia aims to have 75 percent of residents living with a half mile of
a park by 2025. Portland targets 100 percent of residents within a half mile by 2020. Vancouver is working towards havmg 100
percent of residents live within a quarter mile or 5 minutes of green space by 2020 — see Table 31.

* Analysis by the Planning Department, reported in the ROSE plan, shows that haltmile radius buffers around all parks in San
Francisco encompasses almost the entirety of the City.
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Infrastructure Shortfall and Gap Analysis
The LOS target results in 135 parks being deficient, with values below 0.5 acres per 1,000 adjacent re_sidents.32
Because block-level population projections are not available, it is not possible to anticipate 2030 shorifalls.

Based on this metric analysis, 41 percent of residents, or 330,000 people, are served by over-crowded parks.
Not surprisingly, neighborhoods with higher land use intensity experience park overcrowding as measured by
this metric. These areas were also identified in the City's ROSE as high needs areas.

PRACTICAL APPLICATION OF RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE METRIC

While both proposed metrics are important in measuring the quantity and distribution of open space, in its
practical application, the acres of City-owned open space per 1,000 service population units best represents
RPD’s development and LOS intentions. As a result, this metric will inform the nexus between development
and development impact fees.

PROPOSED OPPORTUNITIES FOR FURTHER STUDY

The following studies were identified in the LOS metric development process as potential next steps in the .

continued refinement of the City’s recreation and open space provision evaluation:

» Cataloging usage of City-owned park elements (such as playgrounds or basketball couris) fo develop an
understanding of their capacity (children playing per hour or basketball players per hour). '

« Cataloging usage of City-owned parks to determine the amount of people the average park serves, which
parks are the most used or crowded, which parks are least used, and so on.

This additional data would allow the city to evaluate provision and distribution in greater detail.

2 1he LOS target results in a citywide average of 27 acres per 1,000 adjacent residents (Figure 4).This average seems to satisfy
the target, but it is important to remember that large parks and areas with low populations will have high acreages per 1,000
adjacent residents, inﬂaﬁng the average. The median, by comparison, is 0.7 acres per 1,000 residents.

32 San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis
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" Presidio

Citywide Park Use Intensity {2013) LEGEND Q E Feet
d

Total Number of Parks Analyzed* 360 —-— Counly Boundary 0 3,000 6,000

LOS Metric - Total Acres / 1,000 Adjacent Residents e, :_eﬁhbm:oods NORTH Scale: 1inch =6,000 feet
Current Citywide Median {2013)** p7 T hiahway Gource: San Frandsco RPD; 2010
Short-term Target {2030)*** 05 - Recreaﬁc?n/open space

Projected Citywide Shortfall {Acres) 100 Blocks with zero population

Acres of Open Space per 1,000
Adjacent Residents

MR . At or above 0.5

EZZE  Below0.5

* parks with attributed blocks of zero population or with no attributable
blocks excluded; Mission Bay parks conglomerated
** Excluded extreme outliers {populations below 100; acreages above

100), but the average is stil! inflated by low population blocks and high : . SAN FRANCISCO

acreage parks. 135 parks deficient, although median is above LOS goal. NING DEPARTMENT
*#* per San Francisco RPD 2011 Acquisition Policy . ONESF

NB: Half-mile radius drawn around five largest parks (Presidio, Golden . Building Our Future

Gate, Lake Merced, John Mclaren, and SFSU) to include nearby census

. -_—
blocks although a smaller park may technically be closer. A:COM

Figure 4: Acres of Park per 1,000 Adjacent Residents by Block
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5. CHILDCARE FACILITIES

Whilethe City does not own or operate childcare facilities, the City does
work — through the Human Services Agency (HSA) and the San Francisco
Childcare Planning and Advisory Council (CPAC) — to ensure that a
sufficient number of facilities are provided to meet demand. Without being
directly responsible for facility provision, San Francisco, like a number of
smaller California cities such as Berkeley, Santa Monica, and Palo Alto,
recognizes childcare as an important community-serving necessity and
conS|ders chxldcare in their needs assessment of community facilities. The City’s involvement inciudes helping
acquire funds for operations and contributing municipal funds for the complex patchwork of childcare subsidies
for children of low-income families, as well as issue and record licensing for childcare facilities. Additionally,
CPAC is charged with counseling policy-makers, planners, and funders about the needs of childcare in San
Francisco. In terms of capital investment, the City helps acquire funds for facility construction. Given the City’s
capital investment, childcare infrastructure merits discussion as a City infrastructure component. This section
will discuss childcare in San Francisco, propose two metrics, and evaiuate childcare relative to the metrics. The
policies referenced in this section are noted in Table 10 and appended for information.

Table 10 Key Chlldc e F cmty Gu1d|n Pollcy Documents

» Childcare provision by geography
: f San

San Francisco Child Care Frand 2007 Final report » Demand by low-income households (under 70%
Needs Assessment . ranGisco SMi)

Child Care -
San Francisco Citywide Pl Planning and
; an rlanélsco lZyW; & fan Advisory May Final it « Summary of childcare provision and areas of
or Early fzarehanl Education Coungil 2012 inal repo need
and Out of School Time (CPAC)

Source: AECOM, 2013

BACKGROUND (

In San Francisco, through-HSA, CPAC and various city agencies, the importance of childcare, particularly for
young children, is readily recognized. Childcare differs depending on the age of the children, and typically
children are divided into three age brackets: infants / toddlers, preschoolers, and school-age children. The City
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defines infants / toddlers as children aged 0 fo 2, preschoolers as children aged 3 to 5, and school-age child.ren
as children aged 6 to 14.%

Childcare provision can be divided into categories as welk: licensed childcare and unlicensed childcare.
Unlicensed childcare can be more formal care, like programs through boys and girls clubs and RPD, or more
informal care, like stay-at-home parents, nannies, and grandparents. Unlicensed childcare i is largely beyond
the purview or control of the City.

~

Licensed childcare has two forms, namely childcare centers and family childcare homes (FCCH). Centers are
institutions that provide childcare in a childcare facility — which is often within a commercial building. Typically,
centers care for a large number of children, divide them into age groups, and staff each age group with
appropriate childcare and early education professionals. FCCHs are private homes where the homeowner

_ provides childcare. FCCH capacity Is lower, with a maximum of 12 fo 14 children. Typically, FCCHs care for a
mixed-age group of children.

Because both centers and FCCHs require licensing from the City, and because the City only provides capital
funding to licensed facilities, the discussion of City childcare will be confined to licensed childcare. Furthermore,
since school-age care is largely provided within schools - that is, faciliies built by the school district (a legally
separate public entity) and facilities generally not expanded for childcare independent of school grth —~the
discussion of City childcare will focus only on infant / toddler care and preschooler care.

Infant / toddler care is relatively under-provided as a service. CPAC’s 2012 report, the San Francisco Citywide
Plan for Early Care and Education and Out of School Time, indicates .that the greatest unmet childcare need is -
for infant and toddler care.®® The cost of infant / toddler care is expensive due in part to the high staff-to-infant
ratio requirements. Preschool care is more adequately supplied than infant / toddler care, in part due fo
Proposition H, a Charter Amendment passed in 2004 to fund preschool care.®® The aim of Proposition H is to
provide quality, accessible preschool care to all four-year-olds — the so-called Preschool for All PFA)
movement.¥

Note that demand for childcare comes primarily from city residents, including those who work within the city
and those who work outside of the city. A lesser portion of childcare demand is also generated by non-
residents who work within San Francisco. A portion of San Francisco employees, who live in, and commute
from, the greater Bay Area, bring their children into the city for childcare. Generally, childcare demand is
calculated by estimating the pool of children requiring licensed childcare, based on labor force participation
rates and an estimated proportion of parents who use formal licensed care. Detailed childcare demand
calculations are included in the appendix (Childcare Demand Calculations). All childcare demand values
used in this section are based on the calculations included in the appendix.

3 The three category break-downs —infants (0-2), preschoolers (2-5) and school age children (6-13) — were used in the 2008
Cltvade Development Impact Fee Study Consolidated Report prepared for the Controller's Office.
3 Pobson, Graham. Message fo the author. 14 May 2013. Emalil.
% United States. Office of Early Care and Education. San Francisco Child Care Planmng and Advisory Council (CPAC) *San
Francisco Citywide Plan for Early Care and Education and Out of School Time.” CPAC, 2012, Print.
% San Francisco Public Schools. “Public Education Enrichment Fund (PEEF).” Web. 22 Jul. 2013. hitp://www sfusd.edu/en/about-
- sfusdfinitiatives-and-plans/voter-initiatives/public-education-enrichment-fund.html
.“" PFA is supported federally by Obama’s PFA initiafive in the 2014 budget. Several studies cormnplement the universal preschool
initiative, showing that preschooled children tend to score higher on tesis and attain higher education ievels.
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CASE STUDY COMPARISON: PROVISION AND METRICS

Considering childcare as infrastructure is a relatively new policy direction (in comparison to streets and sewers,
for example), it is less frequently addressed directly by city policies. In a survey of case study cities, only
Vancouver indicated a City-led commitment to increasing the available childcare provision by a quantified
number of slots (150 spaces™) (Table 12). A number of California cities, however, also consider the provision
of childcare as an important community asset, including Berkeley, Santa Monica, and Palo Alto.*®

Vancouver currently is able fo serve 19 percent of its total child population, although this stafistic does not
account for childcare demand. San Francisco is able to serve 37 of its demand for licensed infant and toddler
child care and 99.6 percent of its demand for licensed preschooler childcare (Table 11).

Table 11. Current LOS Provision Compafison - Childcare

« 53 Childcare facilities
« 19% of all children have access fo
public care

Source: Various city agencies
1. Only select cities are included (see Table 30 for additional cities).
2. Refer to the appendix (Childcare Demand Calculations) for detailed childcare demand caiculations.  +

Table 12. Clty LOS Goals Companson Childcare
San Francisco®

500 new spaces by 2014

Source: Various ciy agencies
1. Only cities with relevant LOS metrics are included (see Table 31 for additional cities).

¢HILDCARE LOS METRICS

Two metrics were identified to measure childcare 1.OS provision:

= Canada City of Vancouver. “2012-2014 Capital Plan: Investing in our City.” City of Vancouver, n.d. Web. 22 July 2013.
htto {Ivancouver.ca/files/cov/capital-plan-2012-2014.pdf

** although few citles have explicit, quantified goals for childcare provision, childcare is mcreasnngly debated as an arena for public
intervention. Non-parent care has become the norm in the US, and early childcare is, in essence, early childhood education. Quatity
childcare has been linked fo developmental benefits, and societies at large benefit from the cognitive, linguistic, and behavioral
competencies associated with high quality childcare. While a variety of studies link better early childcare with better school-
preparedness, among other advantages, equitable distribution of childcare is a challenge because high-quality childcare is higher-
cost and is, thus, often inaccessible to low-income families. While the economic and social justifications of public intervention in
childcare remain an unresolved debate, the inclusion of childcare as an infrastructure item allows San Francisco fo at least examine
its provision, which Incorporates some — although limited — public involvement. Reference: Vandell, Deborah Lowe and Wolfe,
Barbara. “Child Care Quality: Does It Matter and Does It Need to Be Improved?” Institute for Research on Poveriy, Special Report
No.-78 (2000). Web. 19 Sept. 2013. hitp/Avww.irp.wisc.edu/publications/st/pdfs/sr78.pdf

.
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» Percent of infant / toddler (0-2 Years) childcare demand served by available slots
» Percent of preschooler (3-5 Years) childcare demand served by available slots

While most short-term LOS metrics target 2030, childcare short-term targets use 2020 as a target date instead.
This is due to the changing age demographics projected by the California Department of Finance (P-3
projections). The population of children in the city is expected to continue fo increase through 2020, after which
it is expected to decline slightly. As such, 2020 is used as a target date so that near term childcare needs are
met. The childcare metrics and demand projections may be revisited at reasonable intervals to ensure that the
provision is still appropriate. Each of the metrics will be discussed in the following subsecfions.

Percent of Resident Infant and Toddler (0-2 Yeai's) Childcare Demand Served by Available Slots ,'

Table 13. Percent of Infant / Toddler Childcare Demand Served by Available Slots — LOS Provision and
Targets '

- . Michel utherford, Progra
« With almost 3,000 slots, 37 percent of infant / toddler Manager for San Francisco HAS *

Current Citywide Average childcare demand can be accommodated in existing » AECOM's childcare demand
slofs estimates (refer fo the appendix

Childcare Demand Calculations)

= Slots fo accommodate 100 percent of infant / toddler

Long-term Aspirational Goal .
childcare demand

o CPAC, OECE staff

= Slots to accommodate 37 percent of infant / toddler
Short-term Target childcare demand; the target is to maintain existing  CPAC, OECE staff
service levels

Note:

1. Michele Rutherford, Program Manager at HSA, noted 2,951 existing infant and toddler slots via email to Harriet Ragozin of KMA
on 15 November 2013. : '

The City currently licenses almost 3,000 infant / toddler childcare spaces in San Francisco. The number of
infants and toddlers needing licensed care in San Francisco is approximately 8,000. As a result, childcare slots
are available for approximately 37 percent of the infant / toddler childcare demand.

As an asbirational LOS goal, the Office of Early Childcare and Education (OECE) would like to ensure
affordable care for all resident infants and toddlers who require care: This ideal LOS is a practical impossibility,
because OECE is not directly responsible for providing childcare spaces, because of financial and capacity
constraints, and because exact demand for infant and toddler childcare is unknown. OECE can support
childcare with capital funding of facilities, subsidies for slots, and operating regulations, but OECE does not
directly build or operate facilities. Even if OECE did directly provide childcare spaces, the cost to provide care
for all infants and toddlers would be prohibitive, especially given land costs in San Francisco and the
commitment to keeping enroliment costs affordable.

A more realistic L OS target identified by the City (OECE staff) is to maintain the current provision level. The
current number of spaces represents 37 percent of total infant and toddler childcare demand, and the City aims
to maintain slots for 37 percent of infant and toddier demand into 2020.

Infrastructure Shortfall and Gap Analysis

No shortfall exists at the current time, given that the metric target suggests maintaining current provision into
the future. By 2020, given population projections, there would be an additional new infant and toddler demand
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for approximately 2,500 slots. Serving 37 percent of this demand, as per the level of service, would require
approximately 940 additional slots to be provided.

Percent of Preschooler (3-5 Y'ears)’ Childcare Demand Served by Available Slots

Table 14 Percent of Preschooler Chlldcare Demand Served by Avallable Slots LOS Prowsron and Targets

. Mlchele Rutherford Program Manager

= With almost 15,000 slots, 99.6 percent of for San Francisco HSA'
Current Citywide Average preschooler childcare demand can be « AECOM's childcare demand estimates
accommodated in existing slots (refer to the appendix Childcare

Demand Calculations)

Long-term Aspirational Goal | « Siots to accommodate 100 percent of preschoolers - | * CPAC, OECE staff

Short-term Target = Slots to ag:corrrmoriate 996 percent of preschoolers; | | op AC, OECE staff
target is to maintain existing service levels

v

The City currently licénses just over 14,600 slots for preschool age children. The number of preschoolers
needing licensed care in San Francisco is approximately 14,700. The available slots represent 99.6 percent of
the preschool age childcare demand.

With Proposition H in California in 2004, and the more recent growing political precedent for the PFA initiative,
the City aims to provide universal preschool. PFA, or universal preschool, means quality, affordable preschool
within the City for all preschool age (4-year-old) children — not just those demanding childcare. This aspirational
goal is tempered slightly to achieve a realistic goal of maintaining the existing service leyel, at 99.6 percent of
preschooler childcare demand. Should a PFA initiative pass, the City (and/or the School District) may play an
increasingly important role in preschool provision, likely becoming more involved in both the capital
development and ongoing operations and maintenance support of such a program. Without such a mandated
program, CPAC will continue to support existing and new providers through capital funding support to

. encourage slot development.

Infrasiructure Shortfall and Gap Analysis

No shorifall exists at the current time, given that the metric target is based on maintaining the current provision
into the future. By 2020, given population projections, there would be an additional new preschooler childcare
demand for 2,256 slots. Serving 99.6 percent of this demand, as per the level of service, would require 2,247
additional preschooler childcare slots to be provided.
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6. STREETSCAPE AND
PEDESTRIAN
INFRASTRUCTURE

Streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, like recreation and open space,
is one of the infrastructure types that has received a significant amount of
-thought, public outreach, and organization from the City. This section wili
explore the components of streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, such
as sidewalk width, street trees, intersection safety, lighting, and bulb-outs,
as potential metrics. However, given the data gaps and complexities of
these streetscape components, and because streetscape and pedestrian

infrastructure does not cover a'standardized set of infrastructure facilities, a
proxy metric of improved sidewalk square footage per service population is developed. The policy documents
referenced in this section are noted in Table 15, and appended.

_Palicy Document

Issuing Department’ ..‘.{e‘a_r :

Table 15. Key Streetscape and Pedestrian Infrastructure Guiding Policy Documents

" Document’

. Status’

_Key Contributions

« Overview of recommended sireetscape and
pedestrian infrastructure elements
San Francisco Better P anning Department December Adonted » Sidewalk width recommendations by street
- Planning Departmen opted-
Streets Plan (BSP) gep 2010 P typology ‘
. = Street tree spacing recommendation
» Lighting provision recommendations
Financing San .
Francisco’s Urban DPW, October Final + = Survey of existing street frees
cis : inal repo -
Forest . Planning Department | 2012 Street tree growth plan
DPH,
. . Draft policy to
SFMTA, Planning . <
be included in . i X
Department, = High-injury density cormridor maps and scoring
WalkFirst October update of Pedestrian improvement prioritization
alkFirs 5 .
I San Francisco 2011 Transportation
County Element of the
Transportation General Plan
Authority

Source: AECOM, 2013
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BACKGROUND

The 2010 San Francisco Better Streets Plan (BSP), along with Section 2.4.13 of San Francisco's Public Works
Code, articulates the concept of “complete streets” for San Francisco.*® With guidelines for the design of the
pedestrian environment, the BSP puts forward streetscape specifications which balance the needs of all street
users. Safety, creation of social space on the sidewalk, and pedestrian aesthetic are broadly the three
motivators underlying the BSP recommendations. Key components identified in the BSP include sidewalk
widths, street trees, intersection safety, street lighting, and bulb-outs. With the exception of sidewalk width, only
limited data is available for each ofthese elements, allowing for an incomplete measure of their provision.

Sidewalks represent the foundation of pedestrian infrastructure, providing a path of travel and a canvas for
place-making. The width of the sidewalk informs the opportunities: wider sidewalks affect pedestrian capacity,
- pedestrian comfort, and sidewalk amenities, affording more space for landscaping and other streetscape
elements. The BSP provides clear direction on sidewalk widths for various street types, providing botha
minimum width and a recommended width. Minimum sidewalk widths range from 6 feet on alleys, to 12 feet on
park edge streets. Currently, roughly 91 percent of all city sidewalks meet the minimum width cited in the |
BSP.*! By comparison, the recommended widths range from 9 feet on alleys to 24 feet on park edge streets.
Currently, roughly 75 percent of all city sidewalks meet the recommended BSP width. While neither the
minimum nor recommended width is always practically achievable given other operational constraints of
particular streets, these metrics provide a reasonable census of the City’s current sidewalk infrastructure.

Street trees are the archetypical street landscaping element and contribute to the pedestrian environmentin a
number of ways. Tree-lined streets are perceived as more narrow, which slows driving speeds along the street
thus impacting pedestrian safety. As well as calming traffic, tree-lined streets provide an enhanced urban
aesthetic which can be reflected in increased property values of adjacent lots. Trees also shade the sidewalk
and mitigate urban heat island effect. According to data from the Department of Public Works (DPW), there are
currently approximately 105,000 trees in the right-of-way in San Francisco planted along more than 1,000
centerline miles of streets. DPW targets planting 55,000 new street trees by 2030, resulting in 160,000 total
street trees.*? As a point of comparison, Vancouver, with a land area of roughly equal size to San Francisco,
currently has an estimated 140,000 street trees and plans fo plant an additional 150,000 trees by 2020
Similarly, New York City has an ambitious Million Trees NYC program which aims to add an additional one
million trees to the city's urban forest over the next decade. .

Intersections represent one of the most significant risks to pedestrian safety. Injury and-collision records at
intersections can be used to determine high injury intersections. San Francisco’s WalkFirst initiative, developed
by the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH), defines so-called “high injury” corridors, based on

“ Complete Streets are definad as streets which “are safe, comfortable, and convenient for travel fof everyone, regardless of age or
ability — motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, and public transportation riders.” Metropolitan Transportation Commission, "MTC One Bay
Area Grant: Complete Streets Policy Development Workshop.” 16 October 2012. Section 2.4.13 of San Francisco’s Public Works
Code outlines San Francisco’s complete streets policy, including the construction of fransit, bicycle, stormwater, and pedestrian
improvements. Pedestrian environment improvements include sidewalk lighting, pedestrian safety measures, traffic calming devices,
landscapmg, and other pedestrian elements listed as defined in the Better Streets Plan.
“ AECOM internal analysis based on DPW database of sidewalk widths. Note that in some instances, given geometric or other
constraints, some sidewalks may not be able to meet BSP minimum widths — therefore 100 percent compliance with the BSP
sidewalk widths may not be possible, Note also that data is not avallable for all city streets. This study recommends further data
collection.
“2 AECCM, “Financing San Francisco’s Urban Forest — The Benefits and Costs of a Comprehensive Street Tree Program.” October
2012 Pnnt

# Canada, City of Vancouver. “Greenest City 2020 Action Plan.” City of Vancouver, 2012. Web. 22 Jul. 2013.
hitp:/ivancouver.caffiles/covireport-GC2020-implementation-20121016.pdf
Million Trees NYC. Million Trees NYC. MTNYC, 2013. http:/iwww.milliontreesnye.org/htmithome/home. shiml
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spatial injury data. in DPH's approach, high injury corridors, defined by number, severity, and density of injuries
serve as a proxy for identifying intersections that operate at a deficit. These high injury corridors, and their
associated 800 intersections, account for 6 percent of San Francisco’s streets, but over 60 percent of all
pedestrian injuries.* Where risks to pedestrians are high, a variety of treatments can be assessed to

~ ameliorate the risk, including installing pedestrian signals, constructing bulb-outs, or adding bollards.
Pedestrian safety upgrades would need to be individualized by intersection, given the unique dynamics and
geometry of each intersection. : '

Street lighting is a major contributor to both pedéstrian comfort and sidewalk safety. Security, as well as the
perceived sense of security; is much higher on wellit sidewalks than on poorly-lit or unlit sidewalks. Adequate
lighting makes pedestrians feel more comfortable while walking at night, and reduces crime along the sireet. As
well as improving safely, street lighting supports civic nighttime sidewalk activity, such as late-night street
markets. However, no data exists on either the sidewalk lighting quality throughout the City or the appropriate
spacing to achieve adequate light levels along sidewalks. With this data gap, no analysrs of sidewalk lighting in
the City can be performed.

Bulb-outs are extensions of the sidewalk into the parking lane, either at corners or mid-block locations. Bulb-
outs narrow the roadway and extend the pedestrian space, which simultaneously slows traffic by creating a
bottleneck, shortens crossing distance, and increases pedestrian visibility. Each of these effects increases
pedestrian safety. Bulb-outs can also create space for more landscaping, street furniture, or high pedestrian
volumes. The installation of bulb-outs needs to be assessed on a case-by-case basis; not all locations are
suitable for bulb-outs, considering traffic characteristics (particularly the turning radii of large vehicles). While
general bulb-out locations are recommended in the BSP, this study recommends further mapping of existing
and proposed bulb-out locations. No blanket provision of bulb-outs would be appropriate, and currently no data
exists to support analysis of bulb-outs.

CASE STUDY COMPARISON: PROVISION AND METRICS

In a review of LOS mefrics and goals for other cities, most City metrics regarding streetscape and pedestrian
infrastructure focus on pedestrian access (i.e. availability of sidewalks and trails), the quality of the pedestrian
experience, design and qualitative improvement, and measurement of mode share splits (Table 16 and Table
17). Some cities, like Portland and Vancouver do provide quantitative measures of provision, which help to-
evaluate progress towards their goals. In policy documents (particularly the BSP), San Francisco agencies A
provide few quantitative goals regarding streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, but extenswely discuss
design guidelines and streetscape quality.

" Table 16. Current LOS Prowsxon Companson Streetscape and Pedestnan lnfrastructure

San Francisco * ", WMinneapolis « Philadelphia ) Portland Cd . Vancouver

« 92% of street « 131,000 existing |» 17% of canopy . * 138,000 street
have sidewalks street frees coverage over trees
« 55frees /mileof | streets e 2,400 km of
city street » 1,900 miles of sidewalks
sidewalk

Source: Varlous crty agencies
1. Only select cities are included (see Table 30 for additional cmes)

L ily Langlois, Planner with the San Francisco Planning Department in an email dated December 12, 2013.

]
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Table 17. City LOS Goals Companson Streetscape and Pedestrlan lnfrastructure

San Francisco’ aneapohs Phlladelphla Portland : San Jose .+ Vancouver
Few quantitative |« Increase walk » Neighborhoods e 100% of non- » Increase
goals 1 mode share must maintain rural porfions of pedestrian mode
Qualitative from 8.6% to citywide average San Jose should share (66% of all
objectives, and 12% by 2020 for proportion of have a trips to be by
_design « Keep 70% of arterials with continuous bike, walk, or
.guidelines assets in good sidewalks sidewalk transit by 2040)
: repair « 35% of canopy network « By 2014, 2km of
 Increase free coverage over « Every street additional
coverage to 30% sireets should be sidewalk
(by adding = 150 additional complete and
300,000 trees by miles of frails accommodate
2025) pedestrians and
bikes

Source: Various city agencies
1. Only cities with relevant LOS metrics are included (see Table 31 for additional cities).

STREETSCAPE AND PEDESTRIAN INFRASTRUCTURE LOS METRIC

Because a.complete streetscape environment is made up of many elements (street frees, bulb-outs, lighting,
pedestrian signals, etc.) and because data for many of these elements is generally unavailable, an alterriative
proxy metric has been developed to evaluate current and future provision of streetscape and pedestrian
infrastructure. The proxy metric used in this analysis is:

«  Square feet of improved sidewalk per service population unit*®

‘Improved sidewalk’ is a term that encompasses sidewalk space and any amenities in that space, suth as
lighting;, street trees, bulb-outs, and sidewalk furniture. While the proscription for streetscape elements is not
uniform across San Francisco (i.e. the BSP calls for different streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure
improvements depending on the site considerafions, the street type, the traffic patterns, and so on), the intent
of the BSP is to improve all San Francisco streetscape. Therefore, the basic square footage of sidewalk is
denoted ‘improved sidewalk’ to reflect the investments the City is commitied to make in the pedestrian right-of-
way in terms of sidewalk widening, bulb-outs, signalized crosswalks, pedestnan lighting, trash cans, benches,
trees, and so on.

Because data for provision of streetscape elements is generally unavailable and because the BSP does not

clearly delineate improvement plans for every sireetscape site and condition, a precise defi nmon of ‘improved
sidewalk’ is unavailable. The mefric is discussed in the following sub-sections. . :

*8 For streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, service population is calculated by assigning residents one point, and employees
0.5 points. For a more complete definition of service population see the Service Population Definition in the Appendix (p.83). Refer
also to the companion report, San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis (March 2014), and its appendix report, San Francisco
Citywide Nexus Analysis — Service Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013) for more detail.

44 : : San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis

1928 ‘ ’ . Marf:h 2014



AECOM

Square Feet ofvlmpm\.led Sidewalk Space

Table 18. Square Feet of improved Sidewalk per Service Population Unit—LOS Provision and Targets
LOS Measure - - < ivalwe - - . ' Source :

' . « 103 square feet of sidewalk per service population » Planning Department and DPW data
Current Citywide Average anit ‘ (see Table 29)

= 88 square feet of improved sidewalk per service
Long-term Aspirational Goal population unit (improve all existing sidewalk » Planning staff
provision)

= 88 square feet of improved sidewalk per service
Short-term Target population unit fmprove all existing sidewalk » Planning staff
provision) : '

Citywide, San Francisco currently supplies 115 million square feet of sidewalk — or 103 square feet of sidewalk
per service population unit. The LOS ranges greatly across different neighborhoods. The Financial District
provides only 25 square feet of sidewalk per service population unit, while the West of Twin Peaks
neighborhood provides as much as 483 square feet of sidewalk per service population unit. Noe Valley, at 138
square feet per service population unit is more representative of the citywide average (Figure 5). Implicitly, this
" metric acknowledges that streets with higher service population dénsities require more pedestrian infrastructure
than streets with lower service population densities. Note that this approach, based on setvice population
density, provides a good indicator of where deficiencies likely exist, but a block-by-block analysis would be
needed to definitively assess sidewalk provision and deficiency.

Both the long-term LOS goal and the short-term LOS target are to maintain and improve the current 115 million
square feet of streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure. Given population growth between now (2013) and
2030, the 2030 provision of sireetscape and pedestrian infrastructure would be 88 square feet of improved
sidewalk per service population unit.*”

Infrastructure Shortfall and Gap Analysis

The short-term (2030) LOS target is to improve all San Francisco streetscape. As such, there is no existing
shortfall, but rather a commitment by the City, in accordance with the BSP, to invest in San Francisco
streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure.

It should be made clear that this metric is intended to help set a framework for continued streetscape
infrastructure evaluation. To develop this metric into a more robust representation of pedestrian and
streetscape infrastructure provision in San Francisco, this report recommends collecting additional data on the
larger suite of streetscape elements on a block-by-block basis. Such analysis would help ensure that

a Improving the 115 million square feet of streetscape and pedesirian infrastructure, given population growth through 2030 to
1,301,049 service population units, yields a LOS of 88 square feet per service population. Population and employment projections
taken directly from the San Francisco Planning Department 2013 projections from Aksel Olsen, Planner/Geographer in Citywide
Information and Analysis Group, received May 14, 2013 (Table 29). Note thatin some sfreetscape and pedestrian infrastructure
improvement projects, such as bulb-out construction or sidewalk widening, square footage will be added to the existing 115 million
square feet of sidewalk space footage — although the new square footage from bulb-outs and the select instances of sidewalk
widening will likely contribute only a small additional amount of additional streetscape square footage. In the absence of data on the
estimated amount of addifional streetscape square footage to be constructed, this metric assumes that streetscape improvements
will maintain the existing square footage. The consultant recommends coliecting robust data on streetscape square footage across
the City, considering both existing square footage, projected square footage (via planned streetscape improvement projects), and
actual post-construction square. . '
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streetscape development in San Francisco contains all of the compenents important for a safe, walkable, and
healthy streetscape. Defining ‘improved sidewalk’ with quantitative measures of lights per block, bulb-outs per
intersection type, pedestrian signalization per intersection type, and so on, and collecting data per street
segment, would allow a more precise definition of streetscape and pedestrian LOS. The BSP demonstrates the
City’s commitment to improving streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure (although the precise set of
improvements will differ across projects, locations, and street types)*®, and AECOM recommends further data
collection and more precise definition of streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure elements to facilitate BSP
implementation. With more information, a more precise LOS metric can be defined that can better track the
effect of streetscape improvement projects on the streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure provision.

PROPOSED OPPORTUNITIES FOR FURTHER STUDY

The following studies were identified in the LOS metric development process as potential next steps in the
continued refinement of the City's streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure provision evaluation:

» Inventory of sidewalk improvement élenj;ants on a block-by-block basis

» ~ Collection of sidewalk width data for missing 25 percent of streets

» Collection of sidewalk width data for both sides of streets

» Collection of more thorough street tree data including data for missing frees and mapping of street trees in
medians

» Mapping of existing bulb-out locations

« Mapping of recommended and required bulb-out locations per the BSP street typologies
= Collection of data on pedestrian lighting, including locations and illumination

. Definition of a sidewalk lighting standard in ferms of spacing of light poles

This additional data would allow the City to evaluate provision and distribution in greater detail.

“® In some cases, given the site conditions, traffic pattems, built environment constraints, street type, and existing conditions, the
streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure improvements may be a Do Nothing scenario.
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7. BICYCLE
INFRASTRUCTURE

Bicycle infrastructure complements the other transportation modes within
the city, and San Francisco is working to increase the number of trips taken
by bike and the number of people riding bikes. The following section will
give background on the bicycle network in San Francisco, propose targets
for bicycle network provision, and evaluate these targets. The policies
referenced in this section are included in Table 19 below. This section relies
heavily on the SFMTA Bicycle Strategy.*

Table 19. Key Bicycle Infrastructure Guiding Poliéy Documents

. Isstiing

"Policy Document  Department Yo Document Status " 'Key Contributions
San F 1500 Blevch = Overview of existing bicycle network
rancisco Bicycle ’ . .
ana y SFMTA June 2009 | Adopted - Overview of bicycle network

Master Plan ' . . ' : objectives and planned development

Internal policy document; -
December basis for 2014 CIP project | » Overview of existing bicycle network
ecembe - . -
SFMTA Bicycle-Strategy | SFMTA 2012 list (pending adoption of = 3 potential scenarios for expansion of
: CIP project list in April the bicycle network

2014) :

Source: AECOM, 2013.

BACKGROUND

The City currently manages roughly 216 miles of bicycle network on the City's 1,030 centerline miles of road,
with a bicycle mode share of approximately 3.5 percent.”® In the past, the bicycle network has been classified
according to the fraditional Class 1, Il, Il system which distinguishes bike routes by their decreasing level of
separation from vehicle fraffic. In constltation with the SFMTA, this traditional engineering classification system

* San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, “SFMTA Bicycle Strategy.” January 2013. Print. While this document is still a
draft, SFMTA staff directed the consultant to use it because SFMTA is developing the CIP project list o be put forward for board
approval in April 2014 based on this document. Although no plans exist to take the 2013 Bicycle Strategy to the board for adoption,
the project list derived from it will be taken to the board for CIP approval in April 2014.

* Mode share represents the percentage of all rips made by a parficular mode — L.e. 3.5 percent of all trips are made by bicycle.
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was deemed somewhat inadequate to describe all San Francisco bikeway types, since San Francisco is
building new types of bikeway infrastructure that do not fit in the traditional classifications.”!

Instead of the traditional classifications, San Francisco has developed its own Comfort index fo rate the bike
network.”? The Comfort Index is a four-tiered categorization (LTS 1 to 4) that relates the accessibility of the
bikeway to different rider skill levels (Figure 6): LTS 1 represents bikeways that any bicyclists would find
comfortable including young children, seniors, disabled persons, and beginner cyclists; LTS 2 represents
bikeways comfortable for most adults and experienced children; LTS 3 represents bikeways comfortable for
intermediate and experienced adult riders, termed "enthusiastic and confident”; and LTS 4 represents bikeways
comifortable only for "strong and fearless” riders. The classification is based on a variety of facters including
proximity to rail, speed of adjacent traffic, type of existing facility, interaction with express buses, and proximity
to highway on-ramps. While the existing bicycle network is approximately at full build-out, per the 2009 Bicycle
Master Plan, SFMTA has expressed plans fo upgrade existing routes to more "comfortable” class levels.

A typical measure of bicycle fransportation is bicycle mode share. Mode share measures the percentage of all
transportation trips that use a given “mode” — in this case, the percentage of all trips made by bicycle. As noted
above, San Francisco currently has a bicycle mode share of approximately 3.5 percent, which it aims to
increase to between 8 and10 percent by 2018. While useful to evaluate how people are traveling, as a metric,
mode share has no direct connection to infrastructure. A percentage point of mode share cannot defensibly be
equated to miles of bikeway. Instead, in the Bike Strategy, SFMTA has identified the bike infrastructure
necessary to move towards the City’s target mode share. Note that the City has met the original planned
provision of bicycle lanes in the 2008 San Francisco Bicycle Plan and is now working to improve the system
and facilitate bicycle activity along the existing networks.

- CASE STUDY COMPARISON: PROVISION AND METRICS

A review of LOS metrics and goals for other cities found that cities tend fo evaluate their bicycle infrastructure
provision eijther through the amount or length of bike {anes, or through a measurement of bicycle mode share
(Table 20, Table 21). Some cities, such as Boston, Miami, and Philadelphia have also noted the importance of
having, or working towards, some nationally-recognized bicycle status program. While San Francisco has
developed strategic bicycle plans tailored to increase both quantity and quality of the city’s bicycle network, the
SFMTA does not have explicit LOS goals.

51 Heath Maddox, Senior Transportation Planner at SFMTA, via email received May 8, 2013.
%2 San Francisco’s Comfort Index is modeled off of the Level of Traffic Street (LTS) designation developed by the Mineta
Transportation Insfitute.
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Table 20. Current LOS Provision Comparison — Bicycle Infrastructure

San Francisco ' Boston * Miami _ " Philadelphia . Portland Vancouver
Silver « 17.12 miles of s Approximately « 230 street miles e 280 miles of bike
designation from bike network 20% of sireets of bike network network
the League of » 1.6% of street have bike = 100% of buses
American network network (2012) are bike-
Bicyclists’ » 128 miles of bike accessible
Bicycle Friendly network (20089) :
Community
program
Over 100 miles
of bike network
Source: Various city agencies
1. Only select cifies are included (see Table 30 for additional cities).
Table 21. City LOS Goals Comparison — Bicycle Infrastructure
' ncisc i Bo liami <. ¢ . Philadeiphia ; )
417 miles at « 280 miles by » Reduce bike « 3% bike « Inicrease bike
buiid-out . 2030 (33% of accidents 50% commuting trips mode share
10% of all trips street network by 2020 « 630 miles of fofal |« Expand “all ages
by bike by 2025 with bikeways) « Increase bike bike network by and abilities” bike
Plan to coverthe |« Obtain Bike - mode share from 2030 network
entire city and Friendly City 1.6% to 6.5% = ' All areas must « Provide
connect to status e League of maintain citywide additional bike
regional network American average for bike parking
Bicyclists lane miles per = 328 fotal miles in
“Platinum” (2013) | 1,000 ] bike network as
« 70% of assets in households near-term goal
good repair '
« Reduce VMT by
10%
0.68 miles of = 0.70 miles of = (.36 miles of « 1.08 miles of « 0.54 miles of
bicycle network/ bicycle network/ bicycle network/ bicycle network/ bicycle network/
1,000 residents 1,000 residents 1,000 residents 1,000 residents 1,000 residents

Source: Various city-agencies

1. Only cities with relevant LOS metrics are included (see Table 31 for additional cities).

BICYCLE INFRASTRUCTURE METRICS |

In place of LOS metrics, SFMTA prepared a list of infrastructure improvement targets, in line with what has
been developed as part of the Bicycle Strategy. The following four infrastructure facilities make up the critical
elements of the most recent Bicycle Strategy: :

+ Premium (LTS 1 and 2) network miles
» Upgraded intersections

« Bicycle parking

spaces

+ Bicycle sharé program (bikes and accompanying stations)

San Francisco’s goal for bicycle fransportation is to.achieve 8 to 10 percénft mode share. The Bicycle Strategy,
created through the diligent and thoughtful work of the SFMTA, outlines the steps SFMTA must take to achieve
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their goal. For this reason, no new bicycle infrastructure metrics are proposed; instead, the scenarios proposed
by SFMTA are adopted as targets for bicycle infrastructure, as the means to achieve their mode share end.

For each of the infrastructure elements, the long-term aspirational goal is based on SFMTA’s Sysfem Build-out
Scenario, as outlined in the SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, which represents the full realization of the desired bike
network for San Francisco. This scenario would cost over $600 million, increasing bicycle mode share to more
than 15 percent. The short-term targets are based on the "Bicycle Plan Plus” Scenario and represent a more
reasonable goal by 2018. The fargets are expected to cost roughly $60 million by 2018, helping to increase
bicycle mode share to between 8 and 10 percent.*®

 United States. San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). “SFMTA Bicycle Strategy.” SFMTA, Dec. 2012. Print.
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Table 22 summarizes the individual long-ferm infrastructure goals and short-term targets for each element.

Table 22 Blcycle Infrastructure — Network Provrsron and Targeis

. Source

Infrastructure Measure Value

Premium Network Miles - -

Current Citywide Provision o 51 miles « SFMTA Data (see Table 29)

= SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, p21,
System Build-out Scenario,

< SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, p21,
Bicycle Plan Plus Scenario

Long-term Aspirational Goal | « 251 miles (200 addifional miles)

Shortterm Target (2018) « 61 miles (10 additional miies)

Upgraded Intersections ...

Current Citywide Provision | « 3 intersections « SFMTA Bicydle Strategy

» SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, p21,
System Build-out Scenario,

= SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, p21,
Bicycle Plan Plus Scenario

Long-term Aspirational Goal | « 203 intersections (200 additional intersections)

.| Short-term Target (2018) « 13 intersections (10 additional intersecﬁons)

‘Bicycle Parking Spaces

Current Citywide Provision « 8,800 spaces » SFMTA Bicycle Strategy

. . » SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, p21,
Long-term Aspirational Goal | = 58,000 spaces (50,000 additional spaces) o o, P

System Build-out Scenario,
o = SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, p21,
Short-term Target (201_ 8) « 12,800 spaces {4,000 additional space) Bicycle Plan Plus Scenario
Bicycle Sharing Program’ ' ' Tueie Bl
Current Citywide Provision | « 0 bicycles (and sharing stations) « SFMTA Bicydle Strategy

« SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, p21,
System Build-out Scenario, -

» SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, p21,
Bicycle Plan Plus Scenario

Long-term Aspirational Goal | « 3,000 bicycles and 300 sharing stations (all net new)

Short-term Target (2018)  { « 500 bicycles and 50 sharing stations (all net new)

Infrastructure Shortfall and Gap Analysis

Assuming the proposed improvements take place between now (2013) and 2018, the City will achieve stated
short-term targets. The city has built all of the proposed bike-miles in the 2009 Bicycle Mastfer Plan and will now
work towards the targets set by the Blcycle Plan Plus scenario in the Bicycle Strategy.
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8. TRANS|
INFRASTRUCTURE

Like bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure, transit infrastructure
complements the other transportation modes within the city. San Francisco
aims to increase transit’s mode share.® The following section provides a
background on San Francisco’s transit infrastructure and reviews
previously determined metrics and targets for transit network provision. The
policy referenced in this section is noted in Table 23 beiow.

Table 23. Key Transit Infrastructure Guiding Policy Documents

- Document

Issuing .« - Year Siatus Key Contributions

Policy Document Department

San Francisco » Transit performance metfrics and targets

(both.t:ansit crowding and fravel time)

TranSpoftaﬂon Sustainabliity | SFMTA Draft report
Fee Nexus Study |

Source: AECOM, 2013

BACKGROUND

The SFMTA's 2012 San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study is an important guiding-
document for the evaluation of San Francisco’s transit system. The evaluation of transit infrastructure defers to
this report and its subsequent updates.

CASE STUDY COMPARISON: PROVISION AND METRICS

In a review of LOS metrics and goals for other cities, the most common measures of transit provision are.
percent mode share, ridership counts, transit load (crowding), and trave! fime (Table 24).

While these make helpful goals, none of the cities reviewed make their current provision of these metrics
readily available (Table 24) making it difficult to evaluate how well they are currently providing transit
infrastructure. In its Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study, SFMTA measures two of these common
metrics, which are directly applied in this study.

8

* Mode share represents the percentage of all frips made by a particular mode ~ in this case, the percent of all trips made by
transit. :
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Table 24. Current LOS Provision Comparison — Transit

San Francisco' Portland San Diego Vancouver
N/A s Approximately 15% of [+ N/A
transit trips shorter than
30 minutes (compared
fo 8% currently)
Transit load factor = Increased ridership and [« Increase fransit mode
greater than 100% having an attractive, share
19% transit commuting convenient transit
trips system

Source: Various city agencies
1. Only cities with relevant LOS metrics are included (sée Table 30 and Table 31 for additional cities).

TRANSIT LOS METRICS

The SFMTA's 2012 San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study is an important guiding
document for the evaluation of San Francisco’s transit system. Two key performance metrics are identified to-
measure the City's success in meeting its target LOS. While these two metrics were specifically applied to
develop an appropriate nexus, SFMTA supports the use of the metrics for LOS evaluation as well. Because of
the nature of transit travel in San Francisco, both of these metrics are calculated at the cifywide level. The two
mefrics are: '

» Transit crowding
¢ _ Transit travel time

Not only are the two metrics quantitatively evaluated by SF-CHAMP, the City’s travel demand model, but
together these two metrics measure the true impact of new development on the City's transit system:

Transit Crowding

Table 25. Transit Crowding - Network Provision and Targets
LOS Measure

Current Citywide Average s N/A

- » San Francisco Transportation
Long-term Aspirational Goal | » N/A Sustainability Fee Nexus Study, pp.
3-3103-8; 5710 5-9

Short-term Target (2018) = B5% transit crowding

The transit crowding metric — also known as the transit system load factor — measures “transit capacity
utilization,” calculated as transit demand (ridership) as a percentage of capacity. The capacity of a transit
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vehicle includes the total number of seats as well as additional standing room. The current LOS provision IS
currently being developed and is not included in this report.

The SFMTA uses a transit crowding of 85 percent to identify overcrowded conditions on a bus route or rail line
at any given time. This LOS target was used in the transit nexus analysis to develop an appropriate fee level.

As a point of comparison, Portland targets a transit system load factor of 100 percent.®

Infrastructure Shortfall and Gap Analysis

Individual route and existing citywide information is not available for this mefric. Additional inforrnation on the
system-wide shortfall will be available once the transit system evaluation process currently underway is
complefed.

Transit Travel Time

SFMTA uses transit travel time as useful metric to evaluate the transit system’s performance. The mAetn'c helps
account for impacts of development on the system, and is used in transit policy and planning. The metric is
calculated by dividing total person transit time by total transit trips.

Table 26. Transit Travel Time — Network Provision and Targets’
LOS Measure

Current Citywide Average » 33.7 minutes per average travel time

« San Francisco Transportation
Long-term Aspirational Goal | « N/A Sustainability Fee Nexus Study, pp.
- 3-3103-8; 5-9to0 5-11

Short-term Target (2018) « 33.6 minutes per average fravel time

As of 2010, the average system-wide transit travel time was approximately 33.7 minutes. This is a door-to-door
measurement and includes walking to a transit stop, waiting for the vehicle, and walklng from the stop to the
destination.®®

By 2030, SEMTA is aiming for an average transit fravel time of 33.6 minutes, roughly the same as it now
provides.

Infrastructure Shortfail and Gap Analysis

_ The transit trave! time provided in 2010 was seen as adequate. However, in its 2012 San Francisco
Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study, SFMTA has identified a number of projects that must be built in
order fo sustain the LOS target put forth. These projects aim to address expected increased development and
service population within San Franc;lsco

%8 United States. City of Portland. Portland Bureau of Transportation. “T: ransportation System Plan, Chapter 5 - Modal Plans and
Management Plans.” City of Portland, 4 May 2007. Web. 22 Jul. 2013. hitp://www.portiandoreqon.govitransportation/article/370479
* Cambridge Systematics, Inc., Urban Economics, et al. “San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study.® March
2012. Print.
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9. SOCIOECONOMIC
VULNERABILITY

While the metrics presented in this report intend to evaluate LOS and provisional distribution of the various
infrastructure categories, the metrics are unable to consider all of the factors that might affect project
prioritization. Evaluating socioeconomic indicators can be a useful tool to provide additional information about a
neighborhood's general level of "vulnerability.” Vulnerable populations often do not have the resources to
access private amenities such as private transportation or private recreation facilities, creating a greater need
for public facilities and services in these communities. For the purposes of this study, five socioeconomic
indicators Have been evaluated at both the tract and neighborhood level:

1. Unemployment rate

Household income

Age - Youth population (0-14)

Age — Elderly population (65+)
Minority population (>50% non-white)

oM wnN

The results of the individual socioeconomic indicators are presented by neighborhood in the Appendix (Table
32-Table 35).

In order to measure the overall vulnerability of a tract, these five indicators are consolidated, each receiving
one point for the following measures. This point distribution assigns equal importance to ‘each of the indicators.
While this may over or under emphasize the importance of one of the indicators, it provides a starting point to
evaluate neighborhoods. As a result, tracts receive a score from zero to five, zero being least vulnerable, and
five being most vuinerable.

s Unemployment rate — Neighborhoods with civilian unemployment rates above 150 percent of the citywide
average.”
» Average household income — Neighborhoods that have a greater share of households under 80 percent
of the area median income (AMI) than the households in the city on average.®
» Youth — Nelghborhoods whose youth (0-14) population as a percentage of total population is 150 percent
- of the ratio citywide.59

in 2010, the f::itywide unemployment rate was 7 percent. One hundred and fifty percent of the citywide average is 11 percent (2010
-ACS). .

# With an average household size of 3.0 people, the citywide 80 percent AMI for 2010 was $71 550, Source: hitp://st-

moh.ora/Moduies/ShowDgcument.aspx?documentid=4614
In 2010, the citywide youth (0-14) rate was 11 percent. One hundred and fifty percent of the citywide average is 17 percent

(Source: U.S. Census).
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o Elderly - Neighborhoods whose elderly (65+) population as a percentage of total population is 150 percent
of the ratio citywide.® .
= Minority — Neighborhoods with greater than 50 percent non-white (minority) population by race.®

As highlighted in Figure 7, the City’s most vulnerable fracts are disproportionately concentrated in Bayview,
Excelsior, Visitacion Valley, and Chinatown neighborhoods. These areas may receive special consideration to
ensure that their infrastructure needs are met.

517 2010, the citywide elderly (65+) rate was 14 percent. One hundred and fifty percent of the citywide average is 20 percent
SSource: U.S. Census). )
- %1n 2010, 52 percent of the city’s residents were non-white (Source: U.S. Census).
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10. PROJECT
PRIORITIZATION,
FINANCING, AND NEXT
STEPS

Findings from Case Studies

Because LOS metrics are not often applied in the cities surveyed, the cities reviewed as part of this project
have other methods of project prioritization.®? With a few exceptions, infrastructure improvements are ty'pically
prioritized at the department level rather than at the city level and are based on master plans or other guiding
policy documents identifying “need” areas, funding availability, and construction or location synergies with other
projects. Given financial constraints, improvements tend to be reactive and opportunistic rather than proactive
or guided by clear prioritization. Improvements can also be fied to major development projects that cannot
move forward without infrastructure improvements to support the project.” These can be performed on a case-
by-case basis or through a development fee program which allows cities to charge development for the
increased demand it will put on city infrastructure.

Of the reviewed cities, Vancouver, Portland, and San Diego provide examples'of how infrastructure
improvements are prioritized across agencies at a cifywide level.

 In Vancouver, infrastructure improvements are guided by three key documents: (1) a 10-year capital
strategic outlook plan, (2) a 3-year capital plan, and (3) an annual capital budget. Most interesting is the
level of public involvement in shaping these documents. The 3-year capital plan involves extensive public
outreach, including surveys that allow residents to vote on how to spend capital funds and prioritize

&2 Note that cities with a comprehensive' development fee program are required to consider long-range improvements to their capital
infrastructure in order to develop a nexus between the development fee and future infrastructure needs. This is especially the case
for expanding cities (e.g. Fairfield, Vacaville, etc.) which often consider how future subdivisions will impact their overall
infrastructure. Prioritization is based partially in response fo existing need but also in tandem with the construction and occupation of
homes on the edge of their city. For example, roadway enhancements are often planned with the certification of occupancy permits.
Cmes at their discretion, can allow the developer to build infrastructure as credit towards their development fee.

A development fee program can incrementally accumulate capital funds to pay for neighborhood or citywide infrastructure
shortfalls before certain infrastructure thresholds halt a given project. Rather than one project paying for the expansion of specrﬁc
infrastructure because it was the unfortunate project to be timed with infrastructure at 100 percent of capacity, each project is paying
its fair share, and then the pool of funds pays to maintain leve! of service standards.
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- improvements. This process provides concrete guidance on how funds should be spent and creates a very
transparent and participatory process.

» Porttand producss an annual Citywide Assets Report, which summarizes the provision and value of key
infrastructure facilities (fransportation, environmental services, water, parks, civil) and shows the funding
shortfall. The document is intended to help provide a clear overview of Portland's infrastructure and asset
management. One of the key tasks identified by the Report in 2009 was to develop service level targets for
each of the participating bureaus — to be adopted, in part, in 2013. Much like San Francisco, it is intended
that these service levels will be used to help prioritize infrastructure funding. This, however, remains a
future goal, as bureaus are siill developing and refining their service levels.

« In San Diego, the Public Facility Financing Fee system is tied to its community plans and General Plan
which require a public process. The public facility financing fee system is reviewed annually by community
planning groups, the Planning Commission, and City Council. The fees are based on public facilities in the
community plans, which are based on the General Plan LOS standards.

For other cities that do not employ explicit LOS targets, goals are often woven into development fee programs,
which set standards for new development. Gther cities aim fo maintain current LOS, although the cities do not
always define what they are. -

It should also be noted that the cities that do not currently use explicit LOS metrics or targets expressed
significant interest in San Francisco’s work and progress. Developing such targets and applying them to
project prioritization will continue to support San Francisco's position as an innovative planning thought leader.

BRIEF FINANCING DISCUSSION

Itis clear from the case studies that in other cities, much as in San Francisco, funding for infrastructure

improvéments is a constant concern. Projects tend to be financed through a number of sources. Capital

budget, bonds, user fees, development fees, state and federal programs, private donations and grants, and

development agreements all play an important role in maintaining adequate infrastructure facilities. State and
local propositions have funded a number of citywide infrastructure initiatives in California®, and local and

" regional sales tax initiatives have provided capital funds for ransportation enhancements.®®

Depending on infrastructure type, various funding sources play larger roles. Transportation-related projects
tend to qualify for more state and national funding sources, while some cities have had success with
fundraising and private donations for their parks facilities. Portland, for example, is targeting private funds for
10 percent of its overall parks budget.

Other cities tend to rely more heavily on development to fund existing and projected infrastructure shortfalls.
San Jose has negoﬁéted relatively aggressive development agreements in which it receives a significant
percentage of the increased land value when parcels are rezoned as part of the agreement. San Jose indicates
that this is one of the few viable options available to them to support their infrastructure demands. This source
of funding allows San Jose to apply the money towards existing deficiencies or repairs. Additionally, of course,
a number of cities rely on development impact fees for incremental infrastructure demand. A comparative

\

® Some recent propositions that have funded infrastructure initiatives are Propositions 1A — the 2008 Safe, Reliable High-Speed
Passenger Train Bond Act for the 21st Century; and San Francisco’s Proposition 1B — the Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air
Quality and Port Security Act.

% Three transportation sales taxes in San Jose generate $270 million annually (in 2013) and are distributed through the Santa Clara
Valley Transit Authority. United States. Santa Clara Valley Transit Authority (VTA). "Adopted Biennial Budget- Fiscal Years 2013
and 2013.7 VTA, 2011-2013. Web. 22 Jul. 2013. hitp://www.via.org/inside/budaet/FY12_and FY13 Budget Book.pdf
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analysis of impact fees for childcare, streetscape, and park infrastructure was developed for twenty-two cities
throughout California in the 2008 City & County of San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee Study.®
Citywide impact fees for recreation and open space are most common in the surveyed cities, followed by
streetécape and pedestrian infrastructure fees. Only one city, Concord, charged impact fees for childcare. As
impact fees are tied to an implied LOS target, the lack of impact fees for streetscape and childcare provision
support the findings of this report that LOS targets for prov15|ons other than recreation and open space and,
occasionally, transit infrastructure are rare.

It is important to note, that while most impact fees are charged at the citywide level, some cities, like San
Francisco, have different fees applied at different levels. In San Diego, for example, development impact fees
are primarily set at the community level and can vary widely across the city.

NEXT STEPS & IMPLICATIONS FOR NEXUS ANALYSIS

The LOS targets developed as part of this report will serve as useful starting points for the Nexus study: As
indicated, while not all of the metrics and fargets are appropriate for the Nexus study, setting agreed upon LOS
helps to manage expectations and increase predictability for the city as well as potential developers.

The passage of AB 1600 in 1988 resulted in a framework for establishing development impact fees.* In
general, there are two important factors to consider in developing any nexus analysis. First, AB 1600 requires
that development impact fees only charge new development with the cost of providing infrastructure services
required by the additional development. Cities are not allowed to apply development impact fees to pay for
existing shortfalls. Where this study identifies infrastructure shortfalls that do not reach citywide LOS goals, the
City remains responsible for managing those shorifalls. As a result, the LOS goals provide guidance for future
development's share of the total infrastructure need. '

Second, AB 1600 indicates that the City must have a plan for how it is going to reach its proposed LOS target if
it has not already been met. In other words, if the city is unable to meet the proposed LOS, the city cannot
charge new development for this standard. Further, development fees should pay specifically for capital
improvements and not for the ongoing operations and maintenance of existing facilities, since the fees are
intended fo accommodate the facility demand of the new service population. Fees going to operations and
maintenance do not permanently resolve ongoing facility needs of the new populations. .

Operation and Maintenance Resources

Maintaining a realistic LOS becomes an important part of both evaluating provision and applying the target to a
nexus analysis. .

Although nexus fees focus on capital costs, ongoing revenue to operate and maintain the infrastructure
investments is equally important. Cities, especially in California under Proposition 13, continually struggle with
the ongoing maintenance of their communily facilities and infrastructure assets. General Fund dollars are
limited, and, during recession periods, cities make hard choices about maintaining, say, adequate police and
fire services, or ongoing maintenance/repairs in sidewalks, parks, and street trees. As a caution, setting level of
service goals too high can ultimately undermine the capital investments as they slowly depreciate and become

& FCS Group. “City & County of San Francisco Citywide Deve]opment Impact Fee Study, Chapter [I1.” March 2008, Print.
7 Before AB 1600, the 1975 Quimby Act established the right of cities to require developers to mitigate the impacts of development,
specifically on nelghborhood and community park demand. .
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deteriorating public assets that don’t serve their initial purpose. Modest capital planning in concert with secured
operation and maintenance revenue provides a more prudent and fiscally-sustainable course.

Special taxes (such as parcél taxes, lighting and landscape districts, business improvement districts, and
community benefits districts) can support the ongoing maintenance of capital facilities, although they can be
difficult to pass considering the two-thirds voter requirements in California.
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11. APPENDICES

SERVICE POPULATION DEFINITION

The term Service Population Units refers to the number of people, or units, that are served by a given
infrastructure type. The service population for each infrastructure category is shown helow in Table 27.
Service population units are calculated in this study as one times the resident population plus one-half times
the employee population, setting up a 1:0.5 ratio of intensity of use between residents and employees. This

ratio reflects the fact that both residents and employees require infrastructure, while discounting employees
who typically use infrastructure less intensively than residents.

For recreation and open space, the service population unit calculation is slightly modified to a 1:0.19 ratio.
between residents and employees (i.e. service population units are equal to one times the resident population
plus 0.19 times the employee population). This ratio applies a greater discount to employees, because
recreation and open space is used much more at home than near work, as analyzed by the Hausrath
Economics Group in a study entitled “Phoenix Park and Library EDU Factors Study” (September 2008).

A more detailed discussion of service population can be found in the companion report, the San Francisco
Citywide Nexus Analysis (March 2014), and its appendix report, San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis —
Service Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013).

Table 27. Service Population Per Infrastructure Category
. Facility
- Tyee

LOS Metric : ' : ’ Growth

ﬁf} Recreation and Open Space : Growth (2013 - 2030)

— Service Population 934,726 1,081,926 147,200

ﬁm‘ IChIIdcare 2013 l ) 2020 ‘ Growth (2013 - 2020)

— Senics Popution .

. Streetscape and Pedestrian
- Infrastructure

_
%_ . e ‘ : ]_- Growth(2013 zozo)

e — e ———
; Transit

1 . | Service Population NIA NIA N/A

2013 5 2030 Growth (2013 - 2030)

Source: AECOM, 2013
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CITYWIDE AND NEIGHBORHOOD POLICY DOCUMENTS

The following lists summarize the citywide and neighborhood-specific policy documents that were reviewed as
part of the project effort. The policy documents served as a guide for the LOS meidric and standard
development. Full texts for the policy documents are included in a separate appendix file.

Citywide Policy and Planning Documents:

FY 2008-10 Development impact Fee Report (2009)

San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Feed Register (January 2013)

City & County of San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee Study (2008)

Draft Capital Plan Fiscal Years 2014-2023 (2013) '

San Francisco Recreation & Open Space Element (2011)

San Frénciscp Recreation and Park Department Acquisition Policy (2011)

Child Care Nexus Study for City of San Francisco (2007)

San Francisco Child Care Needs Assessment (2007)

San Francisco Citywide Plan for Eaﬂy Care and Education and Out of School Time (2012)

*San Francisco Better Streets Plan (2010)

Walk First (2011)

Financing San Francisco’s Urban Forest (2012)

San Francisco Bicycle Plan (2009)

Saﬁ Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (2012)
San Francisco Transit Impact Development Fee (2011)

Neighborhood Specific Policy and Planning Documents;

Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee and Affordable Housing Analysis (2008)

Downtown San Francisco Park, Recreation, and Open Space Development Impact Fee Nexus ‘Study
(2012) ’

The Market and Octavia Draft Community Improvements Program Document (2007)
Rincon Hill Area Plan (of the General Plan) (2005) '
San Francisco Eastern Neighborhoods Nexus Study (2008) '
San Francisco General Plan Area Plans:

o Balboa Park

o [Eastern Neighborhoods

o Market and Octavia

o Rincon Hill -

o Visitacion Valley

Transit Ceriter District Plan Transportation System Improvements Development Impact Fee Nexus Study
(2012)

Visitacion Valley Nexus Study (2010)
Western SOMA Nexus Draft (2012)
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AECOM

CITYWIDE AGENCY STAKEHOLDERS

The findings in this report were developed in coordination with the following San Francisco agencies and -
stakeholders. AECOM relied on the agency stakeholders to provide feedback and g