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FILE NO. 151257 

.,1 
f . . 

AMENDED IN BOARD 
12/8/2015 ORDINANCE NO. 

[Planning Code - Increasing Tran~portation Sustainability Fee for Nonresidential Projects] 

. ;,. 
Ordinance amending the Planning Code to increase the Transportation Sustainability 

Fee for Non-residential project$ larger than 99,999 gross square feet, and to require 

Non-residential or Producti.on~ piJtribution and Repair (PDR) projects that filed 
. I.' .. 

development or environme~tal 1pplications on or before July 21, 2015, but that have 
' ' 

I not yei received ap~rovals~ t~ ·P~¥ the Transportation Sustainability Fee with a partial 

I refu~d; affirming th~.pl~annirig ~e·~a~me~t's. dete~minat~on under th~ C~liforn'.a . · 

Environmental Quality' Act; and makmg fmdmgs, mcludmg general fmdmgs, fmdmgs of 

public necessity, convenience and welfare, and findings of consistency with the 
(.: 

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

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additions t6 Gpd~s are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to ]<f o~es are in strikethrough italics Times New Roman font. 
Board amen~ht,nt addi~ions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amend:rilen~ deletions are in strikethrough /\rial font. 
Asterisks (* : * * . *) indicate the omission ·of unchanged Code 
subsections or parts of tables. 

. I 

16 I .. 
17 Be it ordained by the People,of the City and County of San Francisco: 

.. ,. ' 

18 Section 1. Findings. Tl;i~ Board of Superyisors of the City and County of San 
. t l· 

• l I,, 

19 Francisco hereby finds and dE?t~hnines that: 

20 (a) The Planning DeP,art.ment has determined that the actions contemplated in this 

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

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

23 Supervisors in File No. 151257 and is· incorporated herein by reference. The Board affirms 

24 this _determination. 

25 

1 Supervisor Avalos 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1 
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1 (b) On September 10, 2015, the Planning Commission, in .Resolution No. 19454, 

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

3 with the C.ity's General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning Code _Section 101.1. The 

4 Board adopts these findings as it~ own. A copy of said Resolution is ·on file with the Clerk of 

5 the Board of Supervisors in File No. 151257, and is incorporated herein by reference. 

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

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

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

9 . Planning Code Section 302, the Board adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said 

1 O Resolution is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 151257, and is 

11 incorporated by reference herein:· 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

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. 

* * * * 

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

18 of Section 411 A. The TSF shall apply to Development Projects that are in the approval 

19 process at the effective date of Section 411/\ on December 26, 2015, except as modified 

20 below: 

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

22 effective date of this Section December 26, 2015 shall not be subject to the TSF, but shall be 

23 subject to the TIDF at the rate applicable per Planning Code Sections 411.3(e) and 4~9, as 

24 well as any other applicable fees. 

~5 

Supervisor Avalos 
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.1 (2) Projects that receive approval of their first approved Development 

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

. 3 adding Section 411A.3(d)(3)(8), shall be subject to the TSF as follows: 

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

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

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

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

8 I other applicable fees. · . . 

g (:2.~ Projects that have filed a Development Application or environmental 

1 O review application on or before July 21, 2015, and have not received approval of any such 

11 application before the effective date of Ordinance No. . adding Section 411A.3(d)(3)(8), 

12 . shall be subject to the TSF as follows: 

13 (A) Residential Uses subject to the TSF shall pay 50% of the 

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

15 (B) The Non-residential or PDR portion shall be subject to the TSF* 

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

17 50% of the difference between the applicable TSF rate and the pay the applicable TIDF rate 

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

19 (~) Projects that have not filed a. Development Application or environmental 

20 review application before July 22, 2015, and file the first such application on or after July 22, 

21 2015, and have not received approval of any such application, shall be subject to the TSF as 

22 follows: 

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

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

·25 

Supervisor Avalos 
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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. 

* * * * 

SEC. 411A.5. JSF 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 $ 7.74 for all gsf of Residential use in the 

first 99 dwelling units (see Section 

4j 1A.4(c) above). 

' -

Residential, all units above 99 units $ 8.74 for all gsf of Residential use in all 

dwelling units at and above the 1 oath unit 

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

Non-Residential, except Hospitals and $ 18.04 for all gsf of Non-Residential uses 

Health Services, 800-99, 999 gsf less than 100,000 gsf. 

Non-Residential, except Hospitals and $ 21.044-9-04 for all gsf of Non-Residential 

Health Services, all gsf above 99,999 gsf use greater than 99,999 gsf. 

Hospitals $18.74 per calculation method set forth in 

Section 411A.4(d). 

Supervisor Avalos 
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1 

2 

3 

j Health Services, all gsf above 12,000 gsf 

Production, Distribution and Repair 

$11 '.00 for all gsf above 12,000 gsf 

$ 7.61 

4 Section 3. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

5 enactment Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 

6 I ordin~nce unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board 

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

8 

9 Section 4. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors 

10 intends to amend only those words,· phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles, 

11 
1 
riumbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Municipal 

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

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

14 the official title of the ordinance. 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

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

I 

By: 
IDE 

n:\legana\as2015\1500870\01070959.docx 

11 
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FILE NO. 151257 

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

[Planning Code - Increasing Transportation 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 Ordinan·ce No. Z00-15, 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 population growth related to such Development 
Projects. 

Amendments to 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 will 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 
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. .._J 

September 11r 2015 

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk 
Honorable Supervisor Wiener 
Board of Superviiors 
City and County of San Francisco 
City Hall, Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

• I ·- •. - ... I 

Re: Transmittal of Planning Departritent Case Number 2015-009096PCA: 

Establishing a New 0tywide J;ransporlation Sust~bility Fee 
Board File No. 150790 

Planning Commission Recommendation: Approval with Modifications 

. . 
Dear Ms. Calvillo and Supervisor Wiener: 

On September 10~ 2015, the San Francisco.Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public 
hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the proposal introduced by Supervisors Scott 

Wiener,, Breed, and Christensen to: create a new Planning Code Section 1:11.A.; amend Planning 
Code Sections 411 (Transit Impact Development Fee)r 401 (Definitions)r 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 hearing, the Planning 

Commission recommended appr()val ~th modifications. 

The proposed amendments have been determined to be not a project under the Californ.i;;i 
Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15378(b )( 4) and is thus exempt from environmental 
review. Pursuant to San Francisco's Administrative Code Secti0n 8.12.5 "Electronic Distribution of· · 
Multi-page Documents"r the Department is sending electronic documents and one hard copy. 

' . ' 
Additional hard copies may be requested by contacting Lisa Oten at (415)575-912~ 

Supervisor, please advise the City Attorney at yoiµ: earliest convenience if you wish to incorporate 
the changes recommended by the Corrimissions. 

Please find attached documents relating to the action of the Planning Commission, as well as a 
resolution issued by the SFMI'A Board of Directors and a list of Board and public c;omments heard · 
at their September 1st meeting. If you li.ave any questions or require further information please do 
not hesitate to coni;act me. · 

Sine rely, 

aron rr 
Manager of Legislative Affairs. 

www.sfplanning.org 
1624 

San Francisco, . 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 
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. ':;;._ -. . Transmital Materials . ' 
CAS~ NO. 2015-00909GPCA 

Establishing a New Transportation Sustainability Fee 

cc: 

Amir~ Power, Aide, Supervisor Wiener's Office 
Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney 

Andrea Ruiz-Esquide, Deputy City Attorney 

Nicole Ellio~ Mayor's Director of Legislative & Government Affairs 

Attachments (two hard copies of the following):_ . 
Planning Commission .Resolution 

SFMTA Board of Directors Resolution No 15-123 
SFMTA Board of Directo.rs September 1st Meeting: Summary of Board Member & Public Comments 

Planning Department Executive Summary 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 1625 2 



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT· 

Project Name: 
Case Number: 

. Initiate4 by: 

Staff Contact: 

Reviewed by: 

Recommendation: 

Pl~nnin.g Commission 
Resolution No. 19454 

HEARING DATE SEPTEMBER 10, 2015 

Establishing a New Transportation Sustainability Fee 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

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

M L d S • w· · s · B eed d s · ·lnfonnation: · ayor ee an upernsor iener, upervisor r , an upervISor 
415

_
558

_
6377 

ChristenserJ. / Substituted September 8, 2015 
Lisa Chen, Planner, Citywide Division 

lisa.chen@sfgov.org, 415-575-9124 
Adam V arat, Senior Planner, Citywide Division 
adam. varat@sfgov.org, 415-.558-6405 
Recommend Approval 

. .· 
RECOMMENDING THAT THE. BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPT A PROPOSED 
ORDINANCE AMENDING THE PLAN.NING CODE BY ESTABLISHING A NEW CITYWIDE 
T~NSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE AND SUSPENDING APPLICATION OF )"HE 
EXISTING TRANSIT IMPACT DEVELOPMENT FEE, WITH SOME EXCEPTIONS, AS LONG 
AS THE TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE REMAINS OPERATIVE; AMENDING 
SECTION 401 TO ADD DEFINITIONS REFLECTING THESE CHANGES; AMENDING 
SECTION 406 TO CLARIFY AFFORDABLE· HOUSING AND HOME~ESS SHEL T~R 
EXEMPTIONS FROM TH~ TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE; MAKING 
CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO THE AREA PLAN FEES· IN ARTICLE 4 OF THE 
PLANNING CODE; AFFIRMING THE PLANNING DEPART!VIENT'S DETERMINATION 
UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT, AND MAKING FINDINGS, 
INCLUDING GENERAL FINDINGS, FINDINC?S 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 (her~after TSF) 
~d suspend applica~on of the current Transit ~pact 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 existing 
transportation network; and · 

WHEREAS, Since · 1981, the City has imposed a Transit Impact Development Fee ("TIDF") on new 

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

'! 

! 
.. 
' 

-! '--

' 



Resolution 19454 
September 10, 2015 

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

WHEREAS, Starting in 2009, the City and the San Francisco County Transportation Authority have 

worked to develop a comprehensive.citywide.transportation fee and supporting nexus study (th~ "TsF 
Nexus Study''), published in 2015; and 

WHEREAS, The TSF Nexus Study concluded .that all new land uses.in San Francisco will generate an 

increased demand for transportation infrastructure and services, and recommended that the TSF apply to 
both residential an~ non-residential development project in the City; an~ 

WHEREAS, This fee would help <?ffset impacts of both residenti<i.I. and non-residential development 
projects on the City's transportation netwo!k, including impacts on transportation infrastructure that 
support pedestrian and bicycle trav~l; and 

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

WHEREAS, The TSF Expenditure Plan will help enable the San Francisco Municipal Transportation 
Agency ("SFMTA") and other re&onal transportation agertcieS serving San Francisco to meet the demand 

g~nerated by new development and thus maintain their exis~g level of service; and 

~REAS, The TSF will require sponsors of development projects in the 9ty to pay a fee that is 
reasonably related to the finan~al burden such projects impose oi:i the City's tfansportation network;_and 

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

WHEREAS, The Planning Department determined that the proposed legislation is n<?t a project under the 
California Environmental Quality Act, as a "govern.men~ 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 enviroiunent.'' (CEQA Guidelines Section 15378(b)(4)); and 

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted . a duly noticed public 
hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the 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 intert;!Sted 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_40o;san Francisco; and 

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

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 
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Resolution 19454 
September 10, 2015 

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

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

1. Grandfather residential pr_ojects before July _1, 2014 with a 50% fee reduction and residential 
projects after J.uly 1, 2014 with a 25% fee reduction; 

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

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

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

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

6. Require economic feasibility ~ysis updates every three years rather than five, and include the 
Planning Commission as an entify that may request analyses sooner. 

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

7. -Substantial investments in infrastructure are need~d to address the predicted demands on the 
transportation system and ·street network generated by new growth. 

8. The TSF is an f#icient a:r:id equitable method of providing funds to address the transportation 
demands imposed on the City by new development :Pr?jects, _and is projected to generate 
approximati:Iy $1.2 billion in revenue over the next 30 years, of which approximately $420 
million would be new revenue. 

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

10. General Plan Compliance. The propo~ed amendments to the Planning Code are not addressed 
in the General Plan; the Commission finds that the proposed Ordinance is not inconsistent with 

' . . . 
the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan. 

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

SAN FRANCISCO 
Pi.ANNING P£PARTMENT 3 
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Resolution 19454 CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA 
Establishing a New Tran~portation Sustainability Fee · September 10, 2015 

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

'.The proposed Ordinance would not have a negative impact an neighborhood seru.i?ig retail uses and 
will not impact opportunitie$ for resident employment in and ownership of 1ieighborhood-ser0ing 
retail.. 

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

The proposed Ordinance U?ould not have a. negative effect on housing or neighborhood character. 

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

The proposed Ordinance would·not have a.n adverse effect on the City's supply of affordable housing. 

4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our str~ets 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. 

5. That ~ ~iyerse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors 
from displacement due to. con;unercial office deve.lopment, and that future opportunities for 
resident employment ~d. own~ship in these sectors be enhanced; . · 

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

6. That the City achieve.the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injmy and loss 9flife in an 
earthquake; · 

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

1. That the landmarks and historic buildings be.preserved; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have an impact on tfi:e City;s Landmarks arid historic buildings. 

8. That ol.tr parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 
development; 

The proposed Ordinance wa.uld not have a:n impact on tl'ze City's parks and op.en space and their access 
to sunlight and vistas. · 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 4 
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Resolution 19454 
September 10, 2015 

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

8. Planning Code Section 302 Findings. The·Planning Commission finds from the facts presented 
that the public necessity, con".'enience:an~ general welfare require the proposed amendrrients to 
the Planning Code as set forth in Section 302. 

NOW TIIEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Comrrtjssion hereby recommends that the Board ADOPT 
the proposed Ordinance as described in this Resolutio~. 

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

~· 

Commission Se 

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

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 

SAN FMNCISCO 
Pl.ANNING l)EPARTMENT 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Project Name: 
Case Number: 
Initiated by: 

Staff Contact: 

Reviewed by: 

Exec~tive Summary 
Planning Code Text Change 

HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 10, 2015 

Establishing a New Citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee 
2015-009096PCA [Board File No. 150790] 
Mayor Lee, SuperviSor Wiener, Supervisor Breed, and 
Supervisor Christensen I Siibstituted July 28, 2015 
Lisa Chen, Planner, Citywide Division 
lisa.chen@sfgov.org, 415-575-9124 

Recommendation: 

Adam V arat, Senior Planner, Citywide Division 
afiam.varat@sfgov.org, 415-558-6405 
Recomni.end Approval 

. PLANNING CODE AMENDMENT 

The proposed Orclinance would amend· the Planning Code by: estahlislring a new citywide 
Transportation Sustalna.bility Fee (TSF) and suspending appJ.tcation of the existing Transit Impact 
Development Fee (TIDF), with some exceptions, as long as the TSF remains opi:rative; amending 
Sectio!}. 401 to add definitions reflecting these changes; amending Section 406 to clarify affordable 
housing and homeless shelter exemptions from the Transportation Sustainability Fee; amending 
conforming amendments to the Area Plan fees in Planning Code, Article 4; affim:ring the 
Planning Department's determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and, 
making findings, including general findings, findings of pu?lic necessity, convenience and 
welfare, and findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of 
Planning Code Section 101.1. 

Ove~iew: The .Transportation Sustainability Program (TSP) 

San Francisco is a popular place to work, live and visit, placin~ strains. ~m the City's existing 
transportation network. The City is projected to gro~ substantially over the next 25 years - by 
2040, up to 100,000 new households and 190,000 new jobs are expected in San Francisco.1 Without 
enhancements to our transportation network, this gro~ will result in more than 600,000 cars on 
our streets - or more than all the cars traveling each day on the Bay an(\. Golden Gate bridges 
combined. If we don't invest in transportation improvements citywide, we can expect 
unprecedented gridlock on our streets, and crowding on our buses and trains. 

The City is addressing the need to enhance and expand the system in a comprehensive way, 
including making multiple public inv~tments in key projects such as: 

i Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), Projections 2013. 
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• Transit capital and operational inveshnents (Central Subway, Muni Forward, Bus 
Rapid Transit Projects, etc.) 

• Bicycle infrastructure (protected lanes, parking, etc.) 
• Pedestrian safety (Vision Zero, W a1k 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 Plamring pepartment, the San Francisco County 
Transportation Authority and the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), 
comprised of the following three ~omponents: 

1. Invest Fund Transportation Improvements to Support Growth. The proposed 
Transportation Sustainability Fee ("TSF") would be assessed on new development, 
including residential development, to help fund improvements to transit capacity and 
reliability as well as bicycle and pedestrian improvements. 

2. Align: Modernize Environmental Review. This component of the TSP will change how 
the City analyzes impacts of ~ew development on the transportation ?Ystem under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This reform has been prompted by 
California State Bill 743, which requll:es 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 workillg to develop the new 
transportation review guidelines, and are expected to release ·new CEQA guldelines ·in 
2016. 

3. Shift Encourage Sustainable Travel This ~omponent of the TSP will help manage 
demand on the transportation network through a Transportation Demand Management 
(IDM) Program, making sure new developments are designed to make it easier for new 
residents, visitors, and workers to get around more easily without a car. The City will 
create a consolidated menu of TDM options to help developers design projects that 
encourage more environmentally-friendly travel modes such as transit, walking, and 
biking. Public outreach on the TDM program is expected to begin in Fall or Winter 2015. 

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

The TSF is a proposed citywide development impact fee intended to help offset the impact of 
new development on the City's transportation system. In 2013, Mayor Edwin Lee convened a 
Transportation Task Force to investigate what-San Francisco needs to do to fix our transportation 
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. . 
network and prepare it for the future. The Task Force found that in order to meet current need 
and future demand, the City needs to invest $10 billion in transportation :infrastructure through 
2030, including $6.3 billion in new revenue. In November 2014, San Francisco voters passed 
Proposition A, approving a $500 million one-time investment in transportation infrastructure. 
They also passed Proposition B, which is ,projected to contribute about $300 million for 
transportation over the next 15 years. These funds are dedicated to improving the City's existing 
transportation :infrastructure and do not materially address the need to expand the system's 
capacity, which will be required to acco~odate new growth. ' 

The TSF would provide additional revenue t~ help fill the City's ·transportation funding g~p. The 
TSF would replace the current Transit Impact Development ·Fee (TIDF; Planning Code Secti.o:p. · 
411), which is a citywide lni.pact fee on nomesidential development, and would expand 
applicability to include both larger market-rate residential and ·nonresidential uses. 
Developments would pay the·proposed fee, contr:il:Juting a portion of their fair share to help pay 
for transportation system expansion and efficiency measures to serve the demand created by new 
residents and workers. ' 

On May 15, 2012, Mayor Lee, along with co-sponsoring Supervisors Wiener ~d Olague, 
introduced a. previous ordinance to e8tablish a Transportation Sustainability Fee [BOS File no. 
120524], whith was proposed to replace the TIDF and expand applicability to residential and . 
nonprofit uses. At that time, the fee was contemplated as both a mitigation fee under CEQA and 
a development impact fee, and a draft nexus study and economic feasibility study were 
developed. · 

The TSF was reintroduced by Mayor Lee and co-sponsoring Supervisors Wiener, Breed, and 
Christensen on July 21, 2015. AB part of tb.e 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. ~ proposal includes an updated nexus s.tudy and economic 
feasibility study (Exhibits D and E,·respectively), as well as an expenditure plan that would 
allocate funds towards categories of projects intended to offset impacts of new development on 
the City's transportation network, including transit capital maintenance, transit expansion and 
reliability, and pedestrian and bicycle projects.2 

ht the coll:rse of developing the TSF proposal, staff conducted .extensive outreach to affected 
stakehoiders to solicit feedback on the fee. Public outreach included but was not limited to the 
following groups: Citizen Advisory Committees (SFMTA, SFCTA, Eastern Neighborhoods, 
.Marke.t & Octavia); SFCTA Board; Housing Action Coalition; Chamber of Commerce; Residential 
Builders ABsociati.on; BART; Hospital Council; SFMTA Board Policy and Governance Committee 
and Full Board, San Francisco Bicycle Coalition; W alkSF; residential and commercial real estate 
developers; participants in the Muni Equity Strategy Working Group - including Chinatown 
Cqmmunity Development Center, Transit Riders, Senior & Disability Action, Council of 
Corn:inunity Housing Organizations; SPUR; BOMA; San Francisco Labor Council; the Small 
Business Commission, and others. A full schedule of outreach meetings and public hearings is 

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

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

The Way It Js Now: 

The Tra"nsit Impact Development Fee, or TIDF (Section 411), is an impact fee levied on :inost 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 SFMfA and used tb fund Muni transit capital and preventive mamtenance. First 
enacted in the Downtown area by local ordinance in 1981, the fee has been amended in 2004, 
2010, and 2012 to expand both the geographic scope and the types of development subject to the 
fee, in recognition that a b_road range of uses have impacts on the Qty' s transit system. The TIDF 
rates are applied to seven non-residential economic actiVity categories as follows: 

Use 

Table 1. Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF) 

(2015 Rates) 

Management; Information, and Professional Services 

Retail/Entertainment 

Cultura]/Institution/Education 

Medical 

Visitor services 

Museum. 

PDR 

Fee [$/G;SF] 

$13.87 

$14.59 

$14.59 

$H.59 

$13.87 

$12.12' 

$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, st':lte, and federal governments. Projects 
that fall within a redevelopment plan or an area covered by an existing development agreement 
are also exempt, to the extent that application of the foe 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; 

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

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

A prior use credit is available for exisfu;ig uses on the project site, as long as such uses were an 
approved and active use witbln five years prior to the date of the development applicatio~ 

Finally, the existing TIDF includes a Policy Credit program (Sedion 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 ~ small business (defined as a business that is less thari. 5,000 square feet; formula retail 
uses are ineligible). Credits are available first-come, first-served ·on an annual basis, until the 
annual limit is reached (equal to 3% of the total anticipated TIDF revenue for the current fiscal 
year). 

The Way It Would Be: 

Proposed TSF Fee Rates 

If adopted, the TSF would replace the current TIDF for as long as the TSF remains in effect. It 
would apply to commercial developments, large market-rate residential developments, and large 
non-pro.fit universities (those that are tequired 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 eligilile .for a Cba:ritable Exemption. Th~ TSF would 
'consolidate land use categories into residential, non-residential, and PDR, consistent with other 
Planiling 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(ITDF) (f SF) .. 

Use< [$/GSF] [$/GSF] 
Residential n/a $7.74 
Nonresidential $13.87 - $14.59 $18.04 
PDR $7.46 $7.61 

These proposed fee amounts were informed by two reports: the San Francisco Transportation 
Sustainability Fee Nexus Study ("TSF Nexus Study'') and the San Francisco Transportation 
Sustainability Fee Economic Feasibility Study ("TSF Economic Feasibility Study''). The TSF 
Nexus Study. describes the total cost to the City of providing transit servii;:e 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 wo~d require the City to update the TSF Economic Feasibility Study every five 
years, or sooner if requested by the Mayor or the Board of Supervisors. This update will analyze 
the impact of the TSF on the feasibility of development throughout the city. 

TSF Nexus Study 

The proposed fee rates are based on two technical documents - the TSF Nexus Study and th(:! 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 Governp:tent Code 
Sectj.on 66000 et seq). This statute establishes requirements and principles for local jt!risdictions to 
impose certa:in fees as a condition of development approval. One of the requirements is that tl):e 
local jurisdiction establish a reasonable relationship or "nexus" between the impacts of new 
development and the use of the proposed fee. 

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

Table 3: Maximum Justified TSF1 per Building Square Foot (2015 dollars) 

Use Transiti. Complete streets3 .Total 
Residential $22.59 $8.34 $30.93 

Nomesidential (excluding PDR) $80.68 $6.74 $87:42 

Production, Distribution, $22.59 $3.48 $26.07 
Repair (PDR) 

1. The TSF Nexus Study describes the maximum amount of development impact fees that can be charged for transit 
and complete streets projects, incl~ive of citywide fees (e.g. TIDF, TSF) and any area plan impact fees that include a 
transit or complete streets component. . 
2. Includes transit capital maintenance and transit capital facilities. 
3. Nexus established in the San Fri;ncisco O.tywide Nexus Study (2014). Includes bicycle facilities plus pedestrian and 
other streetscape infrastructure. 

The nexus study methodology involved estimating the demand for new infrastructure, based on 
a consistent set of development estimates for 2010 and land use projections for 2.040. These 
estimates are converted to trip gen~ration estimates and used to evaluate the impact of 
development .on the tran5portation 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. a 

• Residential trip generation calculations are based on housing unit sizes from the Eastern Neighborhoods Nexus Study 
.(2008). Nonresidential trip generation calculations are based on trip generation rates from the TIDF Nexus Study (2011) 
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The nexus study determines the legally justified maximum rate that can be charged to new 
development fu order to understand the implications of the fee on new developmer~.t, the City 
also commissioned a TSF Economic Feasibility Study to help deter:min,e the ultimate fee rates. 

TSF Economic Feasibility Study 

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

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

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

The study alsi:i found· that raising the TSF above these proposed amounts could inhibit 
development feasibility in some areas of the city and for some project types. New development in 
certain neighborhoods in ihe 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 constructi~n relative to potential revenues. While the TSF itself will not cause these 
developments to be infeasible, it may further ~ce these areas from development feasibility. 
AB the City wants to ensure that new housing and other development can occur in these areas, 
the study recommended setting fees no higher than what was ultimately proposed in the TSF 
ordinance. AB part of ihe TSF proposal, the City will renew the economic feasibility analysis 
every fiye years - or sooner if requested by the Mayor or the Board of Supervisors - to ensure 
that the fee levels are appropriate. 

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

and employment density factors that are consistent with the Planning Department's land use allocation tool, with the 
exception of office development Office trip generation calculations utilize the TIDF trip generation rate and an 
employment density factor that blends the citywide factor with. the recent figure identified in the Central SoMa draft BIR 
analysis, whidt found that the area has higher employment densities than the city average (see Table A-3 of the TSF 
Nexus Study for more information). · 
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T bl 4 P a e . ropose dF eescompare dtoT ·1 dC rans1 an 1 t Str ts N omp. e e ee exus 
Transit: ·Complete streets: 

Proposed TSP Total fees a.s a % of maximum ·Total fees as a % of maximum 
Use ($/GSF) justified nexus1 justified nexus1 
Residential $7.74 33%-34% 3%-99% 

(in area plans: 33% - 34%) (in area plans: 30% - 99%) 

Non- $18.04 21%-32% 8%-89%. 
residential (in area plans: 22% - 32%) (in area plans: 18%-89%) 

PDR $7.61 32%-33% 7% 
(in' area plans: 32% -33%) (in area plans: 7%) 

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

TSF Applicability and Exemptions 

The proposed TSF would apply to any development project that results in: 

• More than 20 new dwelling units 

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

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

• · O:i.anges/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, ~F vs. Proposed TSF 

Development 
Type TIDF Fee Trigger Proposed TSF Fee Trigger 
Non-residential New construction of 800 sf or greater New conffi;mction of 800 sf or greater 
andPDR 

Additions of 800 sf or greater Additions of 800 sf or greater 
I• 

' 
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 An changes of use, 
except for small l?usinesses 
(see below) 
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Under the proposed TSF, the following types of development would be exempt from paying the. 
fee. Many of these exemptions are intended to ensqre that the TSF is aligned with other citywide 
policy goals (e.g. increasing production of affordable housing). 

• Affordable housing: income-restricted.housing units up to 80% of AMI, consistent 
with other Planning Code impact fees; income-restricted middle-income units up to 
150% of AMf if they are located in a building where all of the urtj.ts are income­
restrided. Inclusionary housing units as requll:ed under Section 415 would still be 
subject to the fee. 

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

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

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

o Non-profit hospitals would. continue to be exempt. However, the ordinance 
proposes that the Board of Supervisors may vote to ·apply the TSF to 
hospitals w~en California's Seismic Safety Law: requirements are exhausted 
(C:urrently 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 ip.at 
plan or agreerrient (same as existing TIDF). ' 

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

The proposed TSF would eliminate the curren~ 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 admio;ist:ration of the fee and is consistent with the way other area plan fees are 
assessed in the Planning Code. 

The proposal would also eliminate the policy cre.dits program currently in the TIDF, which is a 
first-come, first-served program to reduce or eliminate fees for small businesses and projects that 
reduce onsite parking. The TSF proposes a small business exemption that would, in effect, 
expand the existing policy cretjit system and apply it to all'qualifying small businesses, obviating 
the :i:i.eed for a credit. The .'fSF 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 ~arly in the year. However, parking reduction is being contemplated as 
one of the tools that may be included in a future Tr~portation 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 8peci.£ic portion of revenues to be allocated to transit 
and/or complete streets projects. Under the TSF proposal, residential projects in some area plans 
may be eligible for a reductiori of their area plan fee, which can help offset some' of the cost of the 
TSF. Non~residential developments would not receive.such a fee reduction, and would.continue 
to pay both the full citywide transportation fee (the proposed TSF) and the £ul1 area plan impact 
fee, as fl;iey do under the existing TIDF. 

. . 
The area plan fee reduction for residential uses would be equal to the transit component of the · 
area plan IDfrastructure fee, up to the full amount of the TSF. (For example, the Market & Octavia . 
Commurri,ty Improvements Fee on residential uses requires 22% of fee revenues to be allocated to . 
transit projects, so the fee reduction would be $10.92/GSF (2015 rates) multiplied by 22%, which 
equals ~2.40/GSF.) Residential projects (as well as non-residential projects) would continue to 
pay the complete streets portion of the area plan in £ull, and would not receive any fee reduction 
for this an:i.ount 

Taking into consideration the area plan fee reduction, the net new residential fee under the 
proposed TSF would be as follows: 

Table _6: Residential Fee Increases in Area Plans Under Proposed TSF (2015 fee rates) 

Net ne:w residential fee 
Area plan residential (Proposed TSF Rate, 

fee reduction Less area plan fee reduction) 
Pian area ($/GSF) ($/GSF) 

Outside of Area Plans $0.00 $7.74 

Eastern Neighborhoods 

Tier1 $0.97 $6.77 

Tier2 $1.46 $6.28 

Tier3 $1.94 $5.80 

Balboa Park $1.17 $6.57 

Market & Octavia $2.40 $5.34 

Van Ness & Market SUD $4.00 $3.74 

Visitacion v alley1 · $0.00 $7.74 

Rincon Hill1 $0.00 $7.74 

T~ansit Center District Plan (TCDP)2 

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

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

Tier 3 (FAR above 1:18) $0.00 $7.74 
1. The area plan fees for Visitacion Valley and llincon Hill do not include a component for transit, so there would be no area plan fee 

reduction. 
2. Transit Center I?istrict Plan is not eligfole for an area plan fee rCduction. The Transit Center Transportation and Street Improvement 

Fee is designated to address the substantial impacts on transit associated with development to such a high dee:ree of density. 
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Grandfathering of Projects in the Development Pipeline 

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

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

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

full amount of the existing TIDF rate. 

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

TSF Expenditure Plan 

The TSF is projected to generate a total of approximately $1.2 billion in over 30 years. If the fee is 
not adopted, the TIDF would generate about $24 million a year on average for transit capital and 
maintenance projects. The TSF is expected to generate an additiorutl $14 million a year in reyenue 
- resulting in over $400 million in i:iet new revenue over 30 years. It will expand eligibie 
expenditures to include transit service expansion and reliability improvements, 
bicycle/pedestrian projects, and program adrrrinistration, 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$) 

cate!(Ofl/ Annual revenue 30-yearrevenue total 

TSF $45,700,000 $1,370,000,000 
Less: TIDF (existing) ($24,000,000) ($719,400,000) 
Less: Exemptions & Grandfatheringl ($7,700,000) ($230,000,000) 
Net new revenue under proposed TSF $14,000,000 . $420,600,000 

Total TSF $38,000,000 $1,170,000,000 
1. Includes projected revenue loss due to exemptions fur affordable hotising,. small residential.($ 20 units), small 
businesses, and non-profits, plus grandfathering for projects in developn;ient pipeline. 
2. Fieures are rounded to nearest $1000. 

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

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

Project type % expenditure 

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

61% 
32% 

2% 
3% 
2% 

Project type· % expenditure 

61% 
35% 

L The TSF expenditw;e plan in Rincon Hill and Visitacion Valley area plans does not allocate funds to 
complete streets, as these area plan fees do not include any transit expenditures and already allocate a 
high proportion of funds to complete streets improveme:its. 

2% 
0% 
2% 

Fee revenues would be collected by the Planning Department and then routed to the SFMTA to 
be . allocated through an interagency proce~s that will be outlined in a Memorandum of 
Understancling, currently being developed. The SFMTA and the Mayor's Office, as part of the 
regular budgeting process, will develop a five-year spending plan and a two-year expenditure. 
budget for each category. As part of this process, SFMTA and the Mayor's office will confer with 
the County Transportation Authority: Every two years the Controller's Office will produce a 
report i(ientifying 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, langiiag~ 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. 

SAN FHl\NCISC(}. 
i>LANNiNG DEPARTMENT 
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Other amendments to-the Planning Code 

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

ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS 

TSF Public Outreach and Comment 

Gty staff conducted outreach on the TSF to key stakeholders who would be impacted by the fee, 
including: Gtizen Atj.visory Committees (SFMTA, SFCTA, Eastern Neigbborh9ods, Market & 
Octavia); SFCTA Board; Housing Action Coalition, Chamber of Commerce, Residential Builders 
Association, BART, Hospital Council, SFMTA Board Policy and Governance Committee and Full 
Board, San Francisco Bicycle Coalition, Walk SF, residential and commercial real estate 
developers, participants in the Muni Equity~ Strategy Working Group - including Chinatown 
Community Development ¢enter, 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 ~ously resolved to support adoption of the TSF without 
modifications at their September 1st meeting, as did the Sma:IJ. Busin~ss Commission at their 
·August 24th meeting. Most stakeholders, :including residential developers, expressed support for 
the legislation and acknowledged that new development needs to contribute to fund 
transportation improvements. Stakeholders raised several issues during the public outreach, as 
follows: · 

Small Businesses 

'I'.he 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 fori:nula retail Staff met with 
representatives from the Chamber of Commerce and presented at two Small Business 
Commission meetings at the end of August to address these concerns. At the August 24th hearing, 
the Small Business Commission voted unanimously to issue a resolution in support of the 
Transportation Sustainability Fee, without modifications. 

Area Plan CACs 

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

· ensure that funding would b.e allocated to projects within the respective area plans. To address 
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this concern, the proposed legislation states that when allocating revenues, priority should be 
given to specific projects identified in the different area plans. The Chair and Vice Chair of the 
Market and Octavia CAC submitted a letter of support for the proposed legislation (attached). 

Development Community 

Staff from residential and commercial development firms aclmowledged 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 (mitially proposed at 75% of the TSF rate, versus 50% in the 
current proposal) which could make some projects currently in the development pipeline 
infeasible. Further, some residential builders noted that the fee might disproportionately burden 
smaller residential projects, which led to the development of the fee exemption for projects 20 
units and smaller. 

Transportation & Other Advocates 

. Finally, some advocates have expressed concerns with respect to the fee not being high enough, 
the grandfathering provisions being too expansive, and the middle-income exemption being too 
lenient (targeting households that earn up to 150% of AMI). They also requested that the fee be 
assessed on space dedicated to accessory parking, which is not currE7Iltly considered as part of 
gross square footage for the purpose of calculating Planning Code impact fees. AB described 
above, the fee amounts were set based on the findings of the TSF Economic Feasibility Study, 
with the goal of maximiz:ing 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 

AB part of the continued public outreach process that occurred in August (coinciding with the 
recess at the Board of Supervisors), teclmical code issues were· identified that require 
modifications to the ordinance as substituted on July 28, 2015. These issues are minor and non­
substantive in nature, and they are expected to be addressed in an additional substitute version 
of the ordinance. Any such changes will be identified in a subsequent memo to the Planning 
Commission. 

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 

The proposed Ordinan<::e is before the Commission so that it may recommend adoption, rejection, 
or adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors. · 

SAii fBAtlCJSCO 
PLANNING DEP.ARt'MENI' 
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RECOMMENDATION 

The Deparbnent recommends that the Commission recommend approval 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 Gty' s expected growth, w;hich 
represents over $400 million net new revenue above current TIDF and Area Plan impact fees. 
This revenue would help address fundmg needs identified by the TSF Nexus Study ~d the 
Mayor's Transportation Task Force, and would support the Gty' s Transit First Policy by fundmg 
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 feed.back, 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 do:ing their part to _contribute to improve the 
transportation system; as well as minimize their impacts by encouraging more susta:inable modes 
of travel. If adopted, the TSF would· be the first citywide transportation fee on residential uses, 
ensuring that market-rate residential developers throughout the city are pay:ing to improve the 
transportation syste:m to serye new growth. The fee w~uld 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 developlr!-ent 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 f'hllt' fee amounts above tbpse 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 recolJ'.lffiended that the TSF be established at no more than 125% of the initial 
fee levelS, which is consistent with the fee amounts proposed :in the TSF ordmance. 

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 fund:ing, but 
indicated that payment of 75% of the fee (the amount initially proposed during the ou,treach 
process) would be difficult for projects already :in the development pipeline that haven't 
budgeted for this cost in their pro form.as. However, they :indicated that most residential projects 
could likely support a 50% fee amount 
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Although stakeholders have voiced feedback that the :income criteria for tp.e proposed middle­
income exemption is too high, staff from the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community 
Development (MOHCD) have confirmed that the 150% AMI threshold is appropriate and 
consistent with the agency's eligibility criteria for the Middle Income Rental Housing Program.4 . . 

F:inally, :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 o~ increased demand for transportation 
services. However, as mentioned above, parking reduction may be one of the tools considered as 
part of the '!'ransportation 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 

(Trcinsit 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 Pl~g Code Article 4 is exempt from environmental review under Section 
15378(b )( 4) of the CEQA Guidel:ines . 

. , RECOMMENDATION: Recommendation of Approval 

Attachments: 
Exhibit A: 
ExhibitB: 
ExhibitC: 
ExhibitD: 
Exlu'bitE: 
ExhibitF: 
ExhibitG: 

Draft Planning Commission Resolution 
Board of-Supervisors File No. 150790 
CEQA Findings 
San Francisco Transportation Susta:inability Fee (TSF) Nexus Study 

· San Francisco Transport:f.tion Sustainability Fee Economic Feasibility Study 
TSF Stakeholder Outreach Ll.st 
Public Comments 

4 More information on the Middle Income Rental Housing Program is available at http://sf­
moh.org/mdex.aspx?page=1411. 
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. SAN FRANCISCO 
MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

RESOLUTIONNo.15-123 

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

WHEREAS, Since 1981, the City has imposed a TransitimpactD_evelopmentFee ("TIDF") 
on new development in the City, first limited to office space in the downtown .core, ~d expanded to 
most non-residential uses citywide in 2004; and 

WHEREAS, ·starting in 2009; the City and the San Francisco County Transportation 
Authority have worked to develop a comprehensive citywide transportation fee .and supporting nexus 
study (the "TSF Nexus Study''); and 

WHEREAS, The TSP Nexus Study concluded that all new land uses in San Francisco will 
generate an increased demand for transportation infrastructure and services, and recomffiended that 
the TSP 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-reside11:tial 
development projects on the City's transportation network, including impacts on transportation 
infrastnicture 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 41 lA, 

imposing a citywide transportation fee, the Transportation Sustainability Fee, which will help enable 
t4e San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency ("SFMTA") and other regional transportation 
agencies serving San Francisco to meet the demand generated by new ·~evelopment and thus maintain 
their existing level of service, and 

WHEREAS, Section 41 lA will require sponsors of development projects in the City to pay a 
fee that is reasonably related to the financial burden such projects impose on the City's transportation 
network; and 

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

WHEREA.S, Every five years, or sooner if requested by the Mayor or the Board of 
Supervisors, the SFMTA will update the TSP Economic Feasibility Study, analyzing the impact of· 
the TSP on.the feasibility of development, throughout the City and · · 

WHEREAS, The TSP would replace the TIDF, suspending the TIDF as long as the TSF 
remains in effect; and 
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PAGE2. 

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

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

RESOLVED, That the SFMTA Board of Directors recommends that the San Francisco Board 
of Supervisors approve the legislation establishing the Transportation Sustainability Fee. 

I certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation 
Agency Board of Directors at its meeting of September L 2015 .. 

f?.fbmneL 
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 SuperV:isors approve legislation establishing the 
Tran~portation Sustainability Fee. 

Summary of Board Member & Public Comments 

Board Member comments: 

Cheryl Brinkman: 
• Explain the accessory parking issue and why it is not .considered part of Gross Floor Area 

when assessed impact fees. 
• How often does T'SF get updated? 
• Supportive; Fee could be.higher. 

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

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

completed. 
• Can developers do in-kind contributions with TSF? 
• Consider charging more TSF for projects that build above certain parking thresholds. 
• Consider reducing/waiVing the fee for universities not expanding their.total student 

population - universities building student housing -is good for the transportation system. 

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

· • Want to encourage affordable housing. 

Public Comment: . . -

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

Members of the public expressing opposition: Herbert Weiner 

Members of the public expressing neither support nor opposition: Edward Mason 

Edward Mason: 
• There should be no exemptions from the fee, including single-family home. 
• Why is this program so late? 
• Will VMT take into account TNCs? 
• Should have mitigations at the point of origin. 
• NeedTegional bus service. 
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SFMT A Board Hearing: September 1, 2015 . 
Item 12.: Recommending that the Board of Supervisors approve legislation establishing the 
Transportation Sustainability Fee. 

KathyDeLuca (Walk SF): 
• ·Strong support 
• Fees are not high enough. 
• 150 AMI threshold for Middle-Income Housing exemption is.too high. 
• Grandfathering applies to too many projects and rates are too low. 
• Should charge for accessory parking. 

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

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

Tim Colen (SF Housing Action Coalition): 
• Supportive. 
• . Fees cannot go higher. 
• . Fees should be spent to provide improvements local to development projects. 
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BO'A,Ill)·of Sl)PERVISORS 

Sarqh Jones 
Environmental Review. Officer 
Planning Department 
1650. Mission Street, Ste, 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

City ;IJail 
Dr: Carlton B; (}oodlett Place; Room 244 

San Fr~rn<;isco 94102-4689 
Tel. N9. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-:5163 

TDD/TTY No .. 554-5.221 

December 28, 2015 

File No. 151257;.2 

On December 8, 2015, the followfng proposed legislation was dupficataq, from Fil~ No. 
1511.21, further amenc;fed, ;md re-referred back to the L~:md Use and Transportation 
Committee: 

File No. 151257-2 

Ordinance amending . the Piaiining Gode to increase the Transportation 
Sustainability Fee· for Non-:residential projects larger than 99,999 gross square 
feet, and to require Non~residen.tial or Production, Distribution and R~pair (PDR) 
projects- that filed 9eve!opment or enyironrnental applications oh or before July 
21,. 2015, hut that have not yet received apptovals., to pay the Transportation 
.Sustainability Fee With ·fi' partial' r:ef\.111d; affirming the Planning Department's 
determination under the California .Environmental Quality Act;· and making 
findings·; inc;luding general findings, 'fihdings of public necessity., .convenience and 
welfare, and findings of consistency With the General Plah, and the eight. priority 
.policies of Pla't1nihg Cbde, Section f01.1. 

This legi~lation ls being tran~mitted to you for environmental reView. 

Attachment 

Angela Calvlllo, Clerk of the Board 

Of~ 
By: Alisa Sornera1 Assistant Clerk 

Lahd Use and ·rransportatibn Committe~ 

Not defined as a project under CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15378 and 15060(c) (2) because it does 

c: Joy Nav·arrete, Environmental Pl$.nnil'lg not result in a physical change in the 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning environment. 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

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

Dear Ms. Jones: 

July 29, 2015 

City Hall 
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

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

TDDfl'TY No. 554-5227 

File No. 150790 

On July 28, 2015, Mayor Lee introduced the following legislation: 

File No.· 150790 
. . 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code by establishing a new citywide 
Transportation Sustainability Fee and suspending application of th~ 
existing Transit Impact Development Fee, with some exceptions, as long as 
the Transportation Sustainability Fee reniains operative; amending Section 
401 to add definitions ·reflecting these changes; amending Section 406 to 
clarify affordable housing and homeless shelter exemption~ from the 
Tra1;1sportation Sustainability Fee; making conforming amendments to the 
Area Plan fees . in Planning Code, Art!cle 4; affirming the Planning 
Department's determination under ·the California Environmental Quality 
Act;· and makirig findings, including general findings, findings of public 
necessity, convenience and welfare, and findings of consistency with the 
General Plan, and the. eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 
101.1. 

This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review. 

Attachment 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

c-A~ 
By: Andrea Ausberry, Assistant Clerk 

Land Use & Transportation Committee 

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

.Statutory Exemption under CEQA Section 15273 Rates, 
Tolls, Fares, 'and Charges - the establishment, 
modification, structuring, res~ructuring, or 
approval of rates, tolls, fares and other charges .. 

1 6J5 2 N I.~''"""'"""''"'"'~"'~ · Oy ava rrete DH:cn-Ja)'Nlrallde.o-Plannlng.~ro:nment.I . ,· :r:~=~=:~gov.oig.c:-US .. . 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

July 29, 2015 

City Hall 
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94 !02-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDDrITY No. 554-5227 

File No. 150790 

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

Dear Ms. Jones: 

On July 28, 2015, Mayor Lee introduced the following legislation: 

File No. 1507.90 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code by establishing a new citywide 
Transpoi:-tation Sustainability Fee and suspending application of the 
existing Transit Impact Development Fee1 with some exceptions, as long as 
the Transportation Sustainability Fee remains operative; amending Section 
401 to add definitions reflecting these chan'ges; amending Section 406 to 
clarify affordable housing and homeless shelter exemptions from the 
Transportation Sustainability Fee; making conforming_ amendments to the 
Area Plan fees in Planning Code, Article 4; affirming the Planning 
Department's determination under the California Environmental Quality 
Act; and making findings, including general findings, findings of public 
necessity, convenience and welfare, and findings of consistency with the 

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

This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review. 

Attachment 

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

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

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

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

By adopting and lmplementing the TSP the City would ac.bieve the following 
three objectives: 

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

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

3. Establish a maximum justified transportation impact fee for all 
dev~opment whether or not subject to an area plan transportation fee in 
addition to the citywide TSP. 

Growth Projections 

Curre.tit 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 1 Increased population and employment citywide from new 
development will generate increased auto and transit trips as well as increased 
bicycle and pedestrian activity. 

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

Table E.1. provides a summary of the growth projections used in the nexus 
study. "Non-TSF Development" primarily refers to major projects not' 
subject to the TSF because· of separa~e development or other co:b.tra_ctual 
agreements or whose impacts are regulated by other agencies. "TSF 
Development'' is an. estimate of development that would be subject to the 
TSF. 

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

Non-TSF TSF 
Develo.p- Develop-

ment ment Total 
Residential Housing Units 

Housing Units 47,000· 54,400 101,400 
Percent .46% 54% 100% 

Nonresidential Employment (Jobs) 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 27,700 159,600 187,300 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) (700) 10,300 9,600 

Total 27,000 ~69,900 196,900 
Percent 14% 86% 100% 

Note: Growth projections for 2010 and 2040 households (occupied housing 
units) and total employment (jobs) are within one percent of citywide totals 
estimated by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). See 
Tables A.1 and A.2 in Appendix A for details. 
1 Includes major pr:ojects not subject to the TSF because of separate 

development or other contractual agreements or whose impacts are 
regulated by other agencies, plus an estimate of constri.Jcted,. entitled, or 
approved projects from 2010 through 2014 that Would be too far along in 
the .development process to have a new fee applied to them. 
Sources: Table 2.4. 

1 See Table 2.1 ln. Chapter 2. 
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As a dense and built-out urban environment, the City does not have the 
option· of physically expanding its roadways to accommodate more · . 
automobiles. Instead, the City's Transit First policy directs investments to 
transit; bike, and pedestrian modes of travel · to improve transpormtlon 
services within the City and shift travel away fro~ 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 
facilitles; when they ch<?ose to drive, they benefit from the reductlon in 
automobile congestlon that would ~t without these improvements. 

The TSF would address' the impacts of development on the transpormtlon 
system while supportlng implementation of the Transit First policy. The TSF 
would accomplish these objectives by funding increased transit capacity to· 
relieve transit congestlon and by expanding bicycle and 'pedestrian facilitles. 
The TSF would have three components: (1) transit capital maintenance, (2) · 
transit capital facilitles (including fleet expansion), and (3) complete streets 
(bicycle, pedestrian, and other streetscape infrastructure). These three 
components are described in the followirig sectlons. 

SFMTA Transit Capital ~aintenance Component 

Mt!J2015 

The transit capital maintenance component of the TSF is based on the s'ame 
methodology used to calculate the maximum justlfied rates for the current 
TIDF. If adopted the TSF would replace the TIDF with revenues contlnuing 
to support SFMTA service expansion. The relationship between 
development and the transit· capital maintenance component is summarized 
below: 

+ Need for transit capital maintenance: The impact of development on 
the need for additional transit capital maintenance is based on . 
maintai1;ring the existing transit level of service (transit LOS) as growth 
occurs. The existlng transit LOS is the current ratlo of the supply of 
transit services (measured by transit revenue service hours) to the level of 
transpormtlon demand (measured by number of auto plus transit trips). 
As· development generates new trips the SFMTA must increase the 
supply of transit services, ~d in particular capital maintenance 
expenditures, to maintain the existing transit LOS. 

+ Use of TSF transit capital maintenance reve:t;me: The benefit to 
development from the use of fee revenues is based on improving transit 
vehicle maintenance to increases the availability of vehicles that provide 
transit service. SFMTA's transit vehicles include motor coaches (buses), 
trolley coaches (electric buses), light rail vehicles, historic streetcars, and 
cable cars. Improved vehicle maintenance directly increases re,;enue · 
service hours by reducing the amount of time that '.!- vehicle is out of 
service. 
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• · Proportional cost: The TSF varies in direct proportion tQ the amount of 
trip generation of each development project 

Transit Capital Fa~ties Component 

The transit capital facilities component of the TSF is based on a list of 
. currently planned capital projects and programs needed to accommodate 
increased transit demand from new development. Examples include transit 
fleet expansion, improvements tci increase SFMTA transit speed and 
reliability, and improvements to regiorutl transit operators such as BART and 
Caltrain. The relationship between development . and the ·transit capital 
facilities co~ponent of the TSF is summarized below: · 

' 
• Need for exp:;i.nded transit capital facilities: The impact of 

development oµ the need for expanded transit facilities· is caused by 
increased transit and auto trips. The fair share cost of planned transit 
facilities is allocated to TSF development based on trip generation from 
TSF development as a percent of total trip generation served by the 
planned facility (including existing development and development not 
subject to the TSF). 

For example, if a bus rapid transit project will improve service for both 
existing and new· developm~nt then the cost allocated to the fee is the 
share of total trips in 2040 associated with TSF development Alternately, 
if a fleet e:Xpansion project only serves growth then the cost allocated is 
the TSF dev~lopment share of trips from growth only (TSF plus non­
TSF development). 

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

• Proportional cost: The TSF varies in direct proportion t? the amount of 
trip 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 othe~ streetscape 
infrastructure to accommodate growth. This component of the TSF is 
equivalent to maintaining the existing amount of sidewalk space per 
pedestrian in San Francisco. The relationship between development and the 
complete streets component of the TSF is summarized below. · 

+ Need for pedestrian infrastructure: The impact of development on the 
_need for enhanced . and expanded pedestrian. and other streetscape 
infrastructure is based on achieving the pedestrian level of service 
(pedestrian LOS) recommended in the San Francisco Cirywide Nexus 

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

+ Use of 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 direct proportion to the amount of 
.service population of each development project · 

TSF Summary. · 

Table E.2 provides a summary of the maximum justified TSF for each fee 
component describe above. The ·twn transit components are summed 
because they apply to the same type of facility and to enable comparison with 
area plan transportation fees. Area plan fees· have one fee component for 
transit and a separate one for complete streets (bicycle facilities and 
pedestrian and other streetscape infrastructure) based on legislation currently 
before the Board of Supervisors. The transit fee levels in Table E.2 are the 
maximum justified amounts that the City may charge new development for 
impacts on transit facilities and services, and likewise for complete streets. 
The City may ~oose to impose any amount up to the maximum justified . 
amount fo~ either or both of the two components. 

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

Transit1 
Complete 
Streets2

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

infrastructure. 

Source: Table 6.1. 

TSF Implementation 

x 

The TSP is part of a larger effort, the proposed . Transit Sustainability 
Program. (TSP). In addition to the TSP, the TSP includes (1) a. transportation 
demand management (ID:M:) program for new development projects, and (2) 
revision to the City's significance st.andard and threshold regarding evaluation 
of transportation impacts under. the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) consistent with the new requirements of State Senate Bill .743. 

The TSP nexus study and the expenditure of TSP revenues are designed to · 
avoid any overlap with other TSP requirements or in ;my way double charge 
development projeets for the same .impact Based on the current proposal, 
the IDM component of the TSP is focused on reducing vehicl.e miles 

· travelled from new development whereas the TSP is focused . on 
acC0mmodating increased transit, bicycle, and pedestrian trips from new 
developm~nt The T:DM component would include a wide range of measures 
to encourage travel by transit, bicycle, and pedestrian modes and thus 
increase the need for the e:xpa+i.ded facilities and services funded by the TSP. 

Transportation fees within: plan areas, e.g.. Eastern Neighborhoods, may 
overlap with the TSP depending on the types of i+npacts addressed by the 
particular plan area fee and the types of facilitie~·and serV:ices funded. Unless 
additional analysis is conducted to distinguish the TSP from a particular plan 
area fee, the TSP nexus study provides the maximum justified amount that 
may be imposed on development subject to both the TSP and a plan area fee 
for-the same type of facility (transit or complete streets). 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

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

Background 

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

The City first ·adopted the TIDF in 1981 and impose,d it only on downtown 
office development only to fund increased transit se1:vices required to serve 
that development. In 2004' the City substantially revised and expanded the 
TIDF to apply to most nonresidential development citywide. The TIDF 
funds costs associated with increased transit service (including capital· 
facilities, fleet expansion, and capital maintenance costs) incurred by the San 
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) to accommodate 
development impacts. 

The only other transportation impact fees currently being imposed by the 
Oty are separate fees imposed in specific plan areas (e.g. Eastern 
Neighborhoods infrastructru:e impact fee) that apply generally to most 
development. within plan areas,. including residential and nonresidential 
development. For nonresidential development projects these fees are 
imposed in addition to the TIDF. 

As further explained in Chapter 2, roughly one-quarter of the City's projected 
development over this 30-year planning horizon will be exempt from ·the 
existing TIDF or the proposed TSP. 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 environmental review and plannJng 
entitlement process for each project. For .example, the City has entered into 
development agreements establishing transportation mitigation and 
improvement requirements with the Candlestick Point - Hunters Point 
Shipyard Phase II and the Treasure Island - Y erba Buena Island 
development projects. 

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

4 San Francisco Planning Code, Section 411. 
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At this time, base~ on current law, the remaining three-quarters of the City's 
projected development will be subject to either (1) the citywide TIDF on 
nonresidential development. outside plan areas, (2) one of several 
transportation development impact fees within adopted plan areas5 plus the 
TIDF, or (3) no transportation· impact fee in the case of residential 
development outsi9-e plan. areas (because the TIDF is only imposed on 
nonresidential development). 

Purpose of Report 

This report presents the technical analysis Cnexus study'') needed to support 
the City's adoption of a citywide development impact fee for the following 
transportation services and facilities: 

• Transit capital maintenance 

+ Transit capital facilities 

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

The nexus study draws substantially from prior efforts. The nexus for the 
transit capital maintenance component is based on the current TIDF nexus 
analysis last adopted in 2012. 6 The nexus for the· coniplete streets component 
is based on the Stfn Francisco Citywide Nexus Anafysis prepared by the San 
Francisco Pl:mning Department in March 2014. The transit capital facilities 
component is a new nexus analysis that relies substantially on recent capital 
planning studies completed by SFMTA. 

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

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

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

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

5 Adopted .Ar.ea Plans are part of the San Francisco General Plan. Several of these .Ar.ea Pl.:ins resulted in the 
creation of new development impact fees. 

6 Cambridge Systematics (with Urban Economics), San Francisco Transit Impact D1111elopment Fee Update, February 
2011 (adopted in 2012). 
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The TSF would be part of a larger effort, the .Transportation S~stainahilitf 
Program (TSP). In addition to the TSF, the TSP would include, if adopted, 
(1) a transportation demand management (ID:M:) program for new 
development projects, and (2) revision to the City's policies regarding 
evaluatlpn of transportation impacts under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) .. 

This report describes the nexus irutl.ysis and documents the :findings required 
by the Mitigation Fee Act (the Act)7 for the City's adoption of the TSF. The 
purpose of the TSF would be to fund transportation system improvements 
that accommodate citywide development impacts caused by increased 
demand for auto, transit, bike, and pedestcian travel generated by new 
development. 

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

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

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

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

Together these three key fii?.dings define the "nexus" between a development 
project, the fee paid, and the benefits received. The nexus study also 
documents the use of fee revenues as required by the Act by describing the 
types and estimated costs of expenditures to be funded by the fee. 

Citywide Approach To Nexus 

This section explains the citywide approach to the nexus for the TSF 
including the responsibilities of SFMTA and the San Francisco County 
Transportation Authority (SFCTA) for managing the citywide transportation 
system, and the role of the proposed TSF in addressing the impact of 
development on the system. · · 

7 The :Mitigation Fee Act is contained in Section 66000 and subsequent sections of the California Gove:tnµient 
Code. · 
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Citywide Transportation System 

San Francisco has a mature, built-out transportation network providing 
rights-of-way (streets, sidewalks, bike paths, and separate light rail corridors) 
for all modes of travel. On a typical weekday, this network accommodates 
about 3.2 million ttips to, from, or within the City.8 The current share by 
mode is shown in Figure 1.1. Mode is the type of transportation used to 
con;i.plete a ttip. such as private auto, transit, walking, or bicycling. 

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

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

"'Private Auto 

Iii Transit 

)>!;Walk 

Ill Bike 

i.aTaxi 

fu!TNC* 

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

The SFMTA is responsible for all modes of surface transportation within the 
City ·including public transit, bicycling, pedesttian planning, accessibility, 
parking and traffic management, and taxi regulation. The transportation 
system is the citywide network of public facilities9 that support transportation 
services for all modes of travel (auto, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian). The 

B The data cited refers to "trips", not "trip ends", as explained in the Trip Generation section of Clliipter 2. 

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

The Municipal fuill.way (M:unj) is San Francisco's extensive local transit 
system and is. the largest SFMTA operating division. San Francisco is the 
nation's second most densely populated major city, and Muni is one of the 
most heavily ridden transit systems on a per capita basis. The system has over 
700,000 boardings on an average weekday.· Muni focuses on serving 
downtown employment centers· during the morning and afternoon peak 
periods and also provides cross-town and neighborhood service. With 73 bus 
routes and rail lines neatly all city residents are with.in two blocks of a Muni 
stop. With nearly 1,000 vehicles the Muni fleet is unique and includes historic 
streetcars, biodiesel and electric hybrid buses, electric trolley coaches, light 
rail vehicles, paratransit cabs and vans, ?fid cable cars. 

The SFCTA serves as the county congestion management agency for San 
· Francisco, providing funding and coordinating planning efforts with State 

and regional transportation agencies. The congestion management agency 
role includes . strengthening local land use policies with n;:spect to 
transportation impacts and mitigations: · 

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

· Caltrans o'wns and operates the freeways and funds maintenance of the local 
highway network within San Francisco, including Hwy. 101 (Van Ness 
Avenue and Lombard Street), Hwy. 28Q, Hwy. 1, and Route 35 (Skyline 
Boulevard). 

There is also a transit rail tunnel under the Bay operated by Bay Area Rapid 
Transit (BART) and terminals to accommodate ferry travel. The primary 
regional transit operators that serve the City include: 

• Alameda-Contra Ccista Transit District ("AC Transit'' serving Alameda 
and Contra Costa counties) 

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

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

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

• 

San Mateo County Transit District ("Sam.Trans?') . 

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

Addressing Development Impacts on the Citywide 
Transportation System 

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

The City's transportation system is ·alr~dy highly congested, including 
significant transit crowding, under current conditions. Congestion occurs 
particularly during morning and afternoon commute hours in the same 

· eastern. areas of the City that are also expected to experience the most 
development. Pedestrian activity will also increase in congested areas.· 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.11 

• f.J.J' 

As a dense and built-out urban environment, .the City does not have the 
option of physically expanding its. roadways to accommodate more 
automobiles. Instead, the City's Transit First policy directs inv~stments to 
transit, bike, and pedestrian niodes of travel to improve transportation 
services within the City and shift travel away from the use of single-occupant 
autos.12 These investments include increa~ed transit capacity to relieve 
crowding on key lines as well as complete streets and bicycle facilities to 
support increa~ed walk and bike trips. Increased bicycling has the effect of 
reducing both auto congestion and transit overcrowding. The policy th.Us 
benefits ~ travel modes. Those choosing to ·travel by transit, bicycle, or 
walking benefit. from improv~ents to the facilities associated with these 
modes. Those choosing to drive benefit from the congestion reductiqn 
caused by the increased use of· these modes associated with these 
improvements. 

10 See Table 2.1 in Chapter 2. 

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

12 City and County of San Francisco, 1996 Charter (as amended through Nov=ber 2013), Section SA.115. 
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The City employs various land use regulatory tools to reduce development 
impacts on its transportation system. These tools include (1) design standards 
adopted by ordinance requiring. on site and . adjacent transportation 
improvements, (2) the environmental review process resulting in mitigations . 
for transportation impacts, (3) agreements with developers to implement 
transportation improvements or form transportation management 
associations as a condition of project approval, and (4) development impact 
fee programs that identify and fund plan area or citywide transportation 
improvements. As mentioned under the Purpose of fuport section, the TSF 
would update the City's citywide transportation dev~lopl?J.ent impact fee 
program by including residential development, expanding the use of funds to 
include bicycle and pedestrian modes; and providing a maximum justified 
amount fo:t; all development projects whether o:t; not subject to a separate 
area plan fee. 1 

Citywide Impacts and Use of Fee Revenues 

The TSP is intended to address the citywide impact on the City's 
transportation system of development subject to the fee. Every development 
project has citywide impacts because most trips extend across significant 
portions of the City's transportation network.13 Furthermore, all new 
development projects benefit fro~ the expenditure ofTSF revenues citywide 
for the same reason that the SFMI'A and SFCTA must plan for 
transportation . improvements from a citywide perspective: the 
interconnectedness of the transportation network. Finally, most transit trips 
link to pedestrian trips so the need for complete streets improvements is 
linked to transit activity. · 

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

Report Organization 

The nexus study is organized as follows: 

13 San Francisco County Transportation' Authority, San Francisco Transportation Plan 2040, December 2013, pp. 
11-19. . . 
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+ · Chapter 2 explains h~w transportation impacts fro:i;n new development 
are measured. 

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

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

+ Chapter .5 provides the nexus aruilysis for the comple~e streets 
component of the TSP. 

+ Chapter 6 summarizes the maximum justified TSP and explains its 
relationship to area plan fees and the Transportation Sustainability 
Program (TS}?). 

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

Mqy2015 
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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 

MtfY2015 

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

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

The San Francisco· Planning Department prepared estimat_es of existing and 
projected development for use in the TSF nexus study based on the 
ABAG/MTC projectio:q.s fo~ San Francisco. The Planning Department 
routinely prepares land use forecasts to aid in policy deliberation and 
decision-making on the City's land use future, as well as to f~rm the basis for 
testing transportation impacts of new policies, projects, and plans. 

The Planning Department maintains a land use aJ.location ·tool to provide 
land use inputs to SF-CHAMP. SF-CHAMP is the travel model operated by 
the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) to generate 
detailed forecasts of travel demand for transportation planning and policy 
purposes, including developing countywide and neighborhood tr?Usportation 
plans and providing input to micro-simulation modeling for corridor and 
project-level evaluations. The primary purpose of the land use tool is to 
allocate ABAG's citywide forecasts to housing and employment categories 
for eacp. of.the travel demand model's structure of 981 traffic analysis zones 

Sbi!9¥9 #M<FIV , 16 I 4 
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(TAZs):14 The Planning D.epartnient'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 PJann.hig Dep~ent lruid use allocation tool converts the ABAG /MTC 
employment by ind~stry sector to the lruid use categories used by the 
Planning Department and SF-CHAMP. The Planning Department's 
economic activity categories are: 

+ Residential 

+ ·Management, Inform~tion, and Professi?nal Services 

+ Retail/Entertainment 

+ Production, Distribution, Repair 

+ Cultural/Instituti.on/Education ', 

+ Medical and Health Services 

+ Visitor Services. 

Table 2.1 summarizes the 2010 to 2040 growth estimates for San Francisco 
used as a basis for the nexus study. See Tables ~1 and A.2 in Appendix A 

·for a comparison of these projections to Plan Bqy Area estimates. 

TSP and Non-TSFDevelopment 

Only a portion of the growth summarized in Table 2.1 would be subject to 

the TSF. Cot:?ponents of non-TSP. development included in the growth 
projections are described below: · 

+ Major private development projects that have already received primary 
entitlements from the City and/ or entered into development or other 
contractual agreements With the City.15 These entitlements ·and 
agreements contractually define developers' commitments to 
transportation infrastructure improvements to mitigate transportation 
impacts. These projects would not be subject to. the TSF b~t nonetheless 
fond substantial improvemen~ to the City's transportation system to 
mitigate project impacts. 

14 TAZs ar~ small geographic areas (e.g., city blocks) used by SF-CHAMP to aggregate trips within the 
. geographic area for analysis by the model. 

15 State and local laws provide the City with authority to enter into development agre=ents' (or ~sposition and 
development agreements, in the case of a Redevelopment Plan) with private parties, to establish the terms for 
exactions including impact fees in connection with the ·development of the particular project. Unless authorized 
by the terms of the development agreement, the City may not ordinarily impose additional fees on future 
deveiopment with areas covered by these agreements. · 
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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% 6.4% 

Employment (Jobs) 
-Management, Information. and 
Professional Services 295,100 414,800 119,700 41% 
Retail/Entertainment 97,700 123,200 25,500 26% 
Production, Distribution, Repair 59,900 69,500 9,600 16% 
Cultural/Institution/Education 59,800 80,400 20,600 34% 
Medical and Health Services 36,500 52,200 15,700 43% 
Visitor Services 21,000 26,800 5,800 28% 

Total Employment ·570,000 766,900 196,900 . 35% 
Jobs per·Household · 1.65 1.72 

Sources: Tables A.1 and A.2. 

+ Local, srate and federal public development projects that are regulated _by 
the respective public agency and not subject to the TSP. 

+ Pipeline development that .i,ncludes both nonresidential and residential 
projects constructed from 2010 through 2014 because the TSP would.not 
be adopted until 2015 and could not apply to prior development. Pipeline 

·development· also includes residential projects that have already received 
their first construction document and therefore would not be subject to a 
ne-W fee program adopted in 2015. At the time of adoption of the TSP 
these projects would be too far along in the development process with 
permit conditions that would not provide for imposition of the TSP. 
Entitled or approved non-residential projects as of 2015 are excluded 
from pipeline d~velopment (and included in TSP development) because : 
these projects would be subject to the TSP. as an update to and 
replacement of the TIDF. 

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

All other development would be subject to the TSP, including certain major 
projects plus development within areas of the City that have an adopted area 
plan. Major projects and area plans included as· part of TSP development are 
shown in Table 2.3. The relationship between existing area plan 
transportation fees and the TSP is discussed in Chapter 6. 

. l 
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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 I and II application of TSF to·project. 

Parkmerced and Treasure Disposition and development agreement requires 
Island -Yerba Buena payment ofTIDF 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 st?te agency exempt from the 
University current TIDF and has a separate mitigation 

agreement for transportation impacts. 

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

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

Source: San Francisco Planning Department. 
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Table 2.3: Major Projects and Plans Included in TSF 
Development 

Project Why TSF .Is Applicable 

Mission Bay Redevelopment plans included a 10-year 
moratorium on-application of new impact fees and 
exactions in the project area that expired in 2011 
(so the TSF would apply). 

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

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

Development within area 
plans, including: 

• Balboa Park 

• Eastern Neighborhoods 

• Market & Octavia 

• Rincon Hill 

• Transit Center 
Development Plan 
(TCDP) 

• Van Ness & Market 
Downtown Residential 
Special Use District 

• Visitacion Valley1 

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

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

Area plan transit and complete streets fees 
generally do not address citywide impacts of 
development that would be addressed by the TSF. 
See Chapter 6 for more detail regarding relation of 
area plan fees to the TSF. 

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

1 The Schlage Lock development project in Visitacion Valley recently entered 
into a development agreement with the City that commits the project to pay 
the TSF if adopted. 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department. 

Development projections for 2010 to 2040 allocated to TSF and non-TSF 
development are shown in '!'able 2.4. 

'I 
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Table 2.4: TSF and Non-TSF Development (2010-2040) · 
Housing Units and Employment 

Non-TSF Development 
Pipeline TSF 

Major ·Develop-
Economic Activity Category Total Projects1 

Devel?-
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. Employment (Jobs) 
Management, Information 119,700 14,200 - 14,200 105,500 
& Professional Services 
Retail/Entertainment 25,500. 2,100 1,000 3,100 22,400 
Cultural/Institution/ 20,600 2,600 1,400 4,ooo· 16,600 
Education 
Medical·& Health Services 15,700 6,600 (100) 6,500 9,200 
Visitor Services 5,800 300 (400) (100) 5,900. 

Nonresidential (ex. PDR) 187,300 25,800 1,900 27,700 . 159,600 
Production, Distribution, 9,600 400 (1,100) (700) 10,300 
Repair (PDR) 

Total Nonresid~ntial 196,900 26,200 800 27,000 169,900 
Percent 100% 13% <1% 14% 86% 

1 Major projects represent development that would not be subject to the TSF because of 
separate development or other contractual agreements to mitigate transportation impacts 
or whose impacts are regulated by other agencies. See· Table 2.2. 

2 Pipeline development is in addition to major projects and represents an estimate of all 
projects constructed from 2010 through 2014, plus residential project;> 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 TlDF after 2014. 

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

Measuring Transp?rtation System Impact 

14 

The TSP . uses two measures of the impact of · development on the 
transportation system: ,trip generation and service population. The 
assumptions and methods for converting the growth projections discussed 
above to each of these two measures of impact are explained ~ the following 
sections. 

Mqy2015 



San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agemy Transit S ustainabi/ity Fee Nexus S turfy 
@l'ie"i¥@ife'i'fi 1 ibii:S: e i'*' · &M'ia!ZN· &u1· ii 5 £ 2Si£43?.Uli£Wi&# q # SSSF;:lf!!i!?H&ffl2"1 '"E'"&'fN ... !5!¥+ti!!i iQ ; i 

Trip Generation 

The transit capital maintenance and transit capital facilities components of 
the TSF use trip generation to measure development impact on the need for 
transit service. Trips occur between origins and destlnati9ns such as from 
home to work, or from work to shopping, or from shopping back to home. 
Trip generation is related to .travel demand, or the desire .for mobility by 
residents· and workers to access homes, jobs, shopping, recreation, and othet 
activ:lties.16 

· · . . 

The impact -of development on the need for expanded transit services and 
facilities is caused by increases in b<?th transit and auto trips. Increased transit 
trips resulting from new development require increased transit services and 
facilities to reduce impacts on currently overcrowded transit lines, or prevent 
lines from becoming overcrowded. Increased auto trips from development 
require increased transit services and facilities to offset increased roadway 
congestion that increases travel times for transit service. In sum, increased 
transit and auto trip generation directly increases crowding on transit 
vehicles. 

Trip generation estimates.for the purposes of this nexus study do not include 
pedestrian and bicycle trips. Any increase in these trips from development 
benefits the transit system by reducing demand for transit services and 
thereby reducing crowding. 

To calculate total trip generation, housing and employment projections are . 
converted to building space, and a trip generation rate applied per 1,000 
square feet of building space. Trip generation rates refer tO' "trip ends" with 
eacli trip having two trip ends and the impact assigned equally to the land use · 
at each end of the . trip. Assumptions used to convert housing and 
employment projections to building space, and to .. convert building space to 
trip generation, are based on citywide averages developed by the Planning 
Department and commoply applied in studies of development impacts in· San 
Francisco. · 

Table 2.5 converts the projections in Table 2.4 to building space for TSF 
and non-TSF development, the basis on which the TSF will be applied to 
development projects. As shown in Table 2.5 TSP development includes 
?-bout 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 represents the movement by one person on a typical 
weekday from one activity to another, and are. measured as person trips, not vehicle trips (an auto or transit 
vehicle may cany more than one person). · 
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Table 2.5: TSF and Non-TSF Development (2010-2040) 
Building Square FeE?t 

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.) me ht 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/lnstitu-. 350 

I 
4,000 1,400 16,600 .5,800 20,600 7,200 

tion/Education 
Medical & 350 6,500 2,300 9,200 3,200 15,700 5,500 
Health Services 
Visitor Services 787 (100) (100) 5,900 4,600 5,800 4,500 

Nonresiden- 308 27,700 8,400 159,600 49,200 187,300 57,600 
tial (ex. PDR) 

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

Total Non- 27,000 8,000 169,900 55,300 196,900 63,300 
residential , 
Percent 13% 87% 100% 

Total 62,300 118,200 180,500 
Percent 35% 65% 100% 
Sources: Tables 2.4 and A.4. 

16 

For the nexus study, the c:;mployment density factor and trip.generation rate 
for the management, information, and professional services economic 
activity category is updated to represent a weighted average of assumptions 
used for citywide deve.lopment, and assumptions recently deve.loped for the 
Central SoMa. area plan environmental review. The latter represents higher 
empioyment densities associated with the type of teclmology-based 
companies like.ly to locate in that area. · 

Table 2.6 converts the building space estimates in Table' 2.5 to estimates of 
total trip generation for TSP and non-TSP deve.lopment. To be consistent 
with existing area plan impact fee nexus studies and the recently completed 
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San Francisco Citywide Nexus Anafysis,11 five of the six nomesidenti.al economic 
activity categories are_ merged into .a single category "Nonresidential 
(excluding PDR)". The Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) category 
is maintained as· a separate category. A weighted average trip generation rate 
for the five merged categories is calculated based on the trip generation rate 
for each category and the 2010-2040 growth amount by category. 

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

Motorized Non-TSF TSF 
Trip Development Development Total 

Generation 
Rate Building Building BuiJding. 

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.) ti on SQ. ft.) tion so. ft.) ti on 
Residential 7 54,300 380,000 62,900 440,000 117,200 820,000 
Nonresidential 
(ex. PDR) 25 8,400 210,000 49,200 1,230,000 57,600 1,440,000 
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, A.4, and A6. 

More detail on housing unit size, employment density factors, and trip 
generation rates is shown in Appen?h: 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 
generation used in. the nexus study. · 

Trip generation from new development will cause the need for higher levels 
of transit service and increased· transit facility capacity. Wirl?.out the ·transit 
services and facilities to be fully or partially funded by the TSP, transit service 
in San Francisco is projected to become increasingly overcrowded. Increased. 
overcrowding will. dlmioish performance of the Citfs transportation system 
and constrain the City's ability to achieve its transportation system goals.18 

SFMTA staff conducted an analysis of overcrowding using SF-CHAMP 
model output for existing and 2040 conditions. The 2040 pr0jectlons include 
transit capital projects to be completed without funding from the TSP such 

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

17 San Francisco Plarutlng Department, San Francisco Citywide Nexus Ana!Jsis, March 2014. 

18 'san Francisco County Transportation Authority, San Francisco Transportation Plan 2040, Dec=ber 2013, pp. 
13-17. 
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overcrowded routes Will increase from 2010 to 2040 by approximately 6,500 
passengers during the morning and afterp.oon peak periods. When transit 
reaches capacity, motorists that would have: taken transit are unable to shift 
and opt to drive, exacerbating congestion. 

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

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

Service Pop·ulation 

The complete streets component of the TSF uses service population to 
measure the iffipact of new development on the need· for complete streets 
(improved pedestrian and other streetscape infrastructure). Service. 
population includes both residents and· those who. work in the City 
("employees" measured by the number of jobs). Thus a resident who works 
in the City is counted both as a resident and an employee to fully reflect the 
level of demand for complete stre~ts infrastructure. One employee (whether 
or not a resident) is counted at 50 percent compared to one resident to 
reflect the lower level of demand for complete streets. infrastructure 
associated with the workday compared to the morning, evening, and 
weekend demand of a resident. Tourists and visitors are reflected in the 
growth in employment in the City's business esµ.blishments that serve 
tourists and visitors. This service population approach to measuring the 

· Mqy2015 
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impact of development on the need for complete streets infrastructure is 
typical for impact fee nexus studies and is consistent with the San Frandsco 
Citywide NexusAttafysis.19 

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

19 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Citywide Nexus Atla!Jsis, March 2014. 
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3. TRANSIT CAPITAL MAINTENANCE 

The SFMTA transit capital maintenance component of the TSF is based on 
the same methodology used to calculate the maxi.mu.in. justified rates for the 
current TIDF. If adopted, the TSP would replace the TIDF. The relationship 
between development and the transit capital maintenance component of the 
TSP is summarized below and explained more fully in the sections that 
follow: 

+ Need for transit capital maintenance: The impact of development on· 
the need for additional transit capital maintenance is based on 
maintaining the existing transit level of service (transit LOS) as growth 
occurs. The existing transit LOS is the current ratio of the supply of 
transit services (measured by transit revenue service hours) to the level of 
transportation demand (measured by number of auto plus transit trips).20 

As development generates new trips the SFMTA must increase the 
supply of transit services, and in particular capital maintenance 
expenditures, to maintain the existing transit LOS. 

+ Use of TSF transit capital ·maintenance revenue: The benefit to 
development from the use of fee revenues ,is based on improving 
SFMTA transit vehicle maintenance to increase the availability of vehicles 
that provide transit service. SFMTA's transit vehicles includ.e motor 
coaches (buses), trolley coaches (electric buses), light rail vehicles, historic 
streetcars, and caqle cars. Improved vehicle maintenance directly 

·increases revenue service hours by reducing the amount of time that a 
vehicle is out of service. 

+ Proportional cost: The TSP varies in direct proportion to the amount of 
trip generation of each development project · 

Need For Transit Capital Maintenance 

· The TSF accommodates the impact of development by funding additional 
SFMTA transit capital maintenance to maintain the existing SFM.TA transit 
LOS. Transit LOS is based on the existing number of revenue service hours 
per trip. The latest available financial data from the National Transit 
Database used to calculate the transit capital maintenance component is for 

20 As discussed in Chapter 2 (Measuring Transportation System Impact section), "trips" include both transit and auto 
trips because an increase in the former generates additional demand for transit, and an increase in the latter 
generates additional transit delays due to increase~ auto congestion causing a need for addition.al transit service. 

. . 
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2013 so the transit LOS calculation is based on 2013 estimates as well As· 
shown in '!'able 3.1, SFMTA delivers 1.31 revenue service hours for every 
1,000 auto and transit ~ps. 

table 3.1: · SFMTA Transit Capital Maintenance Service 
Standard 

Formula Amount 
Annual Revenue Service Hours a 3,458,000 
Days per Year b 365 
Average Daily Revenue Service Hours c =alb .9,474 
2013 Average Daily Trips (ADT)1 .d 7,235,000 

·Revenue Service Hours per 1,000 ADT e = c * d/1,000 1.31 

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

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

The net cost per· revenue service hour is shown in '!'able 3.2. Non-vehicle 
maintenance costs and general administrative costs are deducted because 

·these costs are not directly related to providing expanded transit service. _Fare 
box revenue is also deducted because transit system users from development 
projects would pay fares to offset costs. Other SFMTA funding is not 
deducted because it is not restricted to uses that increase service. Unlike the 
TIDF nexus analysis, capital expenditures and funding are not included in · 
the transit capital maintenance component of the '!'SF. The transit capital 
impacts of development are addressed separately 'in the transit capital 
facilities component of the TSF (see next chapter). 

Use of Fee Revenues 

Based on the nexus approach, SF.M.TA may use fee revenues from the TSF 
transit. capital maintenance component for any operating cost that directly 
support increased transit service. SFMfA anticipates using fee revenues 
·solely for direct preventative .capital maintenance costs that increase transit 
service. Fee revenues may not fund capital facilitle~ costs to avoid overlap 
with the transit capital facilitles component of the TSF, nor costs in the two 
categories excluded from the level of service calculatlon in Table 3 .. 2 (non.­
vehicle maintenance costs and general administration). 
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Table 3.2: Net Annual Cost per Revenue Service Hour 

Formula Amount 
Total Operating Costs a $ 668,000,000 
Excluded Operating Costs 

Non-Vehicle Maintenance b $ (66,000,000) 
General Administration c (111,000,000) 
Farebox Revenue d (220,100,000) 

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

Net Annual Costs f=a +e $ 270,900,000 
Average Daily Revenue g 
Service Hours· 9,474 

Net Annual Cost per Daily h =fig $28,594 
Revenue Service Hour 

·sources: U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration, 
National Transit Database, RY 2013 Data Tables 
(http://w'ww.ntdprogram.gov/ntdprogram/pubs/dt/2013/excel/DataTabl 
es.htm); Table 3.1. 

Maximum Justified Fee 

Mqy2015 

The maximum justified fee for the transit capital maintenance component is 
based on the net ahnual cost per revenue service hour converted to a cost 
per trip. The cost per trip takes into account that the fee is paid. once when a 
development project receives a .building permit, but transit service must be 
provided for years following to serve that development project The net 
annual cost per trip is multiplied by a net present value factor representing 
the funding needed over a 45-year 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 Trip1 c=a *b/1,000 $ 37.46 
Net Present Value Factor d 58.78 
Total Cost oer Trip e·= c *d $2,202 
1 Auto and transit trips only. -Excludes bicycle and pedestrian trips. 
2 Net present value factor represents the multiplier for.$1.00 in annual costs to 

be fully funded over a 45-year period, given interest earnings and inflation. 

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

The maximum justified transit capital maintenance component of the TSP is 
based· on the- cost per trip shown in Table 3.3 multiplied by the trip 
generation rates for each economic activity category. The maximum justified 
fee is shown in Table. 3.4. The variance in the fee by economic activity 
category based on trip generation, and the scaling of the fee based on the size 
of the development project, supports a reasonable relationship between th~ 
amount of the fee and the share of transit capital maintenance attributable to 
each development project. 

Table 3.4: SFMTA Transit Capital Maintenance Component 
Maximum Justified Fee (2015 dol~ars) 

Maximum 
Justified 

Trip Transit 
Generation Capital 

Cost Rate Maintenance 
per (per 1,000 Fee 

Economic Activitv Categorv Trio sa. ft.) <oer so. ft.) 
Formula a b c=a*bl 

. 1,000 
Residential $2,202 7 $15.41 
Nonresidential (excludino PDR) $2,202 25 $55.05 
Production, Distribution, Repair $2,202 7 $15.41 
(PDR) 
Sources: Tables 3.3 and A.4. 
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4. TRANSIT CAPITAL FACILITIES 

The transit capital facilities component of the TSF is based on a list of 
currently phnned capital projects and programs needed to accommodate 
increased transit demand from development.21 The relationship between 
development and the transit capital facilities component of the TSF is 
summarized below and explained more fully in the sections that follow: 

+ Need for expanded transit capital facilities: The impact of 
development on the need for expanded transit facilities is caused by 
increased transit and auto trips as discussed in Chapter 2 in the Trip 
Generation section. The fair share cost of planned transit facilities allocated 
to TSF development to accomniodate this demand is based on trip 
generation from TSF development as a percent of total trip generation 
served by the phpned facility (:including existing development and non­
TSF-development, depending on the specific facility).22 

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

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

Need For 'Transit Capital Facilities 

The impact of increased trip generation from development on the need for 
expanded transit capital facilities is accommodated by a list of major 
proposed projects and programs drawn from the SFM'l'A's most recent long­
range plans. Only projects and programs that are not fully funded with 
programmed funding are included in the TSP list of transit capital facilities. 
The total cost of each project or program is allocated to TSF development 
based on one of the following two fair share cost allocation methods: 

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

21 Bicycle faciliries are included in the transit capital facilities com}'ori.ent nexus because bicycle infrastructure 
improv=ents shift demand away from transit thereby relieving transit overcrowding. However, TSF spending 
on bicycle infrastructure will occur solely from the complete streets component of the TSF. See text later in 
this chapter for more ex:planarion. 

22 See Chapter 2 for definitions ofTSF and non-TSF development. 
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generated by existing and new (2010-2040) development beca-qse 
all development is associated with the need for the project or 
program. Existing development is based on 2010 land use and 
new development includes both non-TSF and TSF development 

Method 2: If the project or program only provides expanded transit capacity 
needed to serve demand from new development then the total 
cost is allocated only to trips generated by new development, 
both non-TSF and TSF development, because only new 
development is associated with · the need for the project or 
program. 

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

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 Developmeht 1,713,000 18.0% 74.5% 

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

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

The planned projects and progranis used to calculate the transit capital 
fa0llties component of the TSF are shown in Table 4~2, with notes and 
sources provided in Table 4.3. All costs reflect 2015 dollars. The planned 
projects ~d programs are shown in three major facility categories: 

+ Transit service expansion and reliability improvements 

+ Improvements supporting regional transit operators 

+ Bicycle infrastructure improvements (see explanation for inclusion of 
bicycle improvements following the tables). 
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Table 4.2: . Transit Capitai Facilities Fair Share Cost Allocation ($ 1,000) 

Non-TSF Cost Share 
Non-TSF 

Existing Develop- Non-TSF Potential 
Alloca- Develop- ment Cost TSF 

Expenditure Category I Total ti on ment · (2010- Share Cost 
Project or Program Cost M,ethod1 (2010) 2040) Subtotal Share 

Formula· b =a *x c=a*y d=b+c d=a*z 
a 

where x, v, z = fair share cost allocation (Table 4. 1) 
SFMTA Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Improvements 
Transit Fleet Expansion $630,500 2 . NA $160,800 $160,800 $469,700 
Transit Facilities 

,,. 
449,500. 1 $340,700 27,900 368,600 80,900 

Muni Foiward 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 Regibnal Transit Operators 
BART Fleet Expansion 145,200 2 NA $37,000 $37,000 $108,200 

. BART Train Control 100,000 2 NA 25,500 25,500. 74,500 
Caltrain Electrification 1,332,100 1 1,009,700 82,600 1,092,300 239,800 
Transbay Transit Center 2,376,900 1 1,801,700 147,400 1,949,100 427,800 
(Phase. 2) 

Subtotal $3,954,200 $2,811,400 $292,500 $3,103,900 $850,300 
Bicycle Infrastructure Improvements 
Bicycle Programs 548,500' '2 NA $139,900 $139,900 $408,600 
(expansion) · 

Total $6,479,900 $3,791,500 $687, 100 $4,478,600 $2,001,300 
1 Method 1 allocates costs based on total trip generation in 2040 (existing and new development). Method 2 

allocates costs based only on trip generation from new development (2010-2040). 

Sources: Tables C.2, C.3, C.4, C.5, C.6, 4.1, and 4.3. 
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Table 4.3: Transit Capital Facilities (Notes & Sources) 

Project or 
Program Fair Share Cost Allocation & Funding Notes Sources 
SFMTA Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Improvements 
Transit All costs associated with additional capacity See Tables C.1 and C.2 
Fleet needed to serve 2010-2040 growth as identified 
E;x:pansion in recent (2014) fleet and facility planning 

studies 1 Excludes cost of replacement vehicle 
capacity, Central Subway vehicles (funded), and 
Geary BRT vehicles (see Geary BRT project). 

Transit Allocate costs to all 2040 development because See Table C.3 
Facilities the needs include rehabilitation and replacement 

9f existing facilities. A more detailed analysis by 
facility would likely result in a higher allocation 
share to 2010-2040 development. 

Muni All costs associated with additional capacity See Table C.4 
Forward needed to serve 2010-2040 growth. Total Rapid 
Rapid Network investment estimated at $231 mil. of. 
Network which about 77 percent ($178 mil.} is funded and 

associated with near-term projects that address 
existing deficiencies and· provide additional 
capacity. TSF funding limited to funding 23 
percent of Rapid Network total cost ($!.'i3 mil. and 
currently unfunded) as a conservative estimate of 
costs associated with additional capacity needed 
to serve growth. 

Geary Bus Allocate to all 2040 development because project See Table C.5 
Rapid would replace and increase capacity of existing 
Transit service. Includes vehicles. 

M-Ocean Allocate to all 2040 development because project San Francisco County 
View/ 19th would replace and increase capacity of ~xisting Transportation Authority, 
Ave. service. Total cost represents most likely cost for 19th Avenue Transit Study, 

"Longer Subway/Bridge" option. March 2014, Table 4.8. p. 
66. 
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Table 4.3: Transit Capital Facilities (Notes & Sources) (continued) 

Project or 
Proa ram Fair Share Cost Allocation & ·Fundinq Notes Sources 
Improvements Suooortinq Reqional Transit Operators 
BART Fleet All costs associated with. additional capacity San Francisco Bay Area 
Expansion needed to serve 2010-2040 growth. Total cost of Rapid Transit District 

44 additional cars. to accommodate additional (BART),. Building A Better 
peak hour trips, based on SF-CHAMP model run BART: Investing In The 
indicating 4,554 passengers that would exceed ·Future Of The Bay" Area's 
current capacity, and 105 passengers per car at Rapid Transit System (draft), 
100 percent capacity. Assume $3.3 million cost July 2014, p. 13; San 
per car based on latest public report though Francisco Municipal 

. BART staff now anticipating cost of $5.5 million · Transportation Agency 
per car. (personal communication 

regarding S.F-CHAMP model . 
output; 
transitCrowding_Peak_ BAR 
T_TransbaY.:_v2.xlsx, Nov. 
21, 2014). 

BART Train All costs associated with additional capacity BART, "Funding Priorities 
Coritrol · 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. 
developme.nt at the other end of each trip). The 
total replacement and upgrade proJect cost of the 
TCMP is $915 million. 

Caltrain Allocate to all 2040 development because project San Francisco County 
Electrifica- would replace and ·increase capacity of existing Transportation Authority, 
tion service. Based on $1,456 mil. in year-of- . 2014 Prop. K Strategic Plan, 

expenditure dollars, discounted 9.3% to 2015 Appendix D, Sep. 12, 2014; 
based on scheduled project completion by FY 
2019-20. Excludes Advanced Signal System I 
Positive Tra!n Control (funded). 

Transbay Allocate to all 2049 development because project San Francisco County 
Transit would replace c;md increase capacity of existing Transportation Authority, 
Center service. Based on $2,598 mil. in year-of- 2014 Prop. K Strategic Plan, 
(Phase 2)- expenditure dollars, discounted 9.3% to.2015 Appendix D, Sep. 12, 2014; 
Downtown based on project completion by FY 2019-20 
Extension subject to funding availability. 
Bicycle Infrastructure Improvements 
Bicycle All costs associated with expanding service to See Table C.6 
Programs shift trips and increase transit capacity to serve 
(expansion) 2010-2040 growth. 
1 The fair share cost allocation to TSF development is slightly conservative because fleet 

expansion costs are based on a 2015-2040 growth whereas the cost allocation is based on 
2010-2040 growth . 
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Bicycle improvements are included because bicycle infrastructure 
improvements shift demand away from autos and transit thereby relieving 
.auto congestion., improving transit travel times, a!?-d reducing transit 
overcrowding.23 However, TSP spending on bicycle ihfrasttucture will occur 
solely from the complete streets compprient of the TSP (see Chapter 5). This 
approach is consistent with the bicycle, pedestrian, and streetscape 
infrastructure components of the area plan fees based on current legislation 
pending before the Board of Supervisors. 

Table 4.2 calculates the potential TSP cost share (shown in the last column of 
· the table) by deducting the shares allocated to existing development and non-
TSF development · 

The potential TSP cost share shown in Table 4.2 must be adjusted to 
calailate the maximum justified funding that could be provided by the TSP. 
Maximum justified TSP funding is based on applying any currently· 
programmed funding available after funding of the non-TSP cost shate. 
Programmed funding is funding that has been programmed through prior 
legislative action and includes funding from: 

+ Proposition K funding from the San Francisco County Transportation 
Authority 

+ Tran~portation 2030 general obligation bond recently approved in San 
Francisco 

+ Metropolitan Transportation Commission transit core capacity challenge 
grant program for SFMTA projects· that targets federal, state, and 
regional funds to high-priority transit capital projects 

+ Caltrain funding for the Caltrain electrification project 

+ Trans bay Transit Center funding from various sources 

23 The San Francis~o County Transpomtion Authority (SFCTA) modeled the impact .of building out the 
Class 1 bicycle fucilities to 100 miles and estimated that daily bike trips would increase by about 20,000, or 
about 20 percent including sbifts from auto ind transit modes (personal communication, Sep. 26, 2014); Dill,, 
Jennifer and Theresa Catt (2003), ''Bicycle Commuting and Facilities in Major U.S. Cities: If You Build Tern, 
Commuters Will Use Th= -Another Look", TRB 2003 Annual Meeting CD-ROM; Nelson, Arthur and 
David Allen (1997), "IfYou Build Them, Commuters Will Use Them; Cross-Sectional.Analysis of Commuters 
and Bicycle Facilities'', Transportation Research Record 1578; San Francisco Department of Parking and 
Traffic, ''Polk Street Lane R=oval/Bike Lane Trial Evaluation", Report to San Francisco Board of 
Supervisors, May 16, 2001. 
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+ Developer funding through development or other contractual 
agreements. 

Programmed funding is first allocated to the non-TSF · cost share. Any 
funding remaining after allocation to the non-TSF cost share is then 
deducted from the TSF cost share. Table 4.4 shows the maxim.um justified 
TSF funding for the transit capital facilities component based on this 
approach. All funding reflects 2015 dollitts. Detail regarding programmed 
funding is shown in Appendix Table C. 7. 

The SFMTA has access to oth~r revenue sources to address any funding gaps 
fo.t the projects and programs listed in Table 4.4, after deductiµg · 
programmed funding and TSF revenue. These alternative sources ensure that 
the projects and programs listed in Table 4.4 are financially feasible. These 
alternative funding sources are listed in Tal;>le 4.5 

Use of Fee Revenues 

Mt!J2015 

The SFMTA or SFCTA may use revenue from the TSP transit capital 
facilities component for any capital project that e;xpands tran~it service in or 
to/from San Francisco, or. directly supports the expansion of that service 
such as vehicle maintenance facilities. Eligible costs that may be funded 
include capital expenses such as project management, design, ~eering, 
environmental review, land acquisition, equipment, and construction. 

As explained previously, the transit capital facilities component of the TSF 
will not be use9. to support bicycle infrastructure improvements. Instead, 
spending on bicycle ·infrastructure will occur from the ·complete streets 
component of th.e TSF. 

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

31 ' 



Transportation Su.rtainflhility Fee Nexns Stuefy 
'*444¥ ±if¥¥W'$§ffi@"''·"® ¢§ ,.q; W:ffi!ffy%#54 MW& 

San Frand.rco Municipal TransportationAgB1lf)I 
@@$ &¥##i\5kfW@t-#k@f&i§ijf:;¥ri#§AWMSiffet..J.z;. 

Table 4.4: Transit Capital Facilities Maximum Justified TS.F Funding 
Share ($ 1,000) 

Net Pro-
grammed 
Funding Maximum 

Total Pro- Available Potential Justified 
Expenditure Category I grammed Non-TSF ForTSF TSF Cost TSF 
Project or Program Funding Cost Share Cost Share Share Fu1:1ding 

Formula a b c =a - b1 d e = d-c 
SFMTA Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Improvements I 

Transit Fleet Expansion $406,000 - $160,800 $245,200 $469,700 $224,500 
Transit Facilities ~50,800 368,600 - ·80,900. 80,900 
Muni Forward Rapid 2,000 13,700 - 40,000 40,000 
Network -

Geary Bus Rapid Transit 46,100 265,300. - 58,200 58,200 
M-Ocean View / 19th Ave. 71,800 426,400 - 93,600 93,600 

Subtotal $676,700 $1,234,800 $245,200 $742,400 $497,200 
Improvements Supporting Regional Transit Operators 
BART Fleet Expansion $- $37,000 $- $108,200. $108,200 
BART Train Control 2,800 25,500 - 74,500 74,500 
Caltrain Electrification 108,900 1,092,300 - 239,800 239,800 
Transbay Transft Center 46~,900 1,949,100 - 427,800 427,800 
(Phase 2) 

Subtotal $575,600 $3,103,900 $- $850,300 $8S0,300 
Bicycle Infrastructure Improvements 
Bicycle Programs $13,000 $139,900 $-· $408,600 . $408,600 
Expansion 

Total $1,265,300 $4,478,600 $245,200 $2,001,300 $1,756,100 
1 Unless negative, then $0. 
Sources: Tables 4.2 and C.7. 
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Table 4.5: Transit Capital Facilit~es Funding Sources 

Federal Grant Programs 

• Federal Transit Administration· 

::- Section 5307 - Urbanized Area Formula Program 
- Section 5309(b)1 - New Starts, Small Starts and Very Small Starts 

Programs 

• Federal Highway Administration 

- Highway Safety Improvement Program 
- Surface Transportation Program .,. 
- Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program 
- TIGER Discretionary Grants 

State Funding Programs · 

• Active Transportation Program 

• Cap and Trade 

• Prop1 B - Transportation Bond Program 

• Prop1A- High-Speed Rail Bond Program 

• Regional Transportation Improvement Program 

• State Transit Assistance for capital projects 

• State Highway OpE?ration and Protection Program 

Regional and Local Funding Programs 

• Climate Initiatives Program 

• Cost Sharing With Other Counties on Joi'nt Projects 

• Lifeline Transportation Program 

• OneBayArea Grant Program 

• Prop AA (San Francisco vehicle registration fee) 

• Regional Measure 2 (bridge tolls) 

• Transit Performance Initiative Program 

• Transportation Fund for Clean Air (Bay Area Air Quality Management District) 

• SFMTA revenue bonds 

• General Obligation Bonds 

• General Fund Allocation for Capital Projects 

Maximum Justified Fee 

The fee schedule for the TSF transit capital facilitles component. is based on 
the maximum justified cost per trip and is shown in Table 4.6 The cost per 
trip is based on the maximum jus'tified funding and the total. number of trips 
generated by TSF development.. 

l&AS4 3 b + 65 P""t® ·iiP 
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Table 4.6: Transit Capital Facilities Cost per Trip 

Amount 
Maximum Justified TSF Funding $1,756, 100,000 
Total Trip Generation 1,713,000 

Cost oer Trio $1,025 
Source: Tables 4.4 and 2·.6 

The maximum justi#ied fee for each economic activity category is based on 
the cost per trip shown in Table 4.6 multiplied by the trip generation rates 
for each category. The maximum justified fee schedule ·is shown in Table 
4.7. The variance in the fee by economic activity category based on trip 
generation, and the scaling of the fee based on the size of the development 
project, supports a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee 
and the share of transit capital facilities attributable t~ each development 

. projec~ 

Table 4.7: Transit Capital Facilities Component Maximum 
Justified Fee (2015 dollars) 

Trip Maximum 
Generation Justified 

Rate Transit Capital 
Cost per (per t,000 . Facilities Fee 

Economic Activity Category .·Trip sq. ft) (per sq. ft.) 
Formula a b c=a *b/1,000 

Residential $1,025 7 $7.18 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) $1,025 25 $25.63 
Production, Distribution, Repair $1,025 7 $7.18 
(PDR) 

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

The complete streets component of the TSF would fund the enhancement 
and expansion of pedestrian and other streetscape infrastructure to 
accommodate growth. This component of the TSF is intended to maintain 
the eXisting level of service currently provided for pedestrians in San 
Francisco. The relationship' between development and the complete streets 
component of the TSF is summarized bclow and explained more fully in the 
sections that follow: 

+ Need for pedestrian infrastructure: The impact of development on the 
need for enhanced and expanded pedestrian infrastructure is based on 
achieving the pedestrian level of service (pedestrian LOS) recommended 
in the San Francisco Citywide Nexus Anafysis.24 The pedestrian LOS is based 
on sidewalk space per capita. 

+ Use of TSF. complete streets revenue: The benefit to development 
from the use of fee revenues is based on· enhancing and expanding 
pedestrian and other streetscape infrastructure. Revenues may also be 
used for bicycle capit.al facilities for- reasons explained in the section Use 
of Fee Revenues. 

+ Proportional cost: The TSF varies in direct proportion to the amount of 
. service population of each de~elopment project. 

Need For Pedestrian Infrastructure 

The need for pedestrian infrastructure· is directly related to the number of 
pedestrians in the City. As discussed in detail in Chapter 2 · in the Service 
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 pedestrian infrastructure as calculated· by the Citywide Nexus Anafysis is 

· based _on residents plus employees weighted at 50 percent. 25 Employees are 
weighted lower than resident~ because of the lower demand for pedestrian· 
infrastructure relative to residents (less time at ·work as an employee 
compared to time at home or doing other activities as a resident). 

24 San Francisco Planoing Departm~t, San Francisco Citywide Nexus Ana!Jsir, Match 2014, pp. 25-30. 

25 San Francisco Planning Department; San Francisco Infrastructurr: Level rf Service Ana!Jsis, Mru:ch 2014, p. 44 . 
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The Cirywide Nexus Anafysis calculated the pedestriao. LOS based on the 
amount of existing sidewalk. space and the future service population. Thus 
the study assumes a pedestrian LOS of 88 square feet per capita in.the future 
compared to 103 square feet per capita currently. To compens~te for this 
conservative assumption, the pedestrian LOS assumes a cost per square foot 
that incorporates improvements to existing sidewalks with the addition of 
elements such as curb ramps, bulb-outs, and pedestri.an signals.26 

The unit cost of pedestrian ·infrastructure calculated by the Citywide Nexus 
Anafy:ris and updated to 2015 dollars is $47.18 per sqriare foot This cost 
reflects a conservative set of assumptions for pedestrian infrastructure and 
reflects a range of improvement levels across the City.27 This unit cost 
specifically excludes elements of pedestrian infrastructure that may be 
required under Section 138.1 of the San Francisco Planning Code related to 
urban design standards. Under this se~tion ·of the code the City may require 
certain development projects to improve pedestrian infrastructure directly 
adjacent to the project By excluding these cost ~ements there iS no overlap 
between the TSP complete streets component and compliance with Section 
138, 1 of the Planning Code.28 

Based on the inputs described above, the co.st per capita by economic activity 
category representing the cost of pedestrian infrastructure to serve new 
developmentis shown in Table 5.1. 

26 Ibid, Table 18, p. 45. 

27 San Fran?sco Planoing'Departm~t, San Francisco CitywideNexu,rAnafysis, March 2014, Table 17, p. 29. 

28 AECOM, m=orandum to San Francisco Pl.anning Departmei;i.t regardfug San Francisco Infrastructure 
Nexus Analysis - Streetscape Cost, March 20, 2014, pp. 10-11. · 
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Table 5.1: Pedestrian Infrastructure Level of Service 

Level of 
"Service Service 

Economic Activity (sq. ft per Cost per Population ·Cost per 
Category capita) ' 1 Weight2 Capita Sq.Ft. 

Formula a b c d=a*b*c 

Residential 88 $47.18 100% $4,152 
Nonresidential (ex. PDR) 88 $47.18 50% $2,076 
Production, Distribution, 
Repair (PDR) 88 $47.18 50% $2,076 
1 Cost based on $4·3·.oo ($ 2013) froni Cityyiride Nexus A~alysis, increased by 

4.5% for 2014 and 5.0% for 2015 to reflect annual infrastructure construction 
cost inflation estimates prepared by the City and applied to all city 
development impact fees. 

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

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

Use of Fee Revenues 

The primary purpose of the TSF complete streets components is to fund 
capital improvements to the City's pedestrian and other streetscape 
infrastructure. As discussed in the B~tter Streets Plan (BSP),29 the City aims 
to improve the pedei;t:rian environment for all of San Francisco's residents 
and employees. Acceptable uses 9f revenue from the TSF complete streets 
component include (but are. not limited to) sidewalk paving, lighting 
installation, pedestrian signalization of crosswalks or intersections, street tree 
planting, bulb-out construction, street furnishing, landscaping, traffic 
calming, and other streetscape improvements cited in the BSP. Current 
_planned expenditures of TSF revenue drawn from the SF.MT.A 20-Year 
Capital Plan are. shown in Table 5.2. The table also shows prog;rammed 
funding for these prog;rams with Proposition K being the only current 
source. 

29 San Francisco Pu];,lic Works Code, Section 2.4.13. 
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Table 5.2: TSF Pedestrian Infrastructure Programs 

Pedestrian Infrastructure Program Amount 
Pedestrian Strateqy Corridor Program $363,000,000 
Striping and Signage Program 8,800,000 

Total $371,800,000 

Programmed Funding: Proposition K' (55,600,000) 

Funding Need $316,200,000 

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

Sources: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, 
SFMTA 20-Year Capital Plan, Oct. 15, 2013, pp. B-20; 

·San Francisco County Transportation Authority, 2014 
Prop. K Strategic Plan, Sep. 12, 2014; SFCTAstaff 
(for discount factors). 

For all area plan fees except the Transit Center District fee, legislation 
pending before the Board of Supervisors :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 fol; bicycle facilities. The use of the TSF for bicycle facilities is 
already justified .under the transit capital facilities component (see prior 
chapter). Thus, as long as the maximum justified fees for eaCb. component 
are not exceeded, bicycle facilities may-be fund~d by either component. 

Maximum Justified Fee 

38 

The ma:ximUJ?1 justified fee for the cbmplete streets component is based on 
the cost and building square feet per capita by economic activity category. 
The maximum justified fee is shown in Table 5.3. The variance 1n the fee by 
economic activity category based on building space per capita, and the scaling 
of the fee based on the size of the development project, .supports a 

· reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee and the. share of 
complete streets infrastructure attributable to each development project. 

±Wfi'#&iiW R 
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Table 5.3: · Complete Streets Component Maximum Justifie_d 
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 (excludinq PDR) $2,076 r308 $6.74 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) $2,076 597 $3.48 

Sources: Tables 5.1 and A.4. 
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6. TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE 

The maximum justified transportation sustainability fee is the sum of the 
thtee 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 aie subtotaled to show the total maximum justified 
TSF for transit facilities and services. The total fee on a development project 
for transit facilities and· services should not exceed this amount without a 
nexus study justifying the higher amount. Likewise, the total fee on a 
development project for pedestrian and other .streetscape infrastructure 
should not exceed the complete streets component without a nexus study 
justifying the higher amount. · 

Table 6.1: Maximum Justified TSF (2015-dollars) 

Maximum Justified TSF per Square Foot 
Transit Components 

Economic Transit Transit Complete 
Activity Capital Capital Streets Total 
Category Maintenance Faciliti.es Subtotal Component TSF 
Residential $15.41 $7.18 $22.59 $8.34 $30.93 

Nonresidential 
(excluding PDR) $55.05 $25.63 $80.68 $6.74 $87.42 
Production, 
Distribution, 
Repair (PDR) $15.41 $7.18 $22.59 $3.48 $26.07 
Sources: Tables 3.4, 4.7, and 5.3. 

Relationship Between TSF and Area P~an Fees 

~ listed in Chapter 2, Table 2.3, the City has area plans that have their own 
separate transportation development impact fees. Pending approval of 
legislation currently before the Board of Supervisors30

, these fees would be 
separated between transit arid complete streets components. The ~omplete 
streets component would include bicycle, pedestrian, and other streetscape 
infrastructure. The TSF is proposed to have a similar structure (separate 
transit and complete streets components) to mirror the proposed area plan 
fee structure. This structure is also consistent with the Citywide Nexus Ana/ysis 
referenced in Chapters 2 and 5 of this report. 

30 Pending legislation ~ regarding adoption of the Citywide. Nexus Anafysis referenced fu. Chapters 2 and 5 and 
would amend Article 4 of the Planning Code. 
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As explained in Chapter 1, the current TIDF is a citywide fee on 
nonresidential development only. Nonresidential development within a plan 
area currently pays the TIDF in addition to any area plan transit fee 
component If adopted, the TSF would replace the TIDF and be applied to 
both residential and nonresidential development. 

Area plan transportation fees were developed to fund improvements within 
their respective plan areas to address local impacts :from new development 
By contrast the TSF is designed to fund citywide projects an~ programs to 
address citywide development impacts. Regardless of the separation or 
overlap between area plan, fees and the TSF, the TSF should be adopted at a 
level such that the combined area plan. and TSF amounts are le~s than the 
maximum justified TSF amounts shown in Table 6.1. This approach would 
ensure that new development is not overpaying for transportation impacts 
and . that new development fully benefits :&pm the expenditure of fee 
revenues. Specifically, within each plan areas the TSF should be adopted at 
less than the maximum justified amount such that: 

+ The combined amount of the adopted area plan and TSF transit fee 
components remains less thaf:!. the maximum justified TSF transit fee 
component (transit capital maintenance plus transit capital facilities). · 

+ The combined amount of the adopted area plan and TSF complete 
streets components remains less than the maximum justified TSF 
complete streets component 

See Appendix D, Tables D.1 and D.2 for a list of current transportation . 
fees within plan areas and a comparison with the maximum justified TSF 
·amount The maximum justified TSF is greater than the current foe 
(including the TIDF) across all economic activity categories, area plans, and 
for both the transit and complete streets fee components. In mqst cases the 
maximum justified TSF is more than 50 percent greater than the current fee. 
Thus there is su~sta.n.tial flexibility for the City to determine the appr<?priate 
TSF am~unt to adopt and implement 

Relationship Between TSF and TSP 

42 

The TSF will be part of a larger effort, the propqsed Transit Sustainability 
Program (fSP). In addition to the TSF, the TSP includes (1) a transportation 
demand management (fD:M) program for new development projects, and (2) 
revision to the City's policies regarding evaluation of transportation impacts 
under the California Environm~ri.tal Quality Act (CEQA) consistent with 
State Guidelines adopteq pursuant to Senate Bill 743. 

The TSF nexus study and the expenditure of TSF revenues are design.ed to 
avoid any overlap with other TSP requirements or in atiy way double charge 
development projects for the same impact Based on the current proposal, 

. Mqy2015 
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the TDM component of the TSP includes a wide range of measures 
including measures to encourage travel by transit., bicycle, and ·pedestrian 
modes. These measures do not overlap with the TSP because: · 

+ TDM measures related to transit service are focused on transit pass 
subsidies for residents and employees of development projects to 
encourage transit use. The TSP is focused on offsetting the impact of 
increased transit use on transit capital maintenance and transit capital 
facilities costs. Furthermore, farebox revenue supported by transit pass 
subsidies only covers about one-third of total operatln.g costs ($220 mil. 
in annual ,revenue versus $668 mil of annual costs) and these revenues 
are excluded from calculation of the TSP transit capital maintenance 
component (see Table 3.2). '· 

+ TDM measures related to bicycle and pedestrian improvements are 
focused on on-site improvements such as bike parkhig and frontage 
improvements for pedestrians. Tue TSP is focused on citywide capital 
investments in bicycle facilities and pedestrian infrastructure. 

TSFUpdates 

Tue TSP should be updated using the following two methods: 

1. Annual updates: The calculations in this nexus study are based on 2015 
dollars. The adopted TSP should be updated annually for cost inflation in 
a similar manner as the City currently does for all other development 
impact fees to ensure that fee revenue remaip.s constant with inflation to 
fund development impacts. · · 

2. Five-year updates: The JY.litigation Fee Act and the Planning. Code 
require every five years that any local agency implementing a 
development impact fee ~a.ke fin.dings similar to those made at the time 
of the initial fee adoption.31 For these ~ve year updates the City should: 

a. Update the transit capital maintenance fee component based on the 
latest available data from the National Transit Database and 

. corresponding land use data for the City. 

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

31 California Gov=ent Code Section 66001(cl). 
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c. Update the complete streets component based on a reView of the 
pedestrian level of service and current cost estimates for pedestrian 
and other streetscape infrastructure. · · 

These periodic reviews and adjustments to the TSF will ensure that the 
program continues to adequately address the impacts of development on the 
City's transportation system. · 

' 
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A. LAND USE PROJECTIONS & TRIP GENERATION 
ESTIMATES 

The Transit Sustainability Fe~ is based on a consistent set of development 
estimates for 2010 and land use projections fo:i: 2040. These estimates and 
projections are converted to trip generation estimates and used to evaluate 
the impact of development on the transportation system. This appendix 
describes these estimates and projections including key assumptions and 
methodologies used to develop them. 

Consistency With Regional Projections 

Mqy2015 

In preparing the land use allocations for 2010 and 2040-, the Planning 
Department controlled citywide totals to the most recent estimates available 
from the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) for the nine-county 
San Francisco Bay region developed in association with the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commis~ion (JYfTq. Citywide totflls were controlled to be 
within plus or minus ·two percent of the 2010 and 2040 ABAG totals for 
population, housing, and emp~oyment. Comparisons of the Planning 
Department's citywide totals with the ABAG totals are shown in '!'ables A.1 
andA.2. · 
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Table A-1: San Francisco Development 201 O 

Difference, 
Nexus 

Study vs. 
Nexus ABAG 
·study ABAG Amount Percent 

Housing 
Housing Units 376,000 376,900 (900) (0.2%) . 
Households 345,900 345,800 100 0.0% 
Vacancy Rate 8.0% 8.3% NA NA 

Employment (Jobs) 
Management, Information and 
Professional Services 295,100 NA NA NA 
Retail/Entertainment 97,700 NA NA NA 
Production, Distribution, Repair 59,900 NA NA NA 
Cultural/Institution/Education 59,800 NA NA NA 
Medical and Health Services 36,500 NA NA NA 
Visitor Services 21 000 NA NA NA 

Total Employment 570,000 . 568,700 1,300 0.2% 
Jobs per H·ousehold 1.65 1.64 

Note: "NA" indicates that San Francisco Planning uses different employment 
categories than ABAG so comparisons are not applicable. 

Sou.rces: San Francisco Planning Department, Land Use Allocation Model 
Output, December 2013; Association of Bay Area Governments and the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Plan Bay Area, Final Forecast 
of Jobs, Population and Housing, Table 14', p. 42, July 2013. 
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Table A-2: San Francisco Development 2040 

. Difference, 
S.F. Nexus 

Planning Study vs. 
Dept. ABAG ABAG -
2040 2040 Amount Percent 

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

Employment (Jobs) 
Management, Information and 
Professional Services 414,800 NA NA NA 
Retail/Entertainment 123,200 NA NA NA 
Production, Distribution, Repair 69,500 NA NA NA 
Cultural/Institution/Education 80,400 NA NA NA 
Medical and Health Services 52,200 NA NA NA 
Visitor Services 26,800 NA NA NA 

Total Employment 766,900 759,500 7,400 1.0% 
Jobs per Household 1.72 1.70 

Note: "NA" indicates that San Francisco Planning uses different employment 
categories than ABAG so comparisons are not applicable. 

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

Housing Unit Size, Empioyment Density, and Trip Generation Rates 

Houshlg unit size (average square feet per housing unit) and employment 
density factors (square fee per employee) are used to convert projections of 
housing units and employment to projections of building space. Average 
housing unit size is based on the Eastern Neighborhoods Nexus Study 
completed in 2008.32 Employment density factors are consistent with those 
used in the Planning Department's land use allocation tool with one 
exception (see next paragraph). Trip generation rates are based on the most 
recent update of the TIDF completed in 2011.33 

32 Seifel Consulting, Inc., San Francisco Eastern Neighborhoods Nexus Stutfy, prepared for the City of San Francisco 
Planning Departm~t, May 2008 . 

33 C~bridge Syst=atics with Urban Economics, Transit Impact Development Fee Update, prep3:!ed for the San 
Francisco Mucicipal Transportation Agency, February 2011. 

Mqy2015 
&SH*?&€f#\Chtilfl~te"T'r1 4 

49 



Tra11sportation Smtainabi!ity Fee Nexus Stuefy San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agcnry 
fu}49&5Wiffii5'htE t •:; 1•¢M¥?>.i#¥fiil't#!#fkiiffeii1• W&..fiif<"1 &-44 444 W@Si'M1 Si Q¥ ' fit f¥t h&4iG ¥W 

The empl~yment density factor and trip generation rate for the Management, 
Information, and Professional Services (MIPS) economic activity category 
were adjusted to incorporate recent information from the Central SoMa 
environmental review as explained .in Chapter 2. See Table A.3 for the :MIPS 
adjustment 

See Table A.4 for the factors and rates used for all economic activity 
categories. See Tables A.5 and A.6 for trip generation estimates used for the 
nexus analysis for the 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 So Ma 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· *'bl 
(1,000 sq. ft.) 1,000 9,000 20,600 29,600 
Vacancy Rate d 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 
Total Building Space e.= cl 
(1,000 sq. ft.) (1-d) 9,500 21,700 31,200 
Trip rate (per 1,000 sq. ft.)" 'f 18 13 15 
Trips g=e *f 171,000 282,100 453,100 
Trip Rate (per employee) h =g/a 3.80 3.78 3.79 
1 "Central SoMa" and "All Other Citywide" employment density (sq. ft. per 

employee) provided by San Francisco Planning Department. "Total" density 
is the weighted average. 

2 "All Other Citywide" trip rate is 'from S.F. Planning Department. "Central 
SoMa" trip rate is calculated based on the inverse of the ratio of All Other 
Citywide to Central SoMa employment density. "Total" trip rate is the 
weighted average of the Ceritral So Ma 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 Dev_elqpment Fee Update, prepared for 
the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, February 2011. 
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Table A4: Service Population, Building Space, and Trip 
Generation Rates 

Service Population & Trip 
Buildina Space Genera~ 

Residents Gross tion per 
Square per Unit or Square Housing 
Feet per Vacancy Feet per Unit or 
Resident Rate {for Housing 1,000 

or employ~ Unit or Square 
Employe~e ment) Employee Feet1 

Housing 
Housinri Units 498 2.32 1,156. 7 

Employment 
Management, Information 247 5.0% 260 15 
& Professional Services 
Retail/Entertainment 350 5.0% 368 65 
Cultural/Institution/ 350 0.0% 350 23 
Education 
Medical and Health 350 0.0% 350 22 
Services 
Visitor Services 787 0.0% 787 13 

Nonresidential 308 25 
(ex. PDR)2 

1:>roduction, Distribution, 567 5.0% 597 7 
Repair (PDR) 
1 Average daily motorized (transit and auto) trips. 
2 Weighted average based on 2010-2040 growth. 

Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Citywide Nexus 
Analysis, March 2014 (for housing density and size); San Francisco 
Planning Department, Land Use Allocation Model Output, December. 
2013 (for employment densities and vacancy rates); Cambridge 
Systematics with Urban Economics, Transit Impact Development 
Fee Update, prepared for the San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency, February 2011 (for trip generatio~ rates); 
TableA.3. 
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Table A-5: Trip Generation 2013 

2010 Trip 
i;>evelop- Genera-

ment 2010 2010-2013 2013 tion Rate 2013 Trip 
(housing Sq. Ft. Develop- Develop- Develop- (average Genera-

·Economic units or per Unit ment ment .ment daily trips tion 
Activity employ- or Em- (1,000 (1,000 'sq. (1,000 per 1,000 (average 
Category ment) plovee sq. ft.) ft.) SQ. ft.) SQ. ft.) daily trios) 

Formula a b c=? *b d e=c+d f g·= e *f 
Residential 376,000 1,156 . 434,700 2,700 437,400 7 3,062,000 
Nonresidential 
(ex. PDR) 510,100 308 157,100 (200) 156,900 25 3,923,000 
Production, 
Distribution, 
Repair (PDR) 59,900 597 35,800 (100) 35,700 7 250,000 

Total Trio Generation 7,235,000 

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

Table A-6: Trip Generation 201 o. 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.) tfon sq. ft.) tion · sq. ft.) tion 
Residential 7 434,700 3,043,000 117,200 820,000 551,900 3,863,000 
Nonresidential 
(ex. PDR)1 

25 157,100 3,928,000 57,600 1,440,000 214,700 5,368,000 
Production, 
Distribution, 
Repair (PDR) 7 35,800 251,000 5,700 40,000 41,500 291,000 
Total Trip Generation 7,222,000 2,300,000 9,522,000 
1 Trip generation rate. based on·weigh~ed average of building square feet for 20f0-2040 development by 

economic activity category and rounded to whole number. 

Sources: Tables 2.5, A.4, and A.5. 
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B. TRANSIT CAPITAL MAINTENANCE 

The following two tables provide support for the calculations presented in 
Chapter 3 for the transit capital maintenance component of the TSF. 
Table B.1 provides the source for the infla.tlon and interest rates that are 
inputs to the model for the net present value factor shown in Table 3.3. 
Table B.2 provides a truncated version of the model used to calculate the 
net present value factor. 

Table 8-1: Inflation and Interest Rates 

Cost fraflation 1 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 2.70% 2012 104.0 1.32% 
2011 233A 2.59% 2011 102.6 1.24% 
2010 . 227.5 .. 1.38% 2010 101.4 1.38% 
2009 224.4 2009 100.0 

Five-Year Compounded Five-Year Compounded 
Annual Average 2.35% Annual Average .1.12% 

1 San Francisco Bay Area Consumer Price Index (index 1982-84 = 100)-
2 Average annual interest earning on City and County of San Francisco pooled 

fund balances (index 2008 = 100). 

Sources: Association of Bay Area Governments 
(http://www.abag.ca.gov/planning/research/cpi.html); S.F. 
Treasurer's Office (http://sftreasurer.org/reports-plans ). 
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Table 8-2: Net Present Value Factor 

Year 1 2 3 ... 43 44 45 

Beginning Fund a 58.78 58.44 '58.07 ... 7.97 5.40 2.75 
Balance1 

Interest b=a*1.12% 0.66 0.65 0.65 ... 0.09 0.06 0.03 
Earnings2 ' 

~xpenditures" c = c (prior yr)* l1illll J1Jm Jj_.Qfil ... (2.65) (2.72) (2.78) 
2.35% 

Ending Fund d=a+b-c 58.44 58.07 57.67 ... 5.40 2.75 o.oo 
Bala'flce 
Net Present 58.78 
Value Factor1 

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

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

2 Assumes interest earned on beginning fuhd balance and all expenditures made at end of year. 
3 Expenditures at beginning of Year 1 equal $1.00 and are infl~ted assuming all costs represent end 

of year (inflated) val Lies. 

Source: TableB.1 (for interest and inflation rates). 

54 Mqy2015 



I 
.I 

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agcnry Transportation Smtainabi!ity Fee Nexus Stm!J 
ilWffi!?iri'#' a&Y 2 W & 9 "te??ffiil¥fW#5¥§f#.Jf1 ¥P 5d MW if 'iiHMP i£ * o;as&4129 g &if WO™H &ii4 

C. TRANSIT CAPITAL FACILITIES 

Mqy2015 

This appendix provides the supporting documentation for the transit capital 
projects and prog-rarns included in the transit capital facilities component of 
the TSP presented in Chapter 4. All cost· and funding data reflect 2015 
dollars. 

I 

+ 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 f~cility plan (see table sources) repres~nts a 
significant re-positioning, upg-rade, and expansion of SFMTA's facilities 
to serve both existing and new development. 

+ Table C.4 provides supporting data for tlie t!:ansit reliability 
improvements. The projects in the upper part of the table are to be 
implem~nted in the near term (e.g. by 2017) and are fully funded largely 
through the City's 2014 g~neral obligation bond. These projects address 
existing deficiencies and provide for some system capacity expansion to 
serve new development. The projects in the lower part of the table are 
unfunded and solely associated with increasing capacity to serve new 
development. These projects are allocated to TSP transit capital facilities 
(Table 4.2): 

. . 
+ Table C.5 provides supporting data for the Geary Bus Rapid Transit 

project.. This project replaces and upg-rades an existing transit line so it 
serves existing development and provides for capacity expansion to serve 
g-rowth. · 

+ Table C.6 provides supporting data for the bicycle facilities prog-ram. 
These projects represent a significant expansion of the bicycle prog-ram. 
These projects only serve development by shifting trips out of autos 
(thereby relieving vehicle congestion and improving transit service) and 
shifting trips out of transit (thereby relieving transit overcrowding). 

+ Tables C.7 and C.8 provide supporting. data for the ·prog-rammed 
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 ~xpansion/ Planned 
(2015) Contraction (2040) 

Motor Goach (40') 337 (5'5) 282 
Motor Coach (60') 1 159 157 316 
Trolley Coach (40') 240 (50) 190 
Trolley Coach (60') 93 17 110 
Light Rail Vehicle 147 113 260 

Total 976 . 182 1,158 

Note: "TFMP" source was relied upon for all data except where updated 
by "Vision" source (only 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 Rea/Estate and 
Facilities Vision for the 21st Century I Vision Refinement for Coach 
Facilities (Vision), Jun. 24, 2014, Table 1, p. 2. 
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Table C-2: Transit Fleet Plan Expansion Costs 

Fleet Cost per 
Expansion Vehicle Total Cm~t 

Motor Coach (40') (55) $880,000 $(48,400,000) 
Motor Coach (60') 157 $1,350,000 $212,000,000 
Trolley Coach (40') (50) $1,580,000 $(79,000,000) 
Trolley Coach (60') 17 $1,970,000 $33,500,000 
Light Rail Vehicle 113 $6,000,000 $678,000,000 

Net Fleet Expansion 182 .. $796, 100,000 
Adjustments 

Geary Bus Rapid Transit 
Vehicles1 

. 

(16) $1,350,000 $(21,600,000) 

Central Subway Light Rail (24) $6,000,000 $(144,000,000) 
Vehicles2 

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. 

1
. Geary BRT vehicles included in Geary BRT project in TSF capital facilities 
list (Table 4.2). 

2 Central Subway is not solely designed to accommodate growth and vehicles 
. are fully funded. 

Sources: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (personal 
communication regarding costs per vehicle, Vehicle Demand 
Summary for Expenditure Plan.xlsx, Nov. 21, 2014); Table C.1. 
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Table C-3: Transit Fleet Maintenance Facilities 

Facility. Name Amount 
Motor and Trolley Coach Facilities 

Burke 
Central Body Repair & Paint (Muni Metro East-MME) 
Facility Expansion or New Facility (to be identified) 
Flynn 

Detail By 
lslais Creek 
Kirkland 

Facility Not 

Marin 
Available 

Potrero 
Presidi0 
Woods 

Subtotal $433,000,000 
Other Fleet Faci/ities1 

Cameron Beach 11,048,000 
Green 4,348,000 
Green Annex 1,094,000 

Total $449,490,000 
1 Other fleet facilities include facilities for light rail vehicles, historic rail fleet, 

and cable cars. Excludes Scott facility because it is only used for non-
revE'.nue generating vehicles~ · · 

Sources: Parson.s Brinckerhoff, Real E~tate and Facilities Vision for the 21st 
Century, prepared for the San Francisco Municipal Transportation 
Agency, Feb. 5, 2013, Table 3, p. 51; Parsons Brinckerhoff, Vision 
Refinement for Coach Facilities (draft), prepared for the San 
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, Jun. 24, 2014, Table 5, 
p.14. 
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Table C-4: Muni Forward Rapid Network Improvements 

Project Name Amount 
Sample Near Term Projects To Address Existing Deficiencies & Provide Additional CapaCity (funded)1 

5 Fulton: Outer Route Fast Track Transit Enhancements $2,B00,000 
71 Haioht-Norieoa: Haioht Street Fast Track Transit & Streetscaoe Enhancements 1,500,000 
9 San Bruno: Potrero Ave Fast Track Transit & Streetscaoe Enhancements 7,133,000 
Columbus Street Fast Track Transit Enhancements 700,000 
lrvino Street Fact Track Transit Enhancements 2,000,000 
Mission and Silver Fast Track Transit Enhancements 400,000 
5 Fulton: McAllister Street Fast Track Transit Enhancements B00,000 
10 Townsend: Sansome Contraflow Signals 1,000,000 
2B 19th Avenue: 19th Ave Transit and Pedestrian Enhancements 16,500,000 
30 Stockton: Eastern Searnent Transit Enhancements 3,400,000 
5 Fulton: Mid-Route Transit Enhancements 22,700,000 
71 Haight-Noriega: Haight Street Transit and Streetscaoe Enhancements 6,600,000 
BX Bayshore Express·: Geneva Ave Transit Enhancements B,250,000 
9 San Bruno: 11th St and Bavshore Blvd Transit and Pedestrian Enhancements 4,400,000 
N Judah: Transit Enhancements 14,600,000 
BX Bayshore Express: Mid-Route Transit Enhancements 3,750,000 
14 Mission: Downtown Mission Transitand 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,B50,000 
22 Fillmore: 16th Street Transit and Streetscape Enhancements - Phase 1 34,745,000 
J Church: Transit Enhancements 10,B00,000 
L Taraval: Transit and Streetscape Enhancements 10,500,000 

Total $177,528,000 
Share 77% 

Sample Longer Term Projects To Provide Additional Capacity (unfunded) 
1 California Travel Time Reduction Project $B,920,000 
22 Fillmore Segment 2 (on Fillmore) Travel Time Reduction Proiect 6,620,000 
2B 19th Avenue Segment 2 (in Marina) Travel Time Reduction Proiect 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 P.roject 4,720,000 
M Ocean View Segment 1 (West Portal to 19th Av) Travel Time Reductior.i Project1 500,000 
M Ocean View Segment 1 (West Portal to 19th Av) Travel Time Reduction Project' 3,000,000 

. M Ocean View Seoment 2 (East of 19th Av) Travel Time Reduction Proiect2 .3,620,000 
Subtotal· $53,660,QOO 
Share 23% 

Total $231, 188,000 
1 These projects are fully funded with the largest source being the 2-014 general obligation transportation bond. 
2 Ttie TSF transit capita facilities list also includes an M-Ocean.View/19th Ave. project (see Table 4.2). There is 

no overlap between the Rapid Network projects listed here and that project because the later excludes the 
segments shown here. 

Source: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency; "Muni .Forward Rapid Network Capital Projects:-
1.mplementation Summary" (1-page summary), May 12, 2014. . · 
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Table C-5: Geary Bus Rapid Transit 

. Project Element Amount 
Dedicated colorized bus lanes $84,696,000 
Station/stop bus operation improvements 53,818,000 
Station/stop oassenqer amenities 60,283,000 
Bus vehicle changes 22,655,000 
Traffic signals 40,124,000 
Other street improvements 34,779,000 
Pedestrian improvements 22,296,000 
Other changes at key areas ' 4,854,000 

Total $323,505,000 

Source: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, Attachment 3: 
Geary Cost Estimate By Element and Phasf! (SFMT A Board 
Presentation), Nov. 13, 2014. 

Table C-6: .Bicycle Facilities Program Expansion 

Proaram Element Amount 
Bicycle Network Expansion $64,825,000 
Bicycle Network Long Term Improvements 37.0,400,000 
Bicycle Plan Netwqrk Short Term Projects 23,000,000 . 
Location-Specific Bicycle Hotsp·ot Improvements 13,500,000 
Bicycle Sharini:J 54,000,000 
Secure Bicycle Parking 10,800,000 
Short Term Bicycle Parking 12,000,000 

Total $548,525,000 

Source: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, SFMTA 20-Year 
Capital Plan, Oct 15, 2013, pp. 8-3 to B-5. 
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Table C-7: Transit Capital Projects & Programs - Programmed Funding ($ 1;000) 

Prop. K1 

Expenditure Plan <::;ategory Exp en- MTC Caltrain TTC Total Pro-
I diture GO Core Project .Project Developer gram med 
Project or Program Line Amount Bond Caoacitv Fundim:i Funding Fundim:1 Funding 
Transit Service Expansion and Rellabf/ity Improvements 
Transit Fleet Expansion 15 $- $- $400,000 $- $- $6,000 $406,000 
Transit Facilities Vision 20M 13,800 70,000 67,000 150,800 
Muni Forward Rapid Network 1 2,000 2,000 
Geary Bus Rapid Transit 1 46,100 46,100 
M-Ocean View I 19tn Ave. 1 - 71,800 71,800 

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

Subtotal $90,000 $- $- $105,000 $380,600 $575,600 
Bicycle Infrastructure Improvements 
Bicycle Programs Expansion 39 $13,000 $- $- $- $'." $13,000 
Total $164,900 $70,000 $467,000 $105,000 $380,600 $77,800 $1,265,300 
1 Prop. K funding .based on (1) determining Prop. K expenditure line items that would be eligible for funding TSF expenditure plan 

projects, (2) discounting remaining programmed funds from FY 2016 through FY 2034 to 2015 dollars for those line items, (3) 
determining the share available for SFMTA projects (vey. other departments and agencies), and (4) allocating the discounted 
share to the TSF project. · 

Sources: Prop. K: San Francisco County Transportation Authority, 2014 Prop. K Strategic Plan, Appendices D (for Transbay 
Transit Center funding) and Appendix F (for all other projects), Sep. 12, 2014; SFCT,A. staff, personal communication 
(for discount factors). GO Bond: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, Transportation 2030: 2014 
Transportation and Road Improvement General Obligation Bond Report, Jun. 18, 2014 (appendix). MTC Core 
Capacity: Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Resolution No. 4123, Dec. 18, 2013. Caltraln ~nd 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. · 

--~M~---~-IJJllll'.11'~-lill'~~ltl'.lllS!.i'.~~~~ 
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Table C-8: Transit Capital Projects & Prograr:n Funding Notes 

Expenditure Category I 
Sample Project or 
Program Funding Notes 
Transit Reliability Improvements 
Transit Fleet Expansion Prop. K: No funding for this line item after FY 2015. MTC. Core 

Capacity: $400 mil. from Cap and Trade based on proposed 
legislation (AB 574 (Lowenthal) proposed in 2013). TIC 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 discusl?ion of area plan fees in Chapter 6). 
Developer Funding: Parkmerced providing $6 mil. for one light rail 
vehicle through development agreement. 

Transit Facilities Prop. K: Allocate 100% of line item. GO Bond: Allocate 1. 00% of 
"Muni Facilities" category. MTC Core Capacity: $67 mil. from Cap 
and Trade based on proposed legislation (AB 574 (Lowenthal) 
proposed in 2013). 

· Muni Forward Rapid Prop. K: Allocate $2 mil. from line item. GO Bond: No funds 
Network allocated because all funding for higher. priority projects (see Table 

C.4) . 
Geary Bus Rapid Transit . Prop. K: Allocates 100% of line item except for Rapid Network 

allocation. 
M-Ocean View/ 19"1 Prop. K: Allocate 0% of line item. GO Bond: Does not allocate any 
Ave. available funding for Corridor Improvement Program ($28M) that is 

limited to .design and engineering studies. Developer Funding: 
Parkmerced providing $70 mil. and San Francisco State University 
providing $1.83 mil. through development agreements. 

Improvements Supporting Regional Transit Operators 
BART Fleet Expansion Prop. K: Allocate 0% of line item because line item is' only for car 

replacement. No funding assumed from MTC Core Capacity because 
funding needed to offset cost increases ($5.3 mil. per car versus MTC 
Core Caoacitv estimate of $3.3 mil. oer car). -

BART Train Control Prop. K: Allocate 100% of line item. No funding assumed from MTC 
Core Capacity because funding needed to offset cost increases (total 
project now estimated at $915 mil. of which $200 mil. is associated 
with increasing.system capacity versus MTC Core Capacity estimate 
.of $700 mil.). 

Caltrain Electrification Prop. K: Alloca~e 100% of line item. Caltrain Project Funding: 
Includes all allocated and programmed funds discounted 9.3 percent 
to 2015 dollars. Excludes all planned funding. 

Transbay Transit Center Prop. K: Allocate 100% of line item. TTC Project Funding: Includes 
(Phase 2) all allocated and programmed funds discounted '9.3 percent to 2015 

dollars. Excludes all planned funding. 

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

for non-capital projects). · 

Sources: See Table C.7. 
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Table D.1 provides a schedule of current transporta:tion fees. Each area plan 
fee is allocated to transit and complete streets components based on 
Citywide Nexus Study legislation (see Article 4 of the San Francisco Planning 
Code), currently pending adoption at the Board of Supervisors as of 
publication of this report. The current TIDF is added to the area plan transit 
component because the TIDE is imposed citywide on al). development 
proj'ects. The TIDF currently only applies to nonresidential projects and not 
to residential projects. Based on the proposed legislation,· the compiete 
streets component of the area plan fees funds bicycle facilities plus pedestrian 
and other .streetscape infrastructure. There is no current citywide fee for 
pedestrian infrastructure and bicycle facilities. 

Table b.2 compares the total current fee with the maximum justified 
transportation fee documented in this TSF nexus study (see Table 6.1 in 
Chapter 6). The table separately compares the transit. and complete streets 
fee components. The existing TIDF is replaced by the TSF and the TSF is 

· applied to all residential and nonresidential development As shown in the 
· table the. maximum justified TSP is greater than the current fee across all 

economic activity categories, area plans, and for both fee components. In 
most cases the maximum justified TSF is more than 50 percent greater than 
the current fee. 
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Table D-1: Existing Transportation Fees (fee per sq. ft.) 

lncre- Complete 
mental Total Transit Streets 

Area Plan I Fee Area Area City-
Economic Activity (TCDP Plan Transit wide 
Category Only) Fee1 Share Fee TIDF2 ·Total Share Total 

Formula b 
c= 

d 
e= 

f 
g= 

a 
a*b c+d a* f. 

Balboa Park 
Residential 9.71 12% 1.17 - 1.17 38% 3.69 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 1.82 12% 0.22 14.14 14.36 38% 0.69 
Production. Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.46 7.46 U% -
Market & Octavia 
Residential 10.92 22% 2.40 . - 2.40 44% 4.80 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 4,13 20% 0.83 14.14 14.97 61% 2.52 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.46 7.46 0% -
Rincon Hill 
Residential 10.44 0% - - - 79% 8.25 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) - 0% - 14.14 14.14 0% -
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR). - 0% - 7.46 . 7.46 0% -
Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District 
Residential 1820 22% 4.00 - 4.00 44% 8.01 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 18.20 45% 8.19 14.14 22.33 30% 5.46 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.46 7.46 0% -
Visitacion Valley 
Residential 5.56 0% - - - 45% 2.50 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) - 0% - 14.14 14.14 45% -
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.46 7.46 0% -
Eastern Neighborhoods - General - Tier 1 : 

Residential 9.71 10% 0.97 - 0.97 31% 3.01 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 7.28 53% 3.86 14.14 18.00 34% 2.48 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.46 7.46 0% -
Eastern Neighborhoods - General - Tier 2 
Residential 14.56 10% 1.46 - 1.46 31% 4.51 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 12.14 53% 6.43 14.14 20.57 34% 4.13 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.46 7.46 0% -
Eastern Neighborhoods - General - Tier 3 
Residential 19.42 10% 1.94 - 1.94 31% 6.02 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 1°6.99 53% 9.00 14.14 23.14 34% 5.78 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.46 7.46 0% -
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Table D.1: Existing Transportation Fees (fee per sq. ft.) (continued) 

lncre- Complete 
mental Total Transit Streets 

Area Plan I F~e Area Area City-
Economic Activity {TCDP Plan Transit wide 
Category Only) Fee1 Share Fee TIDF2 Total Share Total 

Formula B 
c= 

d 
e= f 

g= 
.a 

a*b c+d a *f 
Eastern Neighborhoods - Affordable Housing Zqnes - Tier 1 
Residential 9.71 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% 0.87 - 0.87 4% 0.58 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 12.14 85% 10.32 14.15 24.47 4% oA9 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.46 7.46 "0% -
Eastern Neighborhoods - Affordable Housinq Zones - Tier 3 
Residential 19.42 6% 1.17 - 1.17 4% 0.78 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 16.99 85% 14.44 14.15 28.59 '43· 0.68 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.46 7.46 0% -
Transit Center District Plan - FAR Up To 9:1 
Residential 4.39 4.39 NA'' 4.39 - 4.39 NA'' NA;; 

Office, Retail, Institutional 4.39 . 4.39 NA;;· t4.39 14.14 18.53 NA'' NA" 
Hotel 4.39 4.39 NN 4.39 14.14 18.53 NA" NA" 
Industrial 4.39 4.39 NA;; 4.39 7.46 11.85 NA'' NA" 
Transit Center District Plan - FAR 9:1 to 18:1 
Residential .6.58 7.68 NA;; 7.68 - 7.68 NA::i NA;; 

Office, Retail, Institutional 21.40 15.09 NA" 15.09 14.14 29.23. NA" NA;; 

Hotel 8.78 8.78 NA'' 8.78 14.14 22.92 NA" NA;; 

Industrial 4.39 4.39 NA::i 4.39 7.46 11.85 NA," NA'' 
Transit Center District Plan - FAR Above 18:1 
Residential 3.29 9.97 NA3 9.97 - 9.97 NA''" NA;; 

Office, Retail, Institutional 10.97 25.71 NA;; 25.?.1 14.14 39.85 NA;; NA;; 

Hotel 3.29 11.51 NA" 11.51 14.14 25.65 NA;; NN 
Industrial 4.39 4:39 NA;; 4.39 7.46 11.85 NA;; NA;; 
1 ForTCDP, average fee for projects with 9:1to18:1 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 incremental fees summed. No incremental 
fee for production, distribution, repair (PDR) category. 

2 Current Transportation Impact Development Fee (applied citywide). The weighted average rate is 
tJsed for nonresidential (ex. PDR) and Office, Retail, Institutional (for the TCDP). · 

3 TCDP does not allocated fee to transit versus. complete streets components. 

Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Citywide Development Impact t=:ee 
Register (rates effective Jan. 1, 2015). · 
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Area Plan I 

Table D-2: Existing vs·. Maximum Justified Transport~tion 
Fees (fee per sq. ft.) 

Economic Activity Catei:iory Transit Complete Streets 
Max. . Differ- Differ,. Max. Differ- Differ-

Cur- Justi- ence ence Cur- Justi ence ence 
rent tied (amt.) (%) rent -tied (amt.) (%). 

· Balboa Park 
Residential 1.17 22.59 (21.42) (95%) 3:69 8.34 (4.65) (56%) 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 14.37 80.68 (66.31) (82%) 0.69 6.74 (6.05) (90%) 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) 7.46 22.59 (15.13) (67%) - 3.48 (3A8) (100%) 

Market & Octavia 
Residential 2.40 22.59 (20.19) (89%) 4.80 8.34 . (3.54) (42%) 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 14.98 80.68 (65.70) (81%) 2.52 6.74 (4.22) (63%) 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) 7.46 22.59 (15.13) (67%) - 3.48 (3".48) (100%) 

Rincon Hill 
Residential - 22.59 (22.59) (100%) 8.25 8.34 (0.09) (1%) 
Nonresidential (excludinQ PDR) 14.15 80.68 {66.53) (82%) - 6.74 (6.74) (100%) 
Production, Distriqution, Repair (PDR) 7.46 22.59' (15.13) (67%) - 3.48 (3.48) (100%) 

Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District 
Residential 4.00 22.59 (18.59) (82%) 8.01 8.34 (0.33) (4%) 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 22.34 80.68 (58.34) (72%) 5.46 6.74 (1.28) {19%) 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) 7.46 22.59 (15.13) {67%) - 3.48 (3.48) (100%) . 

Visitacion Valley 
Residential - 22.59 (22.59) (100%) 2.50 8.34 (5.84) (70%) 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 14.15 80.68 (66.53) (82%) - 6.74 (6.74) (100%) 

. Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) 7.46 22.59 (15.13) (67%) - 3.48 (3.48) (100%) 

Eastern Neighborhoods - General - Tier 1 
Residential 0.97 22.59 (21.62) (96%) '3.01 8.34 (5.33) _(64%) 
Nonresidential {excluding PDR) I· 18.01 80.68 {62.67) (78%) 2.48 6.74 (4.26) {63%) 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) 7.46 22.59 {15.13) (67%) - 3.48 (3.48) (100%) 
Eastern Neighborhoods -: General - Tier 2 
Residential 1.46 22.59 {21.13) .(94%) 4.51 8.34 (3.83) (46%) 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 20.58 80.68 60.10) (74%) 4.13 6.74 (2.61) {39%) 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) 7.46 22.59 (15.13) (67%) - 3.48 (3.48) (100%) 
Eastern Neiahborhoods - General - Tier 3 
Residential 1.94 22 .. 59 (20.65) (91%) 6.02 8.34 (2.32) (28%) 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 23.15 80.68 (57.53) (71%) 5.78 6.74 (0.96) (14%) 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) 7.46 22.59 (15.13) (67%) - 3.48 (G.48) (100%) 
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Table D.2: Existing Vs. Maximum Justified Transportation Fees 
(fee per sq. ft.} (continued} 

Transit C.omplete Streets 

Max. Differ- Differ- Max. Differ- Differ-
Area Plan I Cur- Justi- ence ence Cur- Justi- ence ence 
Economic Activity ·category rent fied (amt.) (%) rent fied (amt:) (%) 

Eastern Neighborhoods - Affordable Housing Zones - Tier 1 
Residential 0.58 . 22.59 (22.01) (97%) 0.39 8.34 (7.95) (95%) 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 20.34 80.68 (60.34) (75%) 0.29 6.74 (6.45) (96%) 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) 7.46 22.59 (15.13) (67%) - 3.48 (3.48) (100%) 
Eastern· Neighborhoods - Affordable Housing Zones - Tier 2 
Residential 0.87 22.59 (21.72) (96%) 0.58 8.34 (7.76) (93%) 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 24.47 80.68 (56.21) (70%) 0.49 6.74 (6.25) (93%) 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) 7.46 22.59 15.13) (67%) - 3.48 (3.48) (100%) 
Eastern Neighborhoods - Affordable Hou sin 'J Zones - Tier 3 
Residential 1.17 22.59 (21.42) (95%) . 0.78 8.34 (7.56) (91%) 
Nonresidential (excludini:J PDR) 28.59 80.68 (52.09) (65%) 0.68 ·6.74 (6.06) (90%) 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) 7.46 22.59 (15.13) (67%) - 3.48 (3.48) (100%) 

Transit Center District Plan - FAR Up To 9:1 
Residential 4.39 30.93 (26.54) (86%) 
Office 18.54 87.42 (68.88) (79%) 

Hotel 18.54 87.42 (68.88) (79%) 
Industrial 11.85 26.07 (14.22) (55%) 
Transit Center District Plan - FAR 9:1to18:1 TCDP does not allocate fee to. 
Residential 7.68 30.93 (23.25) (75%) transit and complete streets 
Office 29.24 87.42 (58.18) (67%) components so total TCDP fee 
Hotel 22.93 87.42 (64.49) (74%) compared with total TSF 
Industrial 11.85 26.07 (14.22) (55%) maximum justified under 

Transit Center District Plan - FAR Above 18:1 "Transit". 

Residential 9.97 30.93 (20.96) (68%) 
Office 39.86 87.42 (47.56) (54%) 
Hotel 25.66 87.42 (61.76) (71%). 
Industrial 11.85 26.07 (14.22) (55%) 

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

I. Introduction 
The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) estimates that the City of San Francisco will add 
190,000 jobs and.100,000 households by· 2040.1 Much of this growth is already occurring - projects 
aimed at creating housing for upw;:irds of 60,000 new residen175 are currently under construcJ:ion or are 
being reviewed. More housing and more jobs means more travelers using the City's roads and transit 
lines, further straining-the City's already-congested and overtaxed transportation system. To offset the 
impact of new development, San Francisco needs to invest in updated infrastructure, including 
transportation system improvements. In 2013, Mayor Edwin M. Lee convened a Transportation Task 
Force to investigate what San Francisco can do to update its transportation network and to prepare it 
for future travelers. The Task Force found that in order to meet current need and future demand, the 
City would need to.invest $10 billion in transp~rtation infrastructure through 2030, which will require 
$6.3 billion in new revenues.2 

The Transportation Sustainability Program (TSP) is an initiative to·improve and ·expand San Francisco's 
transportation system. This economic feasibility study presents findings of an economic evaluation of 
the potential ir:npact of the proposed TSP on new development in San ,Francisco,. The Transportation 
Sustainability Fee (TSF), the TSP component examined in this study, is a proposed citywide impact fee 
that.will help fund new transit, bicycle and pedestrian improvement projects as well as capital , 
maint~nance'. The TSF would provide· additional revenue to he

1

lp fill the City's transportation funding gap 
and ensure that new developments pay their fair share for impacts on the City's transportation system. 
Another TSP component examined in this st~dy is the reform of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) review process, which has the potential to enhance the City's ability to deliver new development 
in· a more reliable, timely and cost efficient manner. 

San Francisco is currently experiencing a surge in residential and commercial real estate construction 
and absorption, after a significant recessionary period that ended in 2012. Increased demand from both 
business expansion and new residents, combined with the relatively slow pace of development that has 
occurred for more than a decade, has contributed to rapidly es·calating sales prices and rental rates. 
Recognizing the need for new development (particularly how~ing development) to meet the needs of a 
growing population and to ensure that prices do not continue to escalate to uns.ustainable levels, the 
goal of this study is to eval.uate and inform the development' of the TSP to ensure that the p,rogram will 
not impair de"'.elopmentfea~ibility overall. 

This report presents the following infor111ation: 

I. Introduction- describes the purpose of the study and its organization. 
II. Summary of Findings- summarizes·the results of the economic feasibility analysis. 

Ill. Description of Proposed Transportation Sustainability Program- provides an overview of the 
TSP and its three interrelated components: the Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF), which 
will replace the current Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF), California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA)/ Level of Service (LOS) reform, antj Ci~ide Transportation Demand Ma~agement 
(TOM). 

1 Associ~tion of Bay Area Governments,. Projections 2013. 
2 For more inform~tion ~n the Mayor's 2030 Transportation Task Force, please visit: 
http://transportation203O.sfplanning.org 
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IV. Study Goals and Methodology- presents the key goals for the study, along with a summary of 
the analysis methodology, including the selection of ten prototypical developments {prototypes) 
for. evaluation. . . 

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

VI. Results From Analysis of Base Case TSF Levels-; presents the financial results, assuming theTSF 
would be established at the fee rates listed in the 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance (after adjusting for 
inflation, to 2015 dollars) and assuming the proposed consolidation of non-residential fee 
categories, as described in the 2015 San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus 
Study. (For purposes of this study, these fee rates are referred to as "·Base Case TSF.") 

VII. Sensitivity Analysis of Alternative TSF Levels- compares the financial results, assuming 
alternative TSF levels. at 125 percent(%), 150% and 250% of the Base Case TSF {2012 Draft TSF 
Ordinance levels inflated to 2015 Dollars). 

VIII. Conclusion 
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. II. Summary of Findings 
This economic feasibility study evaluates the potentiC;JI 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.3 This study also examines thf'. potential economic benefits from 
streamlining the City's environmental ri;:view 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 Ca$"e TSF" scen~rio.4 (See Section III.A for a- more detailed description of the proposed TSF.} . 

For non-residential development, the Base Case TSF rates are roughly equivalent to the current TIDF 
rates. For residential development, the Base Case TSF would represent an additional cost burden of 
$6.19_ per gross square foot (/GSF}, although this may be partially offset by fee credits and/or 
environmental review time and cost savings. (Residential developments within certain plan areas, such 
as Eastern Neighborhoods or Market and Octavia, may be eligible for a fee reduction- referred to as a 
fee credit in this report- equal to the tr.ansit portion of the applicable area plan impact fee.} While the 
potential financial impact of the TSF on development projects varies according to factors such as use, 
location and certain key costs, the study found that: 

• · Non-residential development would experience the l~_ast financial impact from TSP, as the Base 
Case TSF is about the same as the existing TIDF for most land uses. 

• The residential cost burden due to the imposition of the Base Case TSF is ~quivalent 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 situati_ons where a 
project is eligible for a prior-use credit, area plan fee credit or predevelopment time and co~t 
savings due to CEQA/LOS Reform (as describ_ed in the next section}. 

3 Residual l~nd value is the difference between what a developer expects to receive in revenues, less all costs 
associated with developing the buildings. Land residual models are useful when comparing the impact of different 
policy options on land values because they can test and compare the economic impact under a variety of site-
specific conditions and development assumptions. · · 
4 The Base Case TSF levels 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 Transportatfon Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (2015 TSF Nexus Study). 
The 2oi2 Draft TSF Ordinance can be found here: 
http://www.sfbos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/committees/materials/lu120524tdr.pdf 
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• In neighborhoods where current market rent and/or sales prices are not high enough to warrant 
development investment, the TSF will further inhibit the ability of new development to become 
financially feasible. However, the TSF itself will not cause these developments to be infeasible. 

8. Impact of CEQA/LOS Reform on New Development 

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

• . If a project is currently requir'ed to.undertake a transport9tion Level of Service (LOS) analysis, 
~he TSP will provide.modest economic benefits if the·level of envirqnmental review remains the 
same:. In these cases, the elimination of LOS analysis could reduce consultant costs by $25,000 
to $95,000 and result in a time savings of 5 months during the entitlement period, which would 
potentially decrease predevelopment carrying costs. This scenario applies to four of the ten 
prototypes evaluated in this study. For two of these prototypes, the combination of consultant 
cost savings and predevelopment saving~ could fully offset the impact of the Base Case TSF. 

• Projects t~at would be eligible for a lesser level of environmental review as the result of 
CEQA/LOS reform would achieve the greatest economic benefit. For instance, one of the 
prototyp~s studied might be eligible for a Community Plan Exemption (CPE) under the TSP, 
as compared to a Focused Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) under current conditions. 
This could potentially result in direct co,st savings of about $560,000 in environmental 
consultant/Planning Department fees and predevelopment time savings of 5 mdnths, 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 develo"pment. 

• For developments that do not currently need a transportation study (which is typically the case 
for smaller developments), no direct predevelopment cost or time savi~gs would likely occur as 
a result of CEQA/LOS reform. However, these projects may experience indirect benefits, as 
CEQA/LOS reform would minimize the time ·spent on environmental review and reduce backlogs 
for City staff, potentially shortening the predevelopment process'for all projects. 

The study recognizes that·predevelopment savings may or may not occur, due to environmental analysis 
of other topics or issues that may arise during the entitlement process, and thus the study analyzes the 
financial 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 CE QA/LOS reform could help offset this 
financia'I impact, this report examines the impact of higher TSF levels that could provide increased 
funding for new transit, bieycle and pedestrian improvement projects. A sensitivity analysis was 
performed to test the effect of higher TSF levels-125%, 150% and 250% of the Base Case TSF- which 
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are all well within the maximum justified fee amounts identified in the 2015 draft San Francisco 
Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (2015 TSF Nexus Study), as shown below:5 

. 

Alternative TSF Scenarios for Sensitivity Analysis (2015 Dollars) 

Base Case 125% TSF 150%TSF 250%TSF Maximum 

Use TSF{$/GSF) {$/GSF) {$/GSF) {$/GSF) Justified Fee 

{not mode/ed)6 

Residential $6.19 $7.74 $9.29 $15.48 $30.95 

Non-residential $14.43 $18.04 $21.65 $36.08 $87.52 
PDR7 . ,$7.61 n/a n/a n/a $26.09 

The sensitivity analysis results indicate that: 

• 

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

At 150% of the Base Case TSF, the fee does not impact overall project feasibility for the majority 
of prototypes, but development costs would s1,1bstantively increase for both residential and non­
residential uses. Potential predevelopment streamlining benefits only offset the fee increase 
under one prototype scenario. In some areas of the city and for certain land use and 
construction types, the TSF at this level could.inhibit development feasibility. 

• · Fee increases to 250% of the Base Case TSF would more significantly increase the cost of 
development for most of the prototypes, to a level that could not be offset by potential time 
and cost savings under CEQA/LOS reform for any of the prototypes. In many areas of the city 
and for a broad range of development types, the TSF at this level could significantly inhibit 
development feasibility. 

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

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

5 All of these fee levels are within the maximum justified fee amounts identified in the 2015 San Francisco 
Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (2015 TSF Nexus Study). 
6 Maximum Justified Fee is not modeled but is pr~sented in the San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee 
Nexus Study (2015). 

· 
7 New developm~nt of PDR uses was not analyzed in the feasibility study. 

1738 . Page 5 



. ! 

San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee: Economic Feasibility Study 

Ill. Description of Proposed Tran~portation Sustainability Program 
The Transportation Sustainability Program (TSP) is an initiative intended to improve and expand 
San Francisco's transportation system, which will help to keep people moving as the City grows. Today, 
San Francisco's streets are congested while transit lines are already at or near capacity, with record 
numbers of riders traveling on Muni, BART and Caltrain. If San Francisco does not change its cur.rent 
development practices and invest in transportation improvements citywide, future development could 
result in unprecedented traffic gridlock on San Francisco's streets and overcrowding on San Francisco's 
buses and trains. Without inyesting in transportation infrastructure, San Francisco will have more than 
600,000 vehicles added to its streets every day by 2040, which is more traffic than all the vehicles 
traveling each day on the Bay Bridge and Golden Gate Bridge co~bined.8 Caltrain ridership has grown by 
60% in the last decade. Ridership on Muni is projected to increase by 300,000 trips per day·( or 43%) by 
2040.9 Significant design measure~ need to be implemented to ma~e it safer for cyclists and pedestrians 
to navigate San Francisco's heavily-trafficke;d streets. · 

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

The TSP project goals include: 

• 

• 
• 
• 

Make it e<'!ster to safely, reliably and comfortably.travel to get to work, school, home and other 
destinations. 

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

Improve air quality and reduce greenhouse gas emissions 
Enhance the safety qf everyone's travel, no m~tter which mode of transportation they chof?Se . 

To help achieve these goals, the TSP seeks to: 

• 

• 

• 

E11hance Transportation to Support Growth: Fund citywide transportation improvements, 
in~luding the addition of Muni.buses and tn;iins, helping.to -~ccommodate new residents and 
new members ofthe workforce. 

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

Encourage Sustainable Travel: Make it easier for new residents, visitors and workers to get to 
their destination by means other than driving alone, and by integrating environmentally friendly 
travel options into new developments. New practices will provide 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 Fe.e (TSF), which will 
replace the currentTransit Impact Development Fee (TIDF); 2) California Environmental Quality Act 

8 San Francisco County Transportation Agency, San Francisco Transportation Plan 2040. 
9 Ibid. 
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(CEQA) /Level of Service (LOS) reform; and, 3) Citywide Transportation Demand Management (TOM) 
development. The fol.lowing sections briefly describe each of these three policy components. Figure 1 
provides a brief overview of the TSP .. 

Figure 1. Overview of Transportation Sustainability Program 

A. Transportation Sustainability Fee 

The Transportation Sustainability ~ee (TSF) is a citywide development impact fee intended to help offset 
the impact ot'new development on the City's transportation system. The TSF would apply cityw'ide 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. Expa.nd the Muni fleet by more than 180 vehicles to improve 
reliability and reduce travel times . .The proceeds could also upgrade Muni maintenance facilities, 
as some facilities are more than 100 years old and are in need of renovation to accommodate a 
modern fleet. 

• Upgraded reliability on Muni's busiest routes. Improve transit stops and reengineer city streets 
(Muni Forward projects) in a way ~hat better organizes traffic, saving customers up to an hour a 
week in travel time. · 

• Roomier and faster regional transit. Retrofit or buy new BART train cars to provide more space 
for passengers and bikes. Invest in electrifying Caltrain to increase service into and out of 
San Francisco. 
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• Improved bik~ infrastructure; safer walking and bicycling. Expand bike lanes to reduce 
crowding on transit. Secure milli.ons 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 Spstainability 

~rogram website and the 2015 TSF Nexus Study.10
) 

' 
The TSF econ9mic feasibility study evah.1ates the impact of the proposed TSF at various potential fee 
levels on proto,iypical developments. Table 1 compares the current TIDF fee rates (referred to as Base 
Case Tl.OF in tlii$ study) with the rates contained in the 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance (with dollar amounts 
adjusted for inflation to 2015 dollars), and assume~ consolidated non-residential fee categories per the 
2015 TSF Nexus Study (referred to as Base Case TSF in this study). Sensitivity analysis on higher TSF rates 
was also conducted, at 125%, 150%, and 250% of the Base Case TSF levels, as descri.bed i~ 'chapter Vll.11 

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 TSF1

) 

Use Fee [$/GSF] Use Fee [$/GSF]. 

Management/Information/Professional $13.87 
Residential 

$6.19 
Services (MIPS) 

Retail/Entertainment $14.59 Non-residential $14.43 

Cultural/Institution/Education $14.59 PDR $7.61 

Medical $14.59 

Visitor services $13.87 
Note: 

Museum $12.12 1 Fee rates from the 2012 ordinance have been 
adjusted for inflation to 2015 dollars, and non-
residential fee categories have been consolidated, 

Production/ Distribution/Repair (PDR} . $7.46 
consistent with other existing impact fees, as shown in 
the 2015 SF Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus 
Study. These fee levels are also referred to as "Base 
Case TSF" in this study. 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, 2015 

10 Transportation Sustainability Program website: http://tsp.sfplanning.org 
11 The Base Case TSF leyels are defined as the fee rates in the 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance (Board File No .. 120524), 
adjusted for inflation to 2015 dollars, with the proposed consolidation of non~residential fee categories as 
described in the 2015 TSF Nexus Study. The 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance can be found at: 
http://www.sfbos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/committees/materials/lu120524tdr.pdf 
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A portion of the impact fee funding from certain area plans is dedicated to transit projects. Under the 
Transportation Sustainability Fee proposal, residential projects inside some plan areas woul.d receive a 
credit for the tran.sit portion of the area plan impact fee.12 

B. California Environmental Quality Act and Lev~I of Service Refo'rm 

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

On September 27, 2013, Governor Jerry Brown signed Senate Bill 743 (SB 743).13 A key provision of 
SB 743 is the elimination of the use of LOS as a metric for measuring traffic impacts of projects in 
"transit priority areas" - defined ?S areas within Yz mile of a major transit stop, which encompasses most 
of the developabl~ area of San Francisco.14

' 
15 Senate Bill 743 also requires the California Office of 

Planning and Research (OPR) to develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing alternative 
criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts of projects with(n transit priority areas 
that promote the " ... reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal 
transportation net_works, and a diversity of land uses." 

On August 6, 2014, OPR published the Updating Transportation Impacts Analysis in the CEQA Guidelines 
document, in r~sponse to SB 743.16 These Draft CEQA guidelines indicate that the travel distan.ce and 
amount of driving that a development project might cause should be the primary consideration when 
reviewing the project's transportation impact. Accordingly, QPR 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, alth1:mgh 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 analys!s process. Level of Service analysis typically requires: identifying study 

12 Projects in the Transit Center District Plan (TCDPi do not receive a TSF area plan fee reduction- referred to as a 
fee credit- as the Transit Center Transportation and Street:S Fee is designated to address the substantial impacts 
on transifassociated with such a high density development. Projects in the Rincon Hill and Visitacion Valley area 
pla.ns also do not receive a TSF area plan fee credit, since these area plan fees do not include a transit component. 
13 SB 743 can be found on-line at: 
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill:...id=201320140SB743 
14 Public ~esources Code, Chapter 2.7, Division 13, Section 21099. "Modernization of Transportation Analysis for 
Transit-Oriented Infill Projects." 
15 A "transit priority area" is defined in as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. 
A "major transit stop" is defined in Section 21064.3 of the California Public Resources Code as a rail transit station, 
a ferry terminal served by either a bus or ra'i! transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes 
with a frequency_ of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute 
periods. 
16 Document available at: 
http://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/Final_Preliminary_Discussion_Draft_of_Updates_Implementing_SB_743_080614.pdf 
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intersections; calculating the project's travel demand; distributing t~e project's trips on the surrounding 
. roadway network; conducting traffic taunts; and running a traffic simulation model that measures the 
impact of the project-related trips on study intersections. 

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

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

C. Transportation Demand Management (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 
vehicl~ {SOV) trips through programming and policies that encourage walking, bicycling, public or 
private transit, carpo9Iing, and other alternative modes. Transportation Demand Management 
measures indude both project design measures (such as way-finding signa'ge or bicycle parking) and 
operational measures (such as employer transportation programs). The Ca-lifornia Office of Planning a·nd 
Research has recommended the use of TDM trip reduction strategies in· the preliminary CEQA guidelines 
to implement Senate Bill 743.17 

San Fr:a ncisco 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 I an~ Class II bicycle parking facilities.18 

For the purposes of this feasibility analysis, the development prototypes incorporate TOM measures 
that are currently required ·as part of City policy- for instance, all prototypes include the required level 
of bicycle parking facilities and cars hare parking spaces, consistent with the Planning Code. However, 
this study does· no~ separately calculate the direct costs (such as increased space for bicycle parking} and 
benefits (such as lower construction costs from less vehicular parking) associated with TOM measures, 
nor any P,Otential legislative changes to TDM requirements, as these TDM measures and legislative 
changes are not yet defined. 

17 http://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/Final_Preliminary_Discussion_Draft_of_Updates_lmplem'enting_SB_743_ 
080614.pdf 
18 San Francisco Planning Code, Section 155.2 
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IV. Study Goals.~nd Methodology 
The purpose of this study is to evaluate the potential impact of the proposed TSP on new development 

. in San Francisco. The study has three primary goals: 

• Evaluate the potential impact of the TSP on development feasibility . 
• Gather input from the development community on development revenues and costs, as well as 

how CE°:A/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 th~t 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 11\'ere 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, pleas~ refer to Appendix A.) · 

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

B. Selection of Development Prototypes 

The 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 develbpmer:its citywide that would see changes as a result of the 
TSP. The study placed greater emphasis on residential prototypes since the TSF propo_sal represents a 
new fee on residential uses. Seifel worked with City staff to identify common development types and 
locatio·ns by analyzing existing data sources, such as the San Francisco Planning Department's 
development pipeline, the Housing Inventory Report, Preliminary Project Assessments (PPAs), and 
market data :sources. · 

The r.esidential prototypes were also designed to represent the broad range of development sizes that 
would li_kely be built in San Francisco. Figure 2 (following page) illustrates typical residential project sizes 
constructed in 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 i.n larger developments, sized SO units 
or more: Less than 1% of housing units constructed during the last decade co.nsist of single-family units, 
with about 11% of units lqcated in developments sized between 2-19 units, and about 16% in 
developments 20-49 units in size. 
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Figure 2. Historical Housing P~oduction and 

Current Development Pipeline, by Development Size 

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

1% 4%. 2% 
5% 

lli Single Family 

lil2-4 Units 

llll5-9.Units 

llll0-19 Units 

ill 20-49 Units 

mso+ Units 

Distribution of Housing Units in Pipeline by Development Size. 

II Single Family 

!!12-4 Units 

l2i5-9 Units 

m 10-19 Units . 

!!I 20-49 Units 

5150+ Units (Non-major Development Project) 

~50+ Units (Major Development Project) 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department; 2014 San Francisco Housing Inventory Repor:t; San Francisco · 

Development Pipeline, Q3 201'.'l. 

Note that the following Major Development Projects a.re subject to.agreements with developers to implement 

specific trar:isportation improvements a·s a condition ofproject approval, and are specifically exempted from 
paying the TSF (per the terms of the applicable Redevelopment Plan or Development Agreement): CPMC; 

Candlestick Point/Hunters Point Shipyard Phases 1and2; Presidio,.SF State; l/ansbay Redevelopment Project Area 

(Zone zone 1); Treasure Island/Verba Buena Island (residential only); UCSF; and Park Merced (residential only). 
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According tci the current development pipeline, the City can expect a reduced proportion of future 
residential developme·nt to be smaller-sized developments (19 units or fewer), representing about 3% of 
housing units. About 4% of new housing units are projected to occur in developments ranging in size 
from 20 to 49 units, while about 93% are anticipated to occur in larger developments (SO units or rr.iore}. 

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

According to Planning Department data, most residential proj_ects are mixed use developments, 
consisting of retail on the ground fl.oor 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 streetfrontages. Thus, all but one of the residential prototypes is mixed use with retail development 
included on the ground floor. 

The project team sought prototype locations both inside and outside of area plans in order to study 
different impact fee scenarios. In addition, prototype locations were chosen to represent varied 
transportation conditions in order to study different er:ivironmental review scenarios. Where possible, 
prototypes were selected to correspond with those analyzed in the concurrent Affordable Housing 
Bonus _and Centr_al So Ma feasibility analyses, i!"J order to ~i:isure that key development assumptions are 
consistent across these studies. · · 

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

The development r~venue and cost assumptions were developed based on developer input and data 
gathered from a variety of real estate professionals; includi!'Jg market specialists, real estate brokers and 
general contractors. Figure 3 shows locations throughout the City of the development prototypes 
analyzed for the feasibility study and Table 2 provides an overview of the prototypes. 
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Figure 3. TSF Economic Feasibility Study Prototypes & Adopted Area Plans 
-------------------------------------------·------·-

,.' 

;'1 

' 
,~·-· 

0 GearyAve1 

Small residential mixed-use> 8 units 

e 
0 
0 
e 
G 
0 
0 

Van Ness Ave1 

Medium residential mixed-use, 60 units 

Outer Misston1 . 

Medium residential mixed-use, 24 units 

Mission 
Small residehtial mixed-use, 15 units 

Central Waterfront 
Large residential mixed-use, 156 units 

East SoMa1 

Medium residential mixed-use, 60 units 

East SoMa1 

Large office, 224k sq. ft. 

East SoMa1 . 
Large re.sidential mixed-use, 141 units 

A Transit Center 
"111 Large residential,. 229 units 

0 Transtit Center 
Large office, 320k sq. ft. 

1 Corresponds with Affordable Housing Bonus I Central SoMa feasibility ~tudies. 
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Table 2. Overview of Economic Feasibility Study Prototypes! 

Lot Are~ 
. (S.tjuare Feet) 

1. Geary Ave2 

(small residential mixeq 
·use) 

2. V~n· Ness Ave2 

(medium residential' 
mixed use) ·· 

3. Outer Mission2 

(small residential mixed 
use) 

. 4. Missfon· 
(sm~ll residenti;;,J mixed 
use)' . .. .. · 

5. Central Waterfront 
(large residential mixed 
use) 

6. East SollJla2 

(medium. r:esidt;ntia ! 
mixed use}" 

7. East SoMa2 

(large office) 

8. East-s0Ma2·:· 

" 

.. .. . , .. 

(JaiJ;e r:esideiltial mbced. ·: ! 
use).... .. .. 

9. Transit Center 
(large residential) 

-10. Transit Ceriter 
(large office) 

5,000 

14,400 

• . 
.. 

6,QOO 
' .. .. 

35,000 

... 
}P10QO .. .. 

35,000 

.... 

15,000 

15,000 

iO,Q.00 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department 

Notes: 

1 Numbers rounded to nearest 100. 

: 

Housing 
U11itS. 

8 

60-

24 

15 

156 

Residentiaf 
(Net s_tjuare 

Fe~t) 

8,800 

; 
... 
:59_,800. 

... 

30,000 

14,300 

... ; .~· 

118,800 

.. ... . 

· ~on·-resi~en_tiaL 

.. (Net Square Feet) 

1,400 (retail) 

8';.100 (refai·l) 

" .. 

2,900 (retail) 

,' .. 
i,300 ·(retail) 

.. .. 

4,500 (retail) 

-- .. 
6~l - ~3,lQC:l' .... '.4,soo (reta)i) · · 

128 .. 

" 

229 

'· 'r: .. 

224,400 
- (202,100 office and 

22,300 retail) 

'6,?PO (r'et~'il) 
.·.. .._. 

241,300 

"Area·i>tan 

None 

.. 
None 

None 

•.··· 

..Easter11 
N~i~hbor_hooas 
. .... ' 

Eastern 
Neighborhoqds 

. E~stern 
Neighborhoods 

Eastern 
Neighborhoods 

·-. · Ea-stern 
Nefghbo.rhoods 

Transit Center 
District Plan 

(TCDP) 
- ' . . ·. ... . - . 320~300 . ..... " ... 

- ": (3o7,soo office' ~~d .. "-,1-coP. 
.. · ... : 12,800 retciil) . 

2 
Prototype corresponds with prototypes studied in the Affordable Housing Bonus/ Central So Ma fe?sibility studie~. 
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C. Transportation Impact Fees 

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

D. Evaluation of Potential Time and Cost Savings with TSP 

For each of these development prototypes, City staff documented the level of !'!nvironmental review and 
associated costs that would likely be required currently (before consideration of the TSP) and what 
would be required with the adoption of the TSP. The potential costs and time spent on environmental 
review for each of these prototypes was then compar.ed under these two conditions iri order to 
understand the potential direct economic benefits from the adoption of the TSP. For example, ifthe 
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 lnstitute).19 While predevelopment costs var{ by 
development (e.g. whether land is purchased up front or purchased at the end of an option period, with 
option payments made in the interim, and the extent of upfront pr~development costs}, this estimate is · 
considered to be generally representative of a potential predevelopment carry scenario. The economic 
effect of predevelopment time savings is measured by multiplying estimated predevelopment costs by a 
12% annual equity carrying .cost (conservative assumption as equity during entitlement period often 

· requires a higher return ·threshold) times the n:umber of months saved divided. by one year.2° 

·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 savrngs would occur or would not occur. 

19 As described in Chapters 2 and 3 in "Finance for Real Estate Development," Charles Long, ULI, 2011. 
2° For example, five months in potential time savings would result in potential predevelopment carry savings equal 
to a0out 0.25% of development value or about 0.5% of direct construction costs .. 
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Table 3. Comparison of Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF) and 
Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) for Development Prototypes1 

1. Geary Ave 
(small residential mixed use) 

2. Van·NessAve 
·· (medium resid.ential mixed 
... ·.use) .. 
3. Outer Mission 

(small residential mixed use) 

4:Mi~si~ri .~ . .. . . . . 
(sm~ii:residentiq/ mixed us.e). 

5. Central Waterfront 
{large residential mixed use) 

6: East Soivla · 
(in~di;_;; resldeni:ial m,ixed · 
u~er::-- · .. ·· .... 

7. EastSoMa 
(large office) 

s: East s'oMa .. .. . 
.. · ·ria~~~';-~~identJq/ mi;i<! use) 

9. Transit Center 
(large residential) 

· io. Transit Center : · · · 
.... fla~Ye :offir;:~)" ·r . ·: .. 

TIDF ... · ' . ··. .. . z" ·: TSFAr'ei{Plan· 
(201s·fee) ·: · · ·. J3.ase Case.T~F .. '· '· · Ci'edit3 

fa]" . · [b] . ··· · · · · f c] · · 
.. 

$18,900 $88,800 $0 

.. . . 
$458,9~0 

.. . . . . 

$0 $42,400 $0 

$17,800 $55,700 ··('.$14,300) 
. . 

$3,600 $421,700 ($168,300) 
.. 

..... $.263,~00 
. :: .. ! .• •· I 

$3,388,100 $3,510,800 $0 

$1,04i;400 ......... :($~92,800) 
. . . . -~:... -

$109;40(} 

$0 $2,059,700 $0 

. TSF Net.Fee 
., •• (f" 

{lnc~~ase P'f-~r 
existing foes) 
. [~~a+c] 

$69,900 

$4s8,96o 

$42,400 

$249,900 

$fri;soo 
. ~ . . . 

$122,700 

$639;200"· 

$2,059,700 

$5~.3.46,0QO· $5,551,200 .. · .. ·. ·. $0: . ~. : $20~,,2QO 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, 2014. 

Notes: 
1 Numbers rounded to nearest $100. Some numbers may not precisely subtract due to rounding. 

2 Fee rates from the 2012 draft TSF ordinance have been adjusted for inflation to 2015, and non-residential 
fee categories have been consolidated, consistent with the ·sF Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus 
Study. Prior use fee credits have been applied for eight prototypes (Pr<?totypes 1 through 8), reflecting 
typical conditions for infill sites. 

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

In order to evaluate the direct economic effect of the TSP, Seifel developed land residual models to 

estimate and com pare the value of I.and before and after the proposed adoption of the TSP for the 

10 prototypical developments described above. Residual land value {RLV) models calculate the potential 

amount a developer would be willing to pay fo~ land, given anticipated development revenues, costs 
and a target developer ma·rgin. The developer margin represents a target return threshold that takes 

into account development risk, including the timeline it takes to complete the development, the 

uncertainty of~uture developmer:'t revenues and costs and the level of returns that must be achieved to 

attract private capital. Developers commonly use RLV models at the initial stages of development to test 

feasibility an.d determine how much they can afford to pay for land.21 

The RLV is the difference between what a developer expects to receive in revenues {e.g., sale of 

condominium units), less all costs associated with developing the buildings (e.g., predevelopment costs, 
hard construction costs, tenant improvements, construction financing, developer overhead, 

marketing/sales costs, other s!:!ft construction costs and target developer margin).22 RLV models are 
useful tools to test the financial impact of different public policies on land values and development 

feasibility because they can compare the financial impact on land values given variable development 

scenarios, including variations in development land uses, revenues, costs and policy options. 

The RLV analysis compares the potential land value for each development prototype under current 
conditions with the potential land value assuming the imposition ·of the TSF, both with and without the 

anticipat~d predevelopment savings.23 The next chapter describes the potential predevelopment cost­

and time savings in greater detail. 

21 The Urban Land Institute (ULI) has published literature that describes how developers analyze the feasibility of 
. potential development projects, including t~e use of residual land value analysis. Refor to Chapters 2 and 3 in 
·"Finance for Real Estate Development," Long, ULI, 2011. 
22 As part of the economic evaluation process, Seif el 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 proforma information gathered from the development community. The RLVs for each 
prototype under current conditions were also compared to land values that are currently being assumed in recent 
developer proformas, as well as information obtained from recent land sales and valuation input from Clifford · 
Advisory. According to recent market information, the minimum market sales price for residentially zoned land in 
San Francisco is.about $90,000 per unit ("per door"), and the RLV under the Base Case TIDF for residential units 
was found to be $100,000 or more for all prototypes except for Prototype 3, which is located in the Outer Mission 
area. {Current sales prices and rents in many of San Francisco's outer neighborhoods are not sufficiently high to 
support the higher cost of mid-rise construction and generate strong land.values, particularly on sites where 
zoning restrictions significantly limit residential density (such as Prototype 3), which limits the number of units that 
can be built.) The calculated RLV for the two office prototypes is approximately $130/Building NSF, which is also 
within current market value range. For most prototypes, RLV ranges between 10 and 20% of development value or 
condominium sales price (after taking into account .the cost of sale), which is also within the.typical percentage 
ranges in development pro form as. For Prototype 3, the RLV is less than 5% of development value, which also 
indicates some developmen1;s in outer neighborhoods may not currently be feasible. 
23 Without predevelopment savings, the difference in RLV is directly attributable to the increase in development 
impact fees from the TSP, as no offsets to development costs are assumed from CEQA/LOS streamlining. 
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V. Cost and Time Savings from. CEQA I Level of Service Reform 
As previously described, the removal of LOS ~:malysis under CEQA r1=form would eliminate the need for 
intersection LOS analysis for projects that require a transportation impact study (TIS), which is one of 
thle main drivers of the overall schedule of the environmental review (and subsequently, the 
development entitlement process). Eliminating the LOS analysis could simplify the transportation 
a·nalysis 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 Ti~e Savings 

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

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

The level of required environmental review and type of document to be prepared largely depends on 
the size and scale of the proposed project, its location and whether or not it may benefit from - or be 
11tiered" from - a previous EIR, such as the City's Housing ~lement EIR or the Eastern Neighborhoods 
Area Plan and Rezoning EIR. For example, a Community Plan Exemption (CPE) document can only be 
prepared for a qualifying project within a plan area that does not result in any new significant impacts or 
require any new mitigatic:>n above and. beyond what is analyzed in the Area Plan EIR. 

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

1. Time savings ~ssociated .with not having to do an LOS analysis as part of the Transportation 
Impact Study. 

2. Time savings associated with streamlining the overall environmental review process; with 
the greatest savings potentially occurring in situations where the level of environmenta1 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 erivironmental review required. 

Greater time savings may be possible in situations where the removal of the LOS analysis results in a 
lower level of environmental review than would otherwise be required. However, the CEQA review 
process is just one part of the overall predevelopment timeline, which also ·includes obtaining land use 
entitlements and other project approvals. For this reason, the overall project entitlement time savings 
may n<;>t be as great as the potential CEQA time sa.vings. 
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Table 4. Average CEQA Document Time Savings due to CEQA/LOS Reform3 

Average Document Preparation Time 

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

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

Mitigated Negative 12 months 9 months 3 months 
Declaration "{MNt;>) 

Environmental Impact 22 months 18 months 4 months 
Report {EIR)- Focused1 

Environmental Impact 32 months 32 months O months 
Report {EIR) - Full2 

Source: San Frariciscci Planning Department, 2014. 

Notes: 

1 A "Focused EIR" would include the analysis of select environmental topics (typically four or fewer). 

2 A "Full EIR" wo~ld inclµde the analysis of all or most of the environme~tal topics. 

3 The timeframes in this table _assume that the TIS is the most time-consuming background study that is required for 
a project. If other background studies (such as Historic Resource Eval.uation) 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. 

' 

B. Direct Cost Savings 

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

Environmental review consultants represent an additional cost and are typically retained to prepare the 
environmental review document and the TIS~ if required. Consultant fees vary based on the size and 
complexity of the project, the type of environmental review document being prepared and whether or 
not an LOS analysis is required as part of the TIS. 24 

. . 
Under CEQA/LOS reform, fee amounts for Planning Department environmental revjew and SFMTA 
transportation review will remain the same f9r projects that do not experience any change in the type of 

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

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

C. Indirect Benefits 

In addition to these direct benefits, CEQAjLOs reform would also result in greater certainty for project 
sponsors, as described ear-lier. As the environmental approvals must be completed prior to project 
approval hearings, these environmental approvals represent a significant risk to the developer, who 
must invest time and funds for environmental review of projects that might ultimately be reject~d. 

·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 ~nd minimize the time spent on 
environmental review, potentially red~cing backlogs for City staff and shortening the pr~developmer:it 
process for all projects, not just those benefitting f~om CEQA streamlining due to TSP. 

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

D. ·CEQA Streamlining Benefits for Feasibility Study Prototype.s . . 

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

• Project description, including land use, intensity of development, building envelope and project 
location. 

• Environmental constraints associated with the project site:S in these areas of the City. 
• · Programmatic EIRs (typically from area plans) from which the project-level environmental 

review documents could be tiered (where applicable}. 

• Planning Depa.rtment guidelines and standard practices for environmental review as of March 
2015. 

The Planning Department identified the technical studies that would be required on the topics of 
transportation25

, air quaiity, noise, lic:izardous materials, wind, sh?dow, archeological resources, geology_ 

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

The current level of enviro.nmental revfew for each prototype was then compared to the anticipated 
level of environmenta.1 review and transportatio·n analysis that would be needed with the TSP, assuming 
no other environmental topic area· (such as historic resources) would result in impacts that would cause 
a more stringent environ!"Tlental review process. 

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

Prototypes 1through4 and Prototype 6 are smaller projects that would. not currently require a LOS 
analysis. Therefore, under TSP there is no change to the transportation study or the environmental 
review process and no environmental review time or cost savings. . ' 

Prototypes 7 through 10 are all large projects within area plans and would require LOS analysis, 
according to current practices, but would not require LOS analysis under TSP. 26 Thus, each of these 

·prototypes experiences a time savings of approximately five months and varied consultant costs savings, 
both associated with the preparation of a streamlined TIS. 

Prototype 5 is a medium-sized project located in the Central Waterfront area of the Eastern 
Neighborhoods. Based on the project size, the background traffic conditions in the surrounding streets 
and the level of new development anticipated in the area, a LOS analysis of this project would likely 
identify a significant unavoidable traffic.impact that would trigger the preparatio~ of a focused EIR 
under current practice. Prototype 5 ~s unlikely to result in other significant unavoidable impacts; 
therefore, under the TSP, this project would no longer need to conduct an EIR, resulting in substantial 
time and cost savings. The. combined cost savings of reduced Planning Department fees and consultant 
fees is approximately $560~000 and the associated time savings is approximatelyfiv.e months.27 

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

• 

• 

With TSP, no time or cost savings.are anticipated for Prototypes 1through4 and Prototype 6, 
which is primarily attributable to the small-scale of development that each represents. · 

Prototype 5 is estimated to potentially rece:ive the most significant level of cost savings with TSP, 
as the environmental review document would be modified from a CPE and a Focused EIR to a 

26 For the purposes of this analysis, it was assumed that the governing environmental documents woul~ enable this 
to occur. 
27 Although the change in the scope of the environmental review would reduce the CEQA documentation timeline 
from 22 months to 6 months {a 16-month time savings), the timeline for the required entitlements could likely only 
.be reduced by 5 months given that some of steps in the technical analysis and the approval process take a certain 
amount of time and would not be able to be further shortened with TSP. Therefore, a conservative estimate of 

. 5 months of time savings is estimated to occur within the overall predevelopment time line. 
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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 a~ove, the projected tim·e and cost savings presented for each prototype assumes that no 
other type of topic area (such as historic resources) would result in further intensification of 
environmental review. In ·order to take into account the possibility that no time or cost savings might 
occur, the land residual analysis evaluates the financial imp.act with and without the potential 
predevelopment time and cost savings that are described in this Chapter. 
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Table 5. Potential Environmental Review Time and Cost Savings from CEQA/LOS Reform by Prototype 

Environmental Review Time Savingsi · Environmental Review Cost Savings" 

Envjronment:al: .. Envi.ronmental :· Predevelc;ipment · , Planriing'Dept. Estimated Total 
·. 

" · Review Document: · R:ev.ie\.v.oocu!"Jlent: Period Time . ·Environmental . . !=onsultaot Cost . Environmental 
... 
·. Prototype 

TIO F (Existing) . TSP (Proposed) Savings3 :fee'Say!ngs Savings Cost savings 

l. Geary Ave 
Class 32 CatEx Class 32 CatEx None $0 $0 $0 

(small residential mixed use) . 
2 .. Van Ness Ave · 

.. 
' .. '• 

Class·32 ·catEi~. 
.. 

Clas.s 32.CatEx None· .. $0 $0 $0 (medi~m .. resldentiai mixed. use) 

3. Outer l\llission Class 32 CatEx Class 32 CatEx None $0 $0 $0 
(small residential mixed use) 

4. Mission 
.. 

· CPE .·CPE None $0 . ' $0 .$0 
(small residential mixed use) · . '• 

5. Central Waterfront 
CPE + Focused ElR CPE 5 months $386,300 $175,000 $561,300 

(large residential mixed use) 
6. East SoMa 

... 
; 

. ·; .. 
c;PE CPE' " None $0. $0·· ·: $0 - (medium residential mixed use) .'. ". "' . ' :; 

(]' 7. East SoMa 
CPE +Focused EIR CPE +Focused EIR 5 months4 $0 $95,000 $95,000 - (large office) 

· 8. East So Ma " •' ' 
. ,CPE "· CP.E .' · 5 inonths4 

· $0' : 
$25,090 . $25,000 

· (large.residential mixed.'use) . · 
., 

" 

9. Transit Center 
CPE CPE 5 months4 $0 $25,000 $25,000 

(large residential} 

10. Transit Center .. , 
CPE . CPE 5 months4 $0: $50,000 $50,000 

(large office) ' . . . --

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, 2014 
Note: Numbers rounded to nearest $100. 
1 This assumes tliat no other type of environmental review (such as historic resources) would result in further intensification of environmental review. As further 
described in this report, the land residual .analysis accounts for an alternative environmental review situation where no time or cost savings would occur, as it.evaluates 
the financial impact with and without the anticipated predeveloprnent savings from a streamlined CEQA process. 

2 These cost savings do not include potential predevelopment savings associated with lower predevelopment carrying costs due to a shorter entitll'!ment timeline, which 
is evaluated in the land residual models. 

3 The predevelopment period includes both the environmental review and the entitlement process. Thus, cha~ges to the environmental review timeline milY not · 
translate directly to equivalent time savings in the predevelopment period. 

4Time savings due to dissolution of transportation LOS analysis requirement. 
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VI. Results From Analysis ~f Base Case TSF Levels 
As described in Chapter IV on methodology, land residual models for ten typical developments were 
prepared to compare the estimated value of land before and after adoption of the proposed TSP. These 
developr:nent prototypes were chosen to best represent potential developments that might occur in 
different"City neighborhoods, located inside and outside Plan Areas. The first stage of the analysis 
evaluates the potential financial impact .bY comparing the R(V under current.conditions (referred to as 
Base Case TIDF) with the Base Case TSF scenario (with the introduction of the TSP, including the addi~ion 
of fees at the "Base Case TSF'' levels and CEQA/LOS reform).28 Given the variability in key cost factors for 
real estate development across·San Francisco ~rnd 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 theTSP has been chosen as a reasonable indicator of 
ongoing feasibility. 

N.on-residential development would experience the least financial impact from TSP, as the Base Case TSF 
is about the same as the existing TIDF for most land uses: For example, the net increase in the impact 
fee burden for new office use would be about $.56/GSF, and 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 Ill for more information regarding existing and proposed TSF levels.) 

With TSP A 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. Bcised on a typical residential unit size of 950 net square feet,29 this 
translates to a potential inc~ease in fees for the Base Case TSF scenario of about $7,400 per unit,. 
or about 1-2% of direct con.struction cost depending on the type of construction and level offee credits. 

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

• · Reduced City fees related to the current review of transportation studies. 

• Reduced costs in professional services related .to transportation and environmental analysis 
during the envii-onmental process. · ' 

• Potential for reduced carrying costs (for private capital} on predevelopment expenses resulting 
from time savings of up to five months in the review process.30 

28 As described in Chapter IV, the Base Case TSF s~enario assumes the fee rates in the 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance,· 
adjusted for inflation to 2015 dollars, taking into account the consolidation of non-residential fee categories. 
29 The fee is based on a gross residential square foot basis, and this typical unit size is assumed to be about 
1188 GSF based on a typical 80% efficiency for low-rise and mid-rise developments, as indicated by this study. 
Building area (per gross and net square foot) does not include square footage related to parking. 
30 As described in Chapter IV, this analysis ~ssumes predevelopment costs (including land) are equal to about 5% of 
development value, and the economic effect of predevelopment time savings is measured by multiplying the 
estimated predevelopment costs by a 12% annual equity carrying cost times the number of months saved divided 
by one year (i.e. 5 months/1 year or 42%) resulting in predevelopment savings at about 0.25% of development 
val~e, or about $2500·per unit for a condominium development with an average value of $1 million per unit. 
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Table 6 on the following page summarizes the economic evaluation of the TSP program under the Base . 
Case TSF scenario. As it shows, the residual land values for most of th~ prototypes range from about 
10-20% of revenues, which is consistent with many recent development pro form as tflat were reviewed 
for this study.31 New development may not be currently feasible in City neighborhoods that have below­
average price levels and rents, given the high cost of construction relative to potential revenues. 
The financial a·nalysis indicates that this is the i:;:ase for Prototype 3.32 While the imposition of the Base 
Case TSF will not cause develop.ments similar to Prototype 3 to be infeasible, the TSF further distances 
these areas from development feasibility as it lowers the potential RLV. 

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

As described in Chapter 111, about half of new housing units are projected to be developed in larger 
developments within area plans, some of which may be eligible for a fee credit that would help offset a 
portion of the financial impact from the TSF. Four of.the prototypes are located within area plans that 
would be eligible for an area plan fee credit for residential development (Prototypes 4, 5, 6 and 8). 
In summary, the impact on RLV varies among the prototypes depending on the following: 

• Land use: non-residential prototypes (Prototypes 7 and 10) have the smallest increas~ in impact 
fees due to the TSF, as the Ba~e Case TSF is about the same as the TIDF, while residential 
developments experience the greatest increase !n impact fees under the TSP. 

• Environmental review & predevelopment savings: larger developments could potentially 
benefit from reduced transportation and environmental co.sts plus decreased predevelopment 
carry costs as a result of time savings from CEQA/LOS reform (Prototypes 5 and 7 through 10). 
These potential financial benefits are modeled in.the "with predevelopment savings" scenario, 
·and they are·not assumed to occur in the. "without predevelopment savings" scenario. 

31 Pl.ease refer to Chapter IV and Appendix A for further information regarding the methodology used in this 
analysis. Revenues are equal to potential sales prices for condominiums or development values for rental property 
less sales expenses. 
32 The ~LV for Prototype 3 is below 5% of total development value and is less than $40,000 per housing unit, which 
is below the typical asking prices for land in San Francisco and is less than land values for similarly located 
properties with existing uses. This finding indicates that similar developments in the outer neighborhoods may not 

· generate sufficient devel_opment value to enable developers to pay for property at its current market value 
(particularly considering many infill ~ites have existing development th'!t 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 Impact o~ Residual Land Values (RLV) Under Base Case TSF Scenario 
·.· ...... 

• > :·, · .. 

• : :J .. Base. Case· 
· · iioi:.: 

·B.i.v:·:'."'·'· ·.Prototype: 

:·i. ,• 

1. Geary Ave. 
(Small-Res. Mixed-use) 

2;· Van Ness.A\(e 
. .. 

(J'0egiun:t Re.s. MJ_xed-use) 

3 .. Outer Mission 
(Small Res. Mixed-use) 

... [a] 

$2,050,200 

. I. ·$1,0~7 ;:3oo · 
.. 

$920,600 

:::14: Missicin .. ·· . '.: : . ~· 1· $.3;1'i.o,7ao· 
dfSm~il ~es:'.ivilxed-use)-" ·: : ·· ~- '. ,. :· . 

5. Central Waterfront 
(Large Res. Mixed-use) 

: ' I ' • 

6_..East:Soi\IJa.:- '. ... . . 
(Medium. Res. Mll(ed~us'e.J.; " 

7. EastSoMa 
(Large Office) 

s-:.east·SofY.la.: ... 
(.t:arge·Res:·iv11iced-·usf'l) 

9. Transit Center 
(Large Residential) · 

~9~ -h:~aasit -.ce,n~e.r .~ .. :_. 
(Large Office)" 

$22,869,100 

.. $~,339,10~ 

$28,722,700 

$1~,o78;ioo'_ 

$25,892,400 

·.·· 
·.$4~,188;7.0o. 

Base ·cas~"TSF . 
· · R.i.vvJ1i:h. · · -.. ;._ ,.aLvwithout. 

· .. ~~edl!J.Ve.fopmerit .s~ving_s (Credit):. '. ~~ed~y:iop~ebt.S.a.vil)~S ~- · .-Pred~~el<?J?me~~ Sailings · 1 

Base Case I · · 1 ~:e ln:~::s: · . -. · " .. . : ... . . . . . : .:: '. :., .. ·: · -_:, ·:.'..'<·:.;" 
TIDF · _(..mp ·' : · .... _. .. :Timesavfngs. . .-.BaseCase.. · ·B~secase.__ : .. "::. . 

. , ..... · .F.ee Gred/t Existing Fees .. ·Environmental · · .. · ·. i;otal.Cpst. . .. TSF· · ". TSF , . . · · : 
.-RLV--as.%'of. .. " ... · .. : · · · · · · · · .(Predev.elopment 5 1 · . . "' . · ·: .· % Change.:" ... . : %·Ctia11ge. 

. · . · Under Base . . cost savings. . . 1 · l . . .av ng~. .. .. . · ·RLv·· . · . ! RLV .. . · .. · .' ... . ·. t;tevemiesr '• · · '. · · · · -.. '.Carry Sav ngs '•'. . .. . . .. .... . 
CaseTIDF). ·[c] · ... · :· .:, ... :· · [e=c+d] · ·_.(b. j' · [a·b} ." ·.· 

23% 

, .. '10% 

4% 

21%' 

21% 

14%. 

15% 

'l0% 

8% 

13% 

.... ' ,:(.~J:i.,.:;. . . '. -_j_dl) .. ·· ... .- .... " ' .:· a-. -e '..: '. . . ·" 

Prior Use I $69,900 $0 

Pricir_,(Js~:; I. ·$458,900. : $0.': 

Prior Use I $42,400 $0 

: Prior-Use_,· 
Area Plan 

._.,-..,. .. ··I .. :: ..... 
:$23,600 . i · •. ':$Q· . 

....... 

1 
Prior Use, 
Area Plan 

$249,900 I ($561,000) 

'. ··:-h.1' 
I Prior Use,· "$127 600-.,,; 

'" "$0 .. · Ar~a Plan · .- ' '.' : :: . .·. ~ .. ' . : : " 
., ·:· 

I Prior Use . $122,700 ($95,000) 

· :1.Prlor·U~e,;;. 
·Area plan ·$539;~0.~' ·' · . ($.25,000) 

:· . . -. 

I None I $2,059,700 ($25,000) 

1-. ·None I '$205,200: · . ($50,000). 

$0 $0 $1,980,300 (3%) $1,980,300 (3%) 

.... 
: .. ::$0:.: .. $0. $6,5S8,400 (7%) $6,558,~9~:·,I :_. :i1~i. · ., 

-··. '•! -1 

$0 $0 $878,200 (5%) $878,200 (5%) 

,, ·$0. 
:·. 

'$0 $3,:1.17,100 · c1%l:': . :··1 .. $~,1~7,1po . .. . •.' 
·,(1.%)' 

($274,900) ($835,9ooJ 11 $23,455,100 .3% $22,619,200 (1%) 

. '·,. ·'.~'.· 

$0 - :$0':. $6,211,500 1 · ·:_.:~.; (2%_!.':.>:-.:J :$~,2,~~'.~.?~ .. . (2~_) ... · 

($479,500) ($574,5001 11 $29,174,500 2% $28,600,000 (0%) 

.:($331;100) · · I ;:($356,lOOkll $13,395,200 (2%) .$~3,039,100"1 . (5%) . 

($769,100) 

: 1 : ' :.:.,($8~4:s-oo) :: . 
• • :. • 'I 

{$794,'.DO~ $24,626,800 (5%) $23,832,700 (8%) 

$4?-,9~3~~oo 
·:~ . ,.. 

· (~8~4;5po>_·· $42,858,ooo .. 2%'.. <(0~) :".· 

Notes: Numbers rounded to nearest $100. Please refer to Chapters Ill and IV for further Information on the prototype assumptions. (Table 3 summarizes the fee calculations for the Base Case TSF and Table 5 presents 
the environmental cost savings.) · 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, 20f5. 
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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 us_e fee credits: prototypes with existing buildings would be eligible to receive a fee credit 
for prior uses, which reduces the level ofTIDF, TSF and area plan fees (Prototypes 1 through 8). 

The financial an·aly~is indicates that implementation of the proposed TSP at the Base Case TSF would 
have a modest financial imp~ct on future development feasibility due to the combined effects described 
above under the potentia I development scenarios for each prototype: 

• The difference in residual land values, with and without predevelopment savings, does not 
decrease by more than 10% for all prototYpes. 
With prec;levelopment savings ~s a result ofCEQA/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 ifthe level of environmental review remains the same. 
(As shown in this study, a transportation LOS analysis is typically required for larger sized 
developments.) In these cases, the elimination of LOS analysis could reduce consultant costs 
by $25,000 to $95,000 and result in a time savings of 5 months during th_e entitlement 
period, which '!Vould potentially decrease predevelopment carrying costs. This scenario 
applies to four of the ten prototypes (Prototypes 7 through 10) evaluated in this study. For 
the office prototypes (Prototypes 7 and 10), the combination of consultant cost savings and 
predevelopment savings could fully offset the impact of the Base Case TSF level. 

o Projects that would be eligible for a lesser level of environmental review as the result of 
CEQA/LOS reform would achieve the greatest economic benefit. For instance, one of the 
prototypes studied (Prototype 5) n:iight 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.33 The greatest decrease in RLV occurs for residential proje~s 

· located Outside Plan Areas or Inside Plan Areas where fee credits do not substantially offset the 
TSF (Prototypes 2, 3, 8 and 9). 

As described above, the extent of the financial impact will vary depending on land use, whether or not 
the development is located in a Plan Area, whether it will benefit: from the potential pre development 
time and cost savings and the level of fee credits. These findings are generally consistent with the prior 
{2012) economic analysis of the proposed TSP. 

33 As no offsets to development costs are assumed from CEQA/LOS streamlining, the difference in RLV without 
predevelopment savings is directly attrib_utable to the increase in development impact fees from the TSP. 
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VII. Sensitivity Analysis of Alternative TSF Levels 
The sensitivity analysis studies the effect of 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. Th El 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-re~idential development. 

Table:'/. TSF Sensitivity Analysis Scenarios (2015 Dollars) 

Base Case 125%TSF 150%TSF 250%TSF Maximum 

Use TSF{$/GSF) ($/GSF) {$/GSF) ($/GSF) ·Justified Fee1 

(not modeled) 

Residential $6.19 $7.74 $9.29 $15.48 $30.95 
Non-residential $14.43 $18.04 $21.65 $36.08 $87.52 
PDR2 $7.61 n/a n/a n/a $26.09 
Note: 
1 Maximum Justified Fee is not modeled but .is presented in the San Francisco Transportation 

Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (2015) . 

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

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

• Table 8 summarizes the results from the sensitivity analysis, as measured by the percentage 
change in RLV for each of the four alternative TS~ 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 ana·lysis results shown in Table 8 and the supporting tables. 

• Tables 10.1 through 10.10 present the financial results for each prototype, comparing the total 
revenues and development costs under current conditions without TSP (Base Case TIDF) to each 
of the alternative TSF fee scenarios. 

A. 125% TSF Scenario 

Under the 125% TSF scenario, the TSF would increase by about $1.60/GSF for residential and about· 
$3.60/GSF for non-residential development over the Base Case TSF, without consideration of any 
predevelopment savings or fee credits. Based on a typical residential unit size of 950 NSF, this translates 
to a potential increase in imp.act fees of about $9,200 per unit (or about $8/GSF) as compared to cu~rent 
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) o.n 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 Jess, depending on the 
type of construction and whether fee credits apply.34 

. 

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

• The decrease in residua.I land values, with and without predevelopment savings, is less th.an or 
. equal to -10% for all prototypes. 

• With predevelopment savings, only Prototype 5 would receive CEQA streamlining benefits that 
would more than offset the increase in development costs with the TSP (showing a 2% increase 
in RLV for Prototype 5}. The RLV wit~ predevelopment savings for all of the o~her prototypes 
decreases by-1% to -8%. 

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

8. 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.35 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 CaselSF level, without consideration of 
any predevela'pment savings or fee credits. 36 TSF levels at 250% could significantly inhibit development 
feasibility, as the residual land values for most of the prototyp~s would decrea~e by 10% or more, with 
or without predevelopment savings. These higher TSF levels would not be offset by potential CEQA 
stream.lining benefits for any of the prototypes. This level of impact fee increase would substantially 
increase devi;lopment costs and ex~eed the typical contingency allowances for potential increases in 
development costs that developers include in their development proformas. 

34 As previously described, TSF fee levels for non-residential land uses are proposed to be consolidated. Thus,· the 
fee change differs slightly for retail and office, and non-residential uses are not eligible for area plan fee credits. 
35 Under this 150% TSF scenario, development costs would increase by about $9/GSF for residential and about 
$8/GSF for non-residential compared to current conditions (Base Case TIDF) without consideration of fee credits or 
predevelopment savings, or an increase of about 2-3% of direct construction costs depending on the type of 
construction and whether fee credits apply. 
36 Under this 250% TSF scenario, development costs would increase by about $15/GSF for residential and about 
$22/GSF for non-residential as compared to current conditions (Base Case TIDF} without consideration of fee 
credits or predevelopment savings, or an increase of about 4'-6% of direct construction costs depending on the 
type of construction and whether fee credits apply. ' . 
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VIII. Conclusion 
The Transportation Sustainability Program is designed to fund transportation projects to serve ne~ 
growth and. help streamline the transportation component of the City's environmental review process. 
Overall, the TSF Economic Feasibility Study finds that the TSF does not significantly impact project 
viability at the Base Case TSF levels or at 125% of Base Case TSF, either with .or without the anticipated 
predevelopment savings. New development in certain neighborhoods in the City that have lower than 
average price levels and rents may not be currently feasif?le given the high cost of construction relative 
to potential revenues. While the TSF itself will not cause these developments to be infeasible, the TSF 
further distances these areas from development feasibility. 

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

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

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

Percentage Impact on Residual Land Values (RLV) as Compared to Base Case TIDF 

·' · · . Base Case TIDF TSF .. Sc~~arlos Wlth.P.rede~eloi)ment Savings · TSF Scenarios )Nlt·h~u~ Predevelop.~ent S~vl~~s-. 
· ·(Financial Indicators) . . ··n~ .. " · · '.· . ' · · · · · · " · · · · 

" 'Prototype .. · . ". · · · .. · · · · · 
- . Revenues RLV as·% of Base Case . : . ·125% · 150% 250% Base Case · : 125~ • " "150% -., . 250% • . 

. . " ,... - - /NSF' RLV/NSF Rev~n~e.~ ... TSF T5F- TSF TSF" i:sF :rsF ":· '.].SF.-. ......... TsF: .. 

1. Geary Ave $857 $193 23 \ll (3%) (4%) (6%) (10% (3%) (4%) (6%) (10%) 
(Small Res. Mixed-use) 

... : ., ·, 

2. Van Ness Ave $922 ...... : .. · $97 " lOo/c · · (7%) (8%) · · • (~O.Y.l ·ll6%. .. · (7%) (8%) (10%) (16%) 
(Medium Res. Mixed-use). ., . . : ... " · . . .. · " · · 

3.0uter Mission $719 $27 4o/c (5%) (6%) (7%) (12% (5%) (6%) (7%) .(12%) 
(Small Res. Mixed-use) 

.. . . 
4. Missipn. . .$904 $188 . 21% · : (l%) . (1%) .. (2%) (3%' (1%) (1%} (2%) .. (3%) 
(Small Res. Mixed-use}·, . . . . . . .., .. 

5. Central Waterfrc:mt $892 $190 21% 3% 2% 2% (0%; (1%) (2%} (2%} (4%) 
(Large Res. Mixed-use} 

6 .. ·East SoMa · " .. $913 .. , · $l3o · .... :~~o/c ": . ,.. (2%) " (3%) (4%) (8%J (2%) (3Y.l (4%} (~%} 
(Medium Res. Mixed-use) · ... ,. . .. 

7. East SoMa· $855 $130 15% 2% (1%') (5%) (17% (0%} (3%) (7%} (19%} 
(Large Office) 

8. East SoMa · · $1,046 $106 lOo/c · (2%) · ·(4%) (6%) ·· ··· · \13% (5%} (7%) (B~J (16%) 
(Large Res. Mixed-use) . . .... 

9. Transit Center $1,275 $102 B!ll (5%) (7%) (9%) (17% (8%) (10%) (12%). (20%) 
(Large Residential} · 

,. . .. 
io. Transit Centei< $1,030 $1~4 , 13% ._ · ... 2% "· , , .(2%) (5%) . (1B% · .. (0%} · ' .. (4%) (7%) ·(20%) 
(Large Office) . . ,. · · · '. . , .... ., · 

Notes: Please refer to supporting tables 10.1 to 10.10 for a summary of financial results for each prototype and attached appendices for more detailed results. 
1. Revenues are equal to potential sales prices for condominiums or development values for rental property less sales expenses and a¥sume compliance with San Francisco's 

affordable housing policies, as further described In Appendix A. 
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Table 9. Summary of Findings From TSF S~nsitivity Analysis' for Each Prototype 

'· 
:: .. 

-Pro~otyp·~. . . . 
· · "· · . rJ·Predominan~-1 Affordable 

1. Geary Ave 
(Small Res. Mixed-use) 

2., Van. Ness Ave 
(Medlun;i Res. Mixed-us~)· 

3. Outer Mission 
{Small Res. Mixed-use) 

... · 

Use · · Housing 

Residential 
Condominium 

'. 'R\lsldentiaC :. 

: .~?ndolTJiniu;;,: · 

Residential 
Condominium 

None 

o'ri~it~ 
- .... ·,., 

Onsite 

Summary of Key Prototype Characteristics 

Retail 

Ground 
Floor 

· ·.Groun_d: 
Flo cir' 

Ground 
Floor 

. Buil~h:ig,;I Und.er.B.ase Case". 

. ~.~ig,ht. TIDF 
1 

. ' 

45 Feet Strong RLV 

8_0.Feet Moderate RLV · · 

Low RLV 
65 Feet I (Development not 

likely feasible) 

Area Plan 

None 

"None 

None 

Reform 

Prior Use None 

: Prior Use"· ' None 

Prior Use None 

·: :.' · :" ._ .... K~y Contribute.rs tp 

-RLV Results lJnd.erTSF:Sensltlvity 
: ' -. · .' Sc~narioi .. · 

Strong RLV and prior use fee credit helps offset 
Impact of TSF at all fee levels. 

While prior use fee· credit h!ilp,s.'offse~ ·Impact ofTSF, 
BLY is significantly reduced aflS.0%'.a~d 2.50%:: 

scenarios. 

While prior use fee credit helps offset Impact ofTSF, 
lower revenues in this area coupled with higher, mid 

. rise construction costs hamper development 
feasibility . 

'~ . ' .: . :. ' 
:t,:i. Mission· 

~:. lr· 

fl:r;iside,n~la:I-

' ,.: ·""I- i:ondominiu.in.' 
-o~~lte' · 

Grou[!d 
·.Floor -

· 5o·F.~~t · 
-.., I ·Eastern 

. · "::strong·RLV · ::: · N~ig~~?.rhoods Prl'?r Use, 
Area P.lan 

Non Ii 
Strong RLV and fee credits help offset Impact ofTSF 

at all fee levels. (Jsn:iail R~s. Mixed-use)· 
.... 

5. Central Waterfront 
(Large Res. Mixed-use) 

6. East SoMa · 
• ,I • • 

{M.e.fill!m .Res.,.Mixed-useJ ... · 

"7. East SoMa 
{Large Office) 

8; 'East.SoMa. 
(Large Res. Ml?Ced-use) 

9. Transit Center 
(Large Residential) 

10; Transit center 
(L~rge Office) 

.. Residential: •"· "· · ... Onsite · 
·Rental 

... , .... Residential 
Rental .. 

Office 

· Onsite 

Jobs-Housing 
Linkage Fee 

Ground 
Floor 

65 Feet 

Groµnd:-. '., .. 85 Feet·" 
'Floor · ,. ; .. 

Strong RLV 

·Moderate RLV 

Ground 
Floor 

160 Feet I Moderate RLV 

Eastern 
Neighborhoods 

Eastern .. 
· NelghbC?rhoo~s . 

Eastern 
Neighborhoods 

Prior Use, 
Area Plan 

,Prior.Use; 1.­

Area Plan. 
f• 

Prior Use 

Significant 
Strong RLV, predeveiopment savings and fee credits 

help offset impact ofTSF at ail fee levels. 

. .. . · I. Fee cr~dlts and m!)derate RLV help offset Im.pact.of 
None. · , ... 

· ·: · .. ·. . :':. . . :fSF at ail fee levels. : 

Moderate 
Minimal Impact at lower TSP levels as non­

residential TIDF Is close to Base Case TSF levels. 
TSF levels at 250% significantly reduce RLV. 

~ R~s!den~l~I ... :::1: ' onsite '. .. ·I;'. .Gr.<;>und/j .1.60 Feet 
Condomin_ium " . .:- · F)f.lor. ; : · · I · -.E~stern·,, .' I :PrJor Use, I .-

Moderate RLV., N 
1 

hb .. ·· h' ... d. .. A· Pl . Moderate· -- · .. - e g. or. oo s ... , rea . a~ -- · 

?redevelopment.savings help offset lmP.ai::i:, but · · 
- 'wlthout .. predeveiopfT!e~t sav!rigs~ TSF.'°lev~I~ at 250% 

. slgnlflcantly·reduce RLV despite fee credits. 

Residential I Affordable 
Condominium · Housing Fee 

'office Jobs"Housing 
Linkage Fee 

None 400 Feet I Moderate RLV 
Transit Center 

District Plan 

Ground· I "·: '. · · •I : .. ;d'. '.: · ·• ·:.; . , .. ~.Transit Center 
· · 400 F.eet. · Mo erate RLV' -. · · · 

Floor··· · · · · . . " ·- · · .. " ' "District Plan .. 

None Moderate 

None .... · Mod~rate 

Predevelopment savings help offset Impact, but 
without predeveiopment savings, TSF levels at 1SO% 

and 250%'slgnlflcantly reduce RLV. 
"-Minimal Impact at'lowerTSF levels as· non- · 

... resipe'~tJal TIDF. ls .clo~e to ~a~e ca~e TSF:l~vel~ .. 
TSF levels at 250% signlficantly reduce"RLV. ·" 

Notes: Please refer to supporting tables 10.1 to 10.10 for a summary offinancial results for each prototype and attached appendices for more detailed results. 
1. Strong RLV indicates values exceeding 15% of revenues, Moderate RLV indicates values between about 5-15% of revenues, and Low RLV Indicates values below 5% of revenues. 
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Table 10.1 

Summary Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee levels 
Prototype 1: Geary Small Residential Mixed-use · 

1: Geary Small Res. Mixed-use 

Revenues 
· Residential For-Sale 

Residential Rental 
Subtotal Residential 

Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Base Case TIDF 

$7,900,200 
iQI 

$7,900,200 
$0 

$870,900 
$8,771,100 

Hard Construction Costs $3,788,400 
T-enant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $144,000 

Base Case TSF 

$7,900,200 

iQ 
$7,900,200 

$0 
$870,900 1 

$8,77:1,,100 

% Change 
from Base 

0% 

0% 

0% 
0% 

125%TSF 

$7,900,200 

iQ 
$7,900,2.00 

$0 
$870,900! 

$8,771,100 

% Change 
. from Base 

0% 

0% 

0% 
0% 

150%TSF 

$7,900,200 

iQ 
$7,900,2.00 

$0 
$870,900' 

$8,771,100 

% Change 
from Base 

0% 

: 
0% 

0% 
0% 

$3,788,400 0% $3,788,400 0% $3,788,400 0% 
$144,000 0% $144,000 0% $144,000 0% 

, .i?evgloPrn'lnt)mpact Fees/.Other·C9s~ "· ": "$6_4,7o'ci' · 
.' .Envlrp~meritalf.Transportatlon .R~vlew · · · :. : .. -.:$ii,oop 

"$1.34,i;oci -:1011%.. · '. · .:·$156,800 :": 1.42%. ·: · .. . :". $17.9,pqo 177% 
.-$9000 . 0%· .. : .;;:.·:·:$900Q ' ::0%· .......... ~$9·000. 0% 

Cor~tructlon Financing/ Predev.'Carry: . · $364,3!JO 
Other Soft Costs · · · $947,100 

"'. :$36~:3~Q :" .. ci% ... · /°:: ::<$36~:3PO. '.·. 0% '. :$364:3.0P · . 0% 
· $947.:ioo 0% · · $947,ioo · ~ · $947,100 ii% 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $5,317,500 $5,387,400 1% $5,409,600 2% $5,431,800 2% 
Developer Margin $1,403,400 $1,403,400 0% $1,403,400 0% $1,403,400 ·mi 

Total Costs $6,720,900 $6,790,800 1% $6,813,000 1% $6,835,200 2% 
Residual Land Value-{RLV) I $2,050,200 

Without Predevelopment Savings $2,0S0,200 
si,98o-;alloj (3%-l - , $1--,9-58,1001·· (4-%) I $1,935,9001 (6%J 

$1,980,300 (3%)_ - $1,95_8,10(}_ (4~) $1,935,900 . (6%) 
RLV as Percent of Revenues I 23% 23%1 H;f:..1fi~ l1 1w~:l~~~:1i 19%\·:"f~iJ:~·,1;.t .. ~::·11' .... ···I 19961 ::•,;J ;.:.fo~--:~:1; 

Without Predevelopment Savings I 23% 23 % I ;;r~:L•.'1ijWi~.~~~f~f,\P,; 19%l«:li!Jir:•.·':','frJ 19%1 ':·:·::,,,.,.,";''''· 

Note: Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs Include all app/lcab/e Impact fees (Including TIDF or TSF), plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos spec/a/ tax • 

Table 10.2 

Summary Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee Levels 
Prototype 2: Van Ness Medium Residential Mixed-use .. 

2: Van Ness IV1edlum Res. Mixed-use Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 
% Change 

125% TSF 
% Change 

150%TSF 
% Change 

from Ba~e from Base from Base 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $56,819,600 $56,819,600 0% $56,819,600 0% $56,819,600 0% 
Residential Rental iQ iQ . - iQ : iQ . 

Subtotal Residential $56,819,600 $56,819,600 0% $56,819,600 0% $56,819,600 0% 
Office $0 $0 . $0 . $0 . 
Retail ~5,740,900 ~5,740,900 0% ~5,740,900 0% ~5,740,900 0% 

Total Revenues $62,560,500 $62,560,500 0% $62,560,500 0% $62,560,500 0% 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $31,216,600 $31,216,600. 0% $31,216,600 0% $31,216,600 0% 
Ten;mt Improvements/Lease Up Costs $808,700 $808,700 0% $808,700 0% $808,700 0% 

. o.evelcipir\~~t )rripaci: Fees/ Other Costs-. .. :: ..... .-$403,600 : . . ·$~ti2.,500 .. ·f14%; :· -.: .· $llT?,'400 . '.'.142%· .: 

0

$1;092.,_30Q :1i7·1'/6 ... 
Enylronmerital/Tran~parJ:atiqn Review·: .... : ... . : :: $188;000 · .. , .. ,:$188 ooo ' "'0%· .... · ·. · · :: s1~a;qq9 ...... 0%. .. : :·si88;o.oo .... "0%':. ; . 

250%TSF 

$7,900,200 

iQ 
$7,900,200 

$0 
$870,900' 

$8,771,100 

$3,788,400 
$144,000 
$i67,800 

% Change 
from Base 

0% 

0% 

0% 
0% 

. . ·-.$9,0001 : 
. .. . $3114,300 

0% 
0% 

314% 
0%· . 

. 0%: ... 
·a%· .. $947,100 

$5,520,600 
$1,403,400 

4% 
0% 

$6,92410001 3% 
$1,847,1001 (10%) 

$1,847,100 (10%) 
19%l"';i·';'::;;,,,,,,,, .. 
19%1':::·:·.': ,-,,•,,,;\.'' 

250%TSF 
% Change 
from Base 

$56,819,600 0% 
iQ -

$56,819,600 0% 
$0 . 

~5,740,900 0% 
$62,560,500 0% 

$31,216,600 0% 
$808,700 0% 

:-_~1,551~2QQ · ~84%: 
: .. $18!!,000 . 0% 

Construction Financing/ Pr~dev •. c;ariY'.' .'. :. • : .. $3,?£1s·.~oo :· . · $3,235'.6~0 .. : 0% .. :: <-. "_.$3,~.3S,6QO 0% $3,2.35,60Q 
.. 

:$3,i35,600 0%" 0.% 
Other Soft Costs ~7,804,2.00 ~7,804,2.00 0% ~7,804,2.00 0% ~7,804,2.00 0% ~7,804,200 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 Margin $11,886,500 . $11,886,500 ill! ~11,886,500 0% $11,886,500 0% ~ 11, 886,500 0% 

Total Costs $55,543,200 $56,002,100 1% $56,117,000 1% $56,231,900 1% $56,690,800 2% 
Residual Land Value (RLV) $7,017,300 $6,558,400 (7%) $6,443,500 (8%) $6,328,600 (10%) $5,869,700 (16%) 

Without Predevelopment Savings $7,017,300 $6,558,400 (7%) $6,443,500 {8%) $6,328,600 {10%) $5,869,700 (16%) 
RLV as Percent of Revenues 11% 10% i.;:1:,::t:;:;,.::.~::7· 10% •. ~ ... -.··~:~'··(··:1~.1. 10% : •• riJ:: 1; ·H: ~-~~ l: :-111 ~ 9% w rr :.; ' ~! :r:~t;p:~.~. 

Without Predevelopment Savings 11% 10% ;:.!;::::~ii:·.:.:5::·~~ 10% :1:r:;;.·!.~J:';.;:f~:i;·1:;::1· 10% :; :; •;"':·;:I :: ~:~:~:;• : 9% -..?!'".•;r-:t~:!·~ r·:,: 

Note: Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs Include all app/lcab/e Impact fees {Including TIDF or TSF), plus any upfront developer payment/or TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tox. 
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3. Outer Mission Small Res. Mixed-use 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale· 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs 

-·Development lmpa~t.F.ees/ Oth!!t.Costs· · 
Env1rom:nenial/Transportatf~n.Revlew . 
c~nsiructl~n F.ln~nclng/. P.red~v: carr,i::· 
Oth~r Soft (:.;;tS · · · · 

Total Hard ana Soft Costs 
Developer M.argln 

Total Costs 
Residual Land V.alue (RLV) 

Without Predeve/opment Savings 
RLV as Percent of Revenues 

Without Predevelopment Savings 

Table 10.3 

Summary Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee Levels · 
Prototype 3: Outer Mission small Residential Mixed-use 

Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 
% Change 
from Base 

$21,895,900 

iQ 
$21,895,900 

$0 
$1,739.400 

$23,635,300 

$13,594,400 
. $287,600 

·.;$201,1001·· 
. · $27.;006 .: 
.· Sl,iBB,000 .. · 
.. $3;398,60.0 

$18,696;700 
$4,018;000 

$22,714,700 
. $920,600 
$920,600 

4% 
4% 

$21,895,900 

iQ 
$21,895,900 

$0 
$1,739,400 

$23,635,300 

$13,594,400 
$287,600 

. ' $243,500•· 
:··; :::$21,000 

$1;188;000 
$3,398,600 

$18,739,100 
$4;01a,ooo 

$22,757,100 
$878,ZOO 

$878,200 

0% 

0% 

0% 
0% 

0% 
0% 

:21%: .. ·:· 
. '0%·.' 

.. :··0%:: 
0% 
0% 
0% 

0% 
(5%) 
(5%) 

4%1;,;;n::wm:·r:·'·:: 
4%1 ;l::~:~J· :;~::~~:·,;~::·: 

125%TSF 

$21,895,900 

iQ 
$21,895,900 

$0 
$1,739.400 

$23,635,300 

%Change 
from Base 

0% 

-
0%. 

0% 
0% 

$13,594,400 0% 
$287,600 0% 

· · '.$254;200 . ., ·25% ; I: 
"::.: $27,oiio .: · 0% · 

·. ·: .. si;:i..as,ooo 0% .. 
$3,398,600 0% 

$18,749,800 0% 
$4,018,000 0% 

$22,767,800 0% 
$867,5001 (6%) 

$1167,500 (6%) 
4%1."''•':'r·:·-!':;• 
4%1!!•;,•.!(•::·.'··:··' 

150% TSF 

$2.1,895,900 

iQ 
$2.1,895,900 

$0 
$1,739,400 

$23,635,300 

%Change 
from Base 

0% 

0%. 

0% 
0% 

$13,594,400 0% 
$2.87,600 0% 

... $264,800 32%. 
$27,iioo 0% 

$1,1B8,ooo . . 0% 
$3,398,600 0% 

$18,760,400 0% 
$4,018,000 0% 

$22,778,400 0% 
$856,9001 (7%) 

$856,900 (7%) 
4%1''''': ·····'·"": 
4%1·.0····· 

Note: Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs Include all app//cable lmpactfees (Including T/DF or TSF}, plus any upfront developer payment/or TOR purchase and Mello Roos spec/a/ taK • 

Table 10.4 

Summary Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee Levels 
Prototype 4: Mission Small Residential Mixed-use .. 

4: Mission Small Res. Mixed-use Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 
% Change 

125%TSF 
%Change 

150% TSF 
% Change 

from Base from Base from Base 
Revenues 

Residential For-Sale $13,445,800 $13,445,800 0% $13,445,800 0% $13,445,800 0% 
Residential Rental iQ iQ iQ iQ : 

Subtotal Residential . $13,445,800 $13,445,800 0% $13,445,800 0% $13,445,800 0% 
Office $0 $0 - $0 - $0 -
Reta II ~1,530,900 ~1,530,900 0% ~1,530,900 0% ~1,530,900 0% 

Total Revenues $14,976,700 $14,'976,700 0% $14,976,700 0% ' $14,976,700 0% 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $6,614,500 $6,614,500 0% $6,614,500 0% $6,614,500 0% 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $2.25,000 ' $225,000 0% $225,000 .. 0% $225,000 0% 

· ~evelopl)1~nt li:i]Pact"Fees/"Other Costs · · . . ·. . $270,009 . : •$293;6\ip .. · 9% .· '$307,600. l4%. . ·" ·. $321,500 ,· ·: ':19%' .' .. 
:·: .. Envfroi:im.~ntal{ TransportatloQ Rev.[ew.:·: : · ..... ::-$.11,000 . : . :.$.~1,00.0 :- ·.:0% : . . $.11;000 · .. ·· 0%: ·:.- "'' : ·. :;·$11;ooq .p%.· ' ,' 

.· Cr;i[I~rup;lon Financing/ Pr.edev; Carry · . · · .. $?65,6bo . · ·· $66s,eycio ·: .6% ... $p65,£j09 : · .. ·0%. . ·. $
0

6pS,6.QO ·.· •"0%·: :,: 
Other Soft Cqsts ~1,653,600 ~1,653,600 0% ~1,553,600 0% ~1,653,500 0% 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $9,439,700 $9,463,300 0% $9,477,300 0% $9,491,200 1% 
Developer rylargln $2,396,300 $2,396,300 0% ~2,396,300 0% $2,396,300. 0% 

Total Costs $11,836,000 $11,859,600 0% $11,873;600 0% $11,887,500 0% 
Residual Land Value (RLV) $3,140,700 $3,117,100 (1%) $3,103,100 (1%) $3,089,200 (2%) 

Without Predevelopment Savings $3,140,700 $3,117,100 (1%) $3,103,100 (1%) $3,089,200 (2%) 
RLV as Percent of Revenues. 21% 21% .-;, .. ,·. ·;·.:. 21% ~·:· .. :i· .. :.- .. : -~ 21% .·:··:'.·::·=r: ~:--:;·:~··: 

Without Predevelopment Savings . 21% 21% . ·:);•' .~~"··<·:.": .. :>: 21% ;t·;·:·-:.··.·: ·," 21% u::•"'rl•.·.;:···-:·( . 

Nate: Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs Include all applicable Impact fees (Including FIDF arTSF), plus any upfront developer payment/or TDR purchase and Melfo·Raas special tax. 

250%TSF 

$21,895,900 

iQ 
$21,895,900 

$0 
$1,739,400 

$23,635,300 

% Change 
from Base 

0% 

-
0% 

0% 
0% 

$13,594,400 0% 
$287,600 0% 

. .$307,300 .:·:'.,>.~%·.· 
.: :· .$27·;060 :-·:: 0%:: : 

. · $1,188,0P.O . .· 0%· 
$3.398,600 0% 

$18,802,900 1% 
$4,018,000 0% 

$22,820,900 
$814,400 

$814,400 
3% 
3% 

250%TSF 

$13,445,800 

iQ 
$13,44s,8oo 

$0 
~1,530,900 

$14,976,700 

$6,614,500 
$225,000 

.. $377,;mo 
.:·$11,000 
.$655,6p0 
~1,653,600 
$9,546,900 
$2,396,300 

$11,943,200 
$3,033,500 

0%" 
(12%) 
(12%) 

:~~·~.?.::; ,!' "; ! •. 

...... , .. ~. ·:-;· -~ .... 

% Change 
from Base 

0% 

--
0% 

-
0% 
0% 

0% 
0% 

.40% . 

0% 
·0% 

0% 
1% 
0% 

1% 
(3%) 

$3,033,500 . (3%} 
20% ,._;.-: .- .... ·:t· ·.: ~·:. 
20% !"·;!'11•:·;:,:·£1"•;·; 

Page 35 



...... 

..... 
CT> 
co 

Table 10,5 

Summary Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee Levels 
Prototype 5: Central Waterfront ~arge Residential Mixed-use 

5: Central Waterfront Large Res. MU 

Revenues 
Residential F,or-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Resldentlal 
Office 
Reta ti 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Base Case TIDF 

$0 
~106,807 ,ooo 
$106,807,000 

$0 
~3,126,600 

$109,933, 600 

Base Case TSF 

$0 
. ~106,807,000 
$106,807,000 

$0 
~3,126,600 

$109,933,600 

% Change 
from Base 

-
0% 
0%· 
-

0% 
0% 

Hard Construction Costs $50,999,200 $50,999,200 0% 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $450,000 $450,000 0% 

:·P.ev.efopm.ent.lr;t)Pact:Fee~/Othercosts·.. · :." · .$~,421,400 :: ·" ·$.2;6'7;i;3qo 10?1\ 
... Eny.lr;o~mertall:franspcirtatloi:i R~vlew · .: '.:" '.::::.\":$~s3;qqo '.:· ;.:·····$122,000 .... (82,%)" 
. Constr.uci:lon:floanclng/ Predev. Carry' '. ·.: ... ::·::;$4,642.;300 : . · :· · $4;367,400 · .: (6%) > 
otiiersott'costs.. .. · · · · · $9,179;9iio · $9.i19,9oo 0% · 

Tot;il Hard and Soft Costs $68,375,800 $57,789,800 (1%) 
Developer Margin $18,688,700 $18,688,700 0% 

Total Costs $87,064,500 $.86,478,500 (1%) 
Residual Land Value-(RLV) I $22;sss,1001 -- $23,455,1001 3% 

Without Predev.elopment Savings $22,869,100 $22,6l9,200 (1%) 
RLV as Percent of Revenues I 21%1 21%/ ,:''"'''.:.::.''.': ;,,. 

Without Predeve/CJpment Savings 21% 21%1 .:·:"''''';:;;;:; 

125% TSF 

$0 
~106,807,000 

." $106,807,000 
$0 

~3,126,600 
$109,933,600 

$50,999,200 
$450,000 

$2;777,100 
. " ... :.:,$m.,oqo 

:'$4;~,67,400 
~9,179,900 

$67'.,895,600 
$18,688,700 

% Change 
from Base 

-
0% 
0% 

-
0% 
0% 

0% 
0% 

15% 
.(82%) '. . 

; ·(6%) .. 

ill! 
(1%) 
0% 

$86,584,300/ (1%) 
$23,349,3001 2% 

$22,513,400 (2%) 
21%h'"'-i'•'' ;,.-~. '" 
20%J::·'.:.-:•"": <"'"'' 

150%TSF 

$0 
~106,807,000 
$106,807,000 

$0 
~3,126,600 

$109,933, 600 

$50,999,ZOO 
$450,000 

:.: . $2,882,700 
: .: .. $i2~ •. ooo " 

%Change 
from Base 

-
0% 
0% 
-

0% 
0% 

0% .. 
0% 

19% 
(82%). 

·: $4,36~Aqo · ... (6%) ; .. 
~9,179,900 0% 

$68,001,200 (1%) 
$18,688,700 0% 

$86,689,9001 0% 
$23,243,7001 "2% 

$22,407,800 (2%) 
21%1 '"<>::·~ >Y"! 
20%1 .-.. ., ... , .. , .. :"':!' 

250%TSF 

$0 
$106,807,000 
$106,807,000 

$0 
$3,126,600 

$109,933,600 

%Change 
from Base 

0% 
0% 

0% 
0% 

$50,999,200 . 0% 
$450,000 0% 

.$3,304,500 . 36% 
; : "$122,000 .. · (82%)° 
,. $4,~67Aoci : : (5%).: 

$9,i79,900 0% 
$68,423,000 0% 
$18,688,700 0% 

$87,111,7001 0% 
$22,821,9001 0% 

$2l,986,000 (4%) 
21%1 ;i':' .. \.i .:.}:,;·:··'· 
20%1. ':'"':;.'".:«;·;-' 

Note: Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs Include a/f app(lcab/e Impact fees (Including T/DF or TSFI, plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Me/Jo Roos special tax. 

Table 10.6 

Summary Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee' Levels 
P.rototype 6: East SoMa Medium Residential Mixed-use .. 

6: East SoMa Medium 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 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $0 $0 - $0 - $0 - $0 -
Residential Rental ~40,092,100 ~40,092,100 0% ~40,092,100 0% ~40,092,100 0% ~40,092,100 0% 

Subtotal Residential $40,092,100 $40,092,100 0% $40,092,100 . 0% $40,092,100 0% $40,092,100 0% 
Office $0 $0 - $0 . $0 - $0 -
Retail ~3,382,800 ~3,382,800 0% ~3,382,800 0% ~3,382,800 0% ~3,382,800 0% 

Total Revenues $43,47.4,900 $43,474,900 0% $43,474,900 0% $43,474,900 0% $43,474,900 0% 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $21;266,900 . $21,266,900 0% $21,2-66,900 0% $21,266,900 0% $21,266,900 0% 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $450,000 $450,000 0% $450,000 0% $450,000 0% $450,000 0% 

.... b!!veloproent.lmpact Fees/ Other i:o~ts ... .'$f,443,400 . · $1;s1r,ooo 9%·" . . '$1,631;1oq "· ':1:3% ": " ... $1;703,100 18% . :$,1,966,900 . ·36% .. 
,. E~viro~nie.ntal/ f;ansportatlon Review. ;.. · .. : . ':'.· • .'$1i9,00.Q ... ~ .::· $119;000 " 0% " "<: ,;:,$1~~.qoo ::;· :o.% , ·: . .' : "·c $.l,19 ;QQO ... 0%:: .. ·: · :$1:1,9,qoci "" 0% .· .. 
·. coii~~ructio~'i:1~~~c1~'g/ Predev.:carrv· : · :- . :. : :\$1;~Ei8.~o.a " .. "·: .$i 168 300 .·· :.·01% :: ·:·<$i;76B,~po ·: .': 'tj3" .. .. ;'$l,7.6.8;_3DP :·".0% .. '... '.:$1;·7.6B,3oci :: .. ·: 0% :- . 
· oth'e·r soti costs · · · ~318i8,ooo · .. ~3:azs:oao . ill! . ~3,828,000 ~ ~3,828,000 0% ~3,828,000 0% 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $28,875,600 $29,003,200 0% $29,069,300 1% $29,135,300 1% $2.9,399,100 2% 
Developer Margin ~8,260,200 $8,260,200 0% $8,260,200 . 0% $8,260,200 0%. $8,260,200 0% 

Total Costs $37,135,BOO $37,263,400 0% $37,329,500 1% $37,395,500 1% $37 ,659,300 1%' 
Residual Land Value (RLV) $6,339,100 $6,211,500 (2%) $6,145,40,0 (3%) $6,079,400 (4%) $5,815,600 (8%) 

Without Predevelopment Savings $6,339,100 $6,211,500 (2%) $6,145,400 {3%) $6,079,400 (4%) $5,815,600 (8%) 
RLVas Percent of Revenues 15% 14% :· f\ :;1·::~:; !~:.~: ,!,•: 14% ·.,.::.::: ••':u:•·::.:•• 1.4% ·:.:T~·~::::..-.- i:~;:, 13% :1 .. 1::;!.1:'!~:·1~·;:~~:..· 

Without Predevelopment Savings 15% 14% . ·'~n.:~:; ·~.?·~{;1:.-. 14% .. ;:f'l.'·}!:·~ .. ;::t~ 14% -;::·,::~.: ::::.._ .. :, 13%{:~1 - ·'"-:' .:;~·1r 

Note: Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs Include all appl/cab/e /mpactfees (Including TIDF or TSF}, plus any upfrontdeve/oper payment/or TDR purchase and Me/lo Roos special tax. 
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Table 10.7 

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

7: East SoMa Large Office Base Case TlqF Base Case TSF 
% Change 

125% TSF 
%Change 

1SO%TSF 
%Change 

250%TSF 
%Change 

from Base from Base from Base from Base 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $0 $0 - $0 - $0 - $0 -
Residential Rental ~ ~ - ~ : ~ - ~ : - -

Subtotal Residential $0 $0 - $0 - $0 - $0 -
Office $174,558,100 $174,558,100 0% $174,558,100 0% $174,558,100 0% $174,558,100 0% 
Reta II ~17,231,000 ~17,231,000 0% ~17,231,000 0% ~17,231,000 0% ~17,231,000 0% 

Total Revenues · $191,789,100 $191,789,1_00 0% . $191;789,100 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 0% $73,265,500 0% $73,265,SOO 0% 
Tem1nt Improvements/Lease Up Costs $19,410,500 $19,410,500 0% . $19,410,500 0% $19,410,500 0% $19,410,500 0% 
D.elielopmen(lmpaci::F~·es/:Qthe(:costs: ·: : ; .. .'$~4;7,05,70() ... $14,828,400 . . 1%:" ;: "$15;706,700 ·:.; .. 1%".: ":.;·$1G,S85;000 . : 13% :: . ,$20,095,800 :37% ·:; 

.. _ Env1r~nm.enta1(rransii~ri:ati~n· Rav.iew·::. · -:: : . . :".$979 000 '.·';. .· $884,0QO " (10%)' ... : : .:: _:.:M811;,oqo : : :(10%) .. ;. ,.;., · ... $884i!JOO . :p.Q%). . ' $.884,0.00 .,(10~) . 
·. constr.uctlon:Floanclngi Preaev.:c~rr-v:·.". · ::· ,:> sio,8ai'.500 $1o,352;ioo .·: '(4%) .. : . . " $10·352 100 · ... ,(4%) . . $:1cJ,3Si,100: ·.(4%) .. $10,352,100 . (4%) . 

·other Soft c~sts·· · · · . ~13,187,800 . ~13,1871800 0% ·" ~13'.'.187:soo 0% . ~13,187,800 0% ~13,187,800 0% 
Total Hard and Soft Costs ' $l;J2,380,l00 $131,928,300 0% $132,806,600 0% $133,684,900 1% $137,195,700 4% 

Developer Margin $30,686,300 $30,686,300 0% $30,686,300 0% $30,686,300 0% $30,686,300 0% 

Total Costs $163,066,400 $162,614,600 0% $163,492,900 0% $164,371,200 1% $167,882,000 3% 
Residual Land Value (RLV) $28,722,700 $29,174,500 2% $28,296,200 (1%) $27,417,900 (5%) $23,907,100 (17%) 

Without Predevelopment Savings $28,722,700 $28,600,000 0% $27,721,700 {3%) $26,843,400 (7%) $23,332,600 (19%) 
RLV as Percent of Revenues 15% 15% ~:::::.: ;·,.:· :--· 15% :·:r::~:.;~- ·!.•~'.I/:•:: 14% ."·:·;~, r:·";,.;·.,;::~_: 12% ·'. :."i:-~:,::~t:'· 

Without Predevelopment Savings 15% 15% r~:·,.:•~:·~::-::." 14% :.~:~·, •1 :r:~· 1~::.1. 14% ~:··11~:·~;~<~·· .:··~· 12% \;-··~; ·. '-~·~;•· ,' 

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

Table 10.8 

. Summary Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee Levels 
Prototype 8: East So Ma Large Residential Mixed-use 

8: East SoMa Large Res. Mixed-use 

qRevenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Base Case TIDF I Base Case TSF 

$127,277,500 
~ 

$127,277,SciO 
$0 

$5,162,500 
$132,440,000 

$127,277,500" 
~ 

. $127,277,500 
$0 

$5,162,500 
$132,440,000 

% Change 
from Base 

0% 

0% 

fili 
0% 

Hard Construction Costs $60,567,200 $60,567,200 0% 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $675,000 $675,000 0% 

· -J?e)lelo1m1.en~)ir)P,act Fe'es/ Other:ccists · · .. ":" "·; .. ::'.$~.~1:7;:iqo ';.;: -: ·$4;~5M~O ·: .16% 
· 'En-.:lronmerital/.Transportatlon Re.view : " ... $144;000 .. : ... ::;.;::$119,000 · .(17%f 
·c~rirt~~ctlo~·Fl~ancl~g/.Predev. carry": : : · .. · $9,1'79,7oc :'.'.:':'.' $8;8118,600 · . (4%) : 
'other Soft Costs · $1s.i41,iio6 · $i5,14i,500 0% 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $89,624,900 $89,908,000 0% 
Developer Margin $29,136,800 $29,136,800 .0% 

Total Costs $118,761,700 $119,044,800 0% 
Residual Land Value (RLV) .. -, $13,678,3001-$13,395,2001 {2%) 

Without Predevelopment Savings $:!3,678,300 $:!3,039,100 (5%) 
RLV as Percent of Revenues I 10%1 10%\"'.H'«."'."''.liii:f 

Without Predevelopment Savings I 10%1 -·- - ----.W%1. ,_., .... ,.,,. ""'" 

125%TSF 

$127,277,500 

~ 
$127,277,500 

$0 
~2,162,500 

$132,~0,000 

% Change 
from Base 

0% 

0% 
-

0% 
0% 

150%TSF 

$127,277,500 

~ 
$127,277,500 

$0 
~5,162,500 

$132,440,000 

% Change 
from Base 

0% 

: 
0% 
-

0% 
0% 

250%TSF 

$127,277,500 

~ 
$127,277,500 

$0 
$5,162,500 

$132,440,000 

% Change 
from Base 

0% 

0% 

0% 
0% 

$60,567,200 0% $60,567,200 0% $60,567,200 0% 
J $67S,OOO 0% $675,000 0% $675,000 0% 

$4,817,wb :-::< .. 23%· . :- ... ::." '$s;on;9oo :-· "::-30%·. ::.· · " ." $6,119,300: · · .56% .· 
· . $i_r~,'qqa : ·-: i:J:7%( :: :<· '.:,:: ·:$ii.9,cio6 :.:.: (11%i ·: · · · · .. ·$119,000 · (i'?.%l 
: $8,8'\8,600 : .. '.(4%) . " '$8,848,,600 :" ..{4;%):: $8,848,600 (4%). 
$15,141,800 0% $15,141,800 0% $15,141,800 0% 
$90,168,800 1% $90,429,500 1% $91,470,9QO 2% 
$29,136,800 0% $29,136,800 0% $29,136,800 fili 

$119,305,600 0% $119,566,300 1% $120,607,700 2% 
sl3,134,4ool {4%J - I -siZ.81a,1ool- {6%F -- , $11,832,3001 (13%J 

$12,778,300 (7%) $12,517,600 (8%) $11,476,200 (16%) 
10%1 ·:,.:. · J 10%\ ''.,_:,c,.,-:,.;;,:e;.; 9%1"-;-; ·i.",,;i:: 
10%1"' - ' ·I 9%1;· __ ,;·;: .. _. .. ;_.. 9%1>',::--: . .'"'. 

Note: Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs Include all appl/cab/e Impact fees (Including T/DF or TSF}, plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax. 
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9: Transit Center Large Residential 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Resldentlai Rental · 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Table 10.9 

Summary Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee Levels 
Prototype 9: Transit Center Large Residential 

Base Case TIDF 

$30l,630,600 

~I 
$307,630,600 

$0 
~ 

$307,630,600 

Base Case TS F 

$307,,630,600 

~ 
$307,630,600 

$0 
iQ 

$307,630,600 

% Change 
from Base 

0% 

0% 

0% 

125% TSF 

$307,630,600 
-~· 

$307,630,600 
$0 
iQ 

$307,630,600 

% Change 
from Base 

0% 

0% 

0% 

'Hard Construction Costs $132,220,000 $132,220,000 0% $132,220,000 0% 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $0 . $0 $0 
beyelopment lmpaq: Fees/ other;c95ts· · ... :: .,:: ... :$22,;3,a9,2qo :-. :. $24,!148,900 . 9% . $;t4,9q4,700 ;. ·: .12% .' 

··Environmeritai/.J'ransP.cirtation-Revie11( · ..... · · :- : >$/,;49,000 ·. · : $124,000 :· . [17%) ·. " · : · .$/.24,00·0 ·. ·[17%): 
·Construction ~lriarii:lng/ Predev:carr{: ... ". :;$26;246,300 . $25,477,200 ·. "[3%). . . · $25,477,-~00 . (3%) 

Other Soft Costs . . . . . $33,055,000 $33,055,000 0% . $3il,055,0oo .Qli 
Total Hard and Soft Costs $214,059,500 $215,325,100 1% · $215,840,900 1% 

Developer Margin $67,678,700 $67,678,700 0% $67,678,700 0% 

Total Costs 
Residual Land Value (RLV) . 

Without Predevefopment Savings 
RLV as Percent of Revenues 

Without Predeve/apment Savings 

$281,738,200 
$25,892,400 

$25,892,400 
8% 
8% 

$283,003,8001 0% 
$24,626,800'1 {5%) 

$23,832,700 {8%) 
8%J;.-• .......... ,. 
8%1 · .... :·•." 

$283,519,600 
$24,111,000 

$23,31.6,900 

1% 
{7%) 
(10%) 

8%1·'"·;· '""·"" 
8% . , 1 •••• -; .:~' i~ 

150%TSF 

$307 ,630,600 
iQ 

$307,630,600 
$0 
iQ! 

$307,630,600 

% Change 
from Base 

0% 

0% 

0% 

$132,220,POO 0% 
$0 -

· $2S,'f80,;400 .. 14% 
.. · $124,0QO : {17%) . 

. $25,477;200 '_[3%) 
. $33,055,000 0% 
$216,356,600 1% 

$67,678,700 0% 

$284,035,300 1% 
$23,595,3001 (9%) 

$22,B01.,200 (12%) 
8%1'·"'".'i"·/" 
7%1 ... • , ... ·:: ... " 

250%TSF 

$307,630,600 

~ 
$307 ,630,600 

$0 
iQ 

$307,630,600 

$132,220,000 
$0 

. $27,,!?40,200 
$1i4,0PO 

$25,477 ;2PQ 
$33,055,000 

$218,416,400 
$67,678,700 

$286,095,100 
$21,535,500 

$20,741.,400 

%Change· 
from Base 

0% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

--.:23%· 
':.Ji-7~1"' 
.,::.(3%.) .• 
"' 0% .. 

2% 
0% 

2% 
(17%) 
(20%) 

7%/ :~~f}ir:·=~~rt:!~, 11' 
7%1 ''~·;;: .. [./~i.;_j·li' 

Note: Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs Include alt appllcrible lmpact/2es (Including TIDF or TSF}, plus any upfront developer paymentforTDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax •. 

Table 10.10 

Summary Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee Levels 
Prototype 10: Transit Center Large Office 

10: Transit Center Large Office Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 
% Change 

125%TSF 
% Change 

150%TSF 
% Change 

250%TSF 
% Change 

from Base from Base from Base from Base 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $0 $0 - $0 - $0 - $0 -
Residential Rental iQ iQ - iQ : ~ : ~ -- -

Subtotal Residential $0 :$0 - $0 - $0 - $0 -
Office $319,920,700 $319,920,700 0% $319,920,700 0% $319,920,700 0% $319,920,700 0% 
Retail ~9,881,600 ~9,881,600 0% ~9,881,600 ~ ~9,881,600 0% . ~9,881,600 0% 

Total Revenues $329,802,300 $329,802,300 0% $329,802,300 0% $329,802,300 0% $329,802,300 0% 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $127,821,800 $127,821,800 0% $127,821,800 0% $127,821,800 0% $127,821,800 0% 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $32,030,000 $32,030,000 0% . $32,030,000 0% $32,030,000 0% $32,030,000 0% 

· Deveioprnen_t imP.~ct·Fe:esi Ot~e~ ~os~s. :":: : $30;290;600 · $30,49S,8po " 1%""> : .. :.$31,884,600 : .. : s~· .:: . : •$33',273,300 ,.·1Q%" .. : ·' .$3,8,824,6QO .. :.:·i8%" : 
· · En_vlronl)lental/.Transp,orta,tion ~eview.': · ·· : $249,200 .'$199,200 (20%).' : · · .,· ,.$.199,:iOO : .'[20%) .· -_·$199,200. [20%)' : . · ... $19~,200 .,,.;·:(20%):·:.; 

Construction F.iryancipg/Predev;·Caqy· ... ". '. · $21,445;100 $20,62:l,20Q . '(4%) .. : ':', $2Q,~21,200 :_ [4%) .. " .. $20,621,200 : (4%) " .. $20;621,200 . ':l·{4%}°·: 
Other Soft Costs ~23,007,900 ~23,007,900 ~ ~23,007,900 ~ ~23 ,007,900 ~ ~23,007,900 0% 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $234,845;200 $234,175,900 0% $235,564,700 0% $236,953,400 1% $242,504,700 3% 
Develope~ Margin $52., 768,400 $52.,768,400 0% $52,768,400 0% $52,768,400 0% $52,768,400 0% 

Total Costs $287 ,613,600 $286,944,300 0% $288,333,100 0% $289,721,800 1% $295,273,100 3% 
Residual Land Value (RLV) $42,188,700 $42,858;000 2% $41,469,200 (2%) $40,080,500 {5%) $34,529,200 (18%) 

Without Predeve/opment Savings $42,1.88,700 $41.,983,500 0% $40,594,700 {4%), $39,206,000 {7%) $33,654,700 (20%) 
RLV as Percent of Revenues 1.3% 1.3% . . ~ . " ' ... :,: 13% . . ' . . ~· ., ~/ :: 1.2% :•· ·. ~.· ,•:,·.<·; • 10% 'i·:' .· ... "~ .. :~:. 1. • 

Without Predeve/opment Savings 13% 13% :p:, .... ':'..,!: 1.2% i·~ • ..: ···n· ':;._.:·:'i:: 12% .~· .: : ... ·.:. : .. 10% ·::.~ .. ; ~ .. ~ ~ _; 

Note: Development Impact Fees/ Olher Costs Include all appllcab/e linpaclfees (Including TIDF or TSF}, plus any upfront developer payment for 1VR purchase and Mello Roos special tax. 

·: 
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Appendix A: Methodology and Sources 

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

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

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

A. Selection of Prototypes 
B. Preparation of Residual Land Value (RL.V) Models 
C. Overview of Development Assumptions for RLV Analysis 
D. Information Sources 

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

• . Appendix Tables A-1 through A-10 present the summary results for each prototype. 
• Appendix Tables B-1 through B-10 present the summary financial proforma for each prototype. 
• · Appendix Tables C-1 through C-2 present the development revenue and cost assumptions for 

each prototype. 

A. Selection of Prototypes 
A variety of prototypical development types (prototypes) were evaluated for potential inclusion in the 
study, based on a review of development pipeline data and .an analysis of infill sites that may be suitable 
for development (that are either currently vacant or with existing buildings thafare 1-2 stories tall). 
Based on a comprehersive analysis of pro~otypical projects, 10 prototypes were selected for analysis, 
representing a variety of lot sizes, building heights, development sizes, land use, zoning designations and 
locations. 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 characteristi'cs of each of these. prototypes. . 

1. Definition of Development Program 
A customized development program for each pro~otype was developed based on a typical site within a 
geographic area, which is considered to be generally representative of development opportunities in 
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that area.1 The lot size and an ass.urned zoning designation were used to a} calculate the potential 
building envelope, b} define what would likely be built on the ground floor and on the upper floors, 
c} determine the likely location and number of parking spaces (including the potential use of stackers} 
and d} estimate gross and net building square footage, after taking account for key building 
requirements, including rear and/or side yard set backs that redu.ce the building footprint and vertical 
building step backs that reduce floor plates as the building increases in height. A brief overview of the 
prototypical building types, building efficiencies and parking is summarized below. 

a. Building!Construction Type 

Five building types, organized by height and construction type, encompass the majority of developments 
being built in San Frandsco, and two prototypes were analyzed for each of these five building types: 

• Low-Rise 40-58 Feet: Has the greatest geographic presence throughout the City and the 
greatest variety in size of development. Most Low-Rise development is residential, ranging from 
small projects with 5 or fewer units to large, 200-unit p~ojects. Residential mixed-use Prototypes 
1 and 4 represent this type of construction. 

• Mid-Rise 65-68 Feet: Has become more prevalent in the City, particularly in the easternmost 
neighborhoods that are in Area Plans. Dev~lopment 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 Soivla and Mission Bay 
areas, and both office and residential buildings are being developed at this heigh~. Offic.e 
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 So Ma 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 me safety measures and slim building prof!les. Building efficiencies range from· 
73 percent(%) to 80% for the residential prototypes, with high-rise construction. being the least 
efficient. Building efficiencies for the office prototypes range from 83% to 90%.2 

· 

1 Although soft sites were analyzed ·in order to develop and test key development assumptions related to development 
capacity, the prototypes are designed to generally reflect what may be developed within each area (e.g. Prototype 1 reflects 
what might be prototypically developed along Geary Avenue). 

2 For the purposes of this· analysis, the calculated building efficiencies were used to represent the leasable square footage for 
both residential and ,office uses. In the case of office, this is likely a conservative assumption as often a portion of 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 proformas and discussions with office developers, the assumed efficiencies are within the range 
of what is typically being used by developers. · 
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c. Parking 

Building heights, the number 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 utfazed, the prot~types 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." ln 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 pref~rence and development feasibility. 

Based on these factors, only the low-Rise Residential Mixed-Use Prototypes 1 and 4 have a parking ratio 
of 1.0 parking space per unit with the remaining residential prototypes having parking ratios ranging 
from 0.5 to 0.75 parking spaces per unit. Given their assumed zoning, parking square footage in the two 
office prototypes is limited to 7% of the gross floor area. 

B. Preparation of Residual Land Value (RLV) Models 
The residual land value (RlV) is the difference between what a developer expects to receive in revenues, 
{e.g., sale of condominium units after taking into account sales related expenses) less all costs 
associated with developing the buildings (e.g., predevelopment costs, hard construction costs, financing, 

· developer overhead, marketing/s.ales costs, other soft construction costs and developer margin or 
return). land residual models for each prototype were created to compare the potential financial impact 
on RLV of the TSF at various fee levels. under two underlying economic benefit scenarios: with and 
without predevelopment savings from CEQA/LOS reform. 

In summary, the RlV is calculated using the following formula, which represents a static basis for 
determining project feasibility: 

Revenues (based on sales prices for condominiums or development value for rental property 
less sales-related costS) 

. . 
Less: Basic Development Costs (including 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 feasil;>le by the development community) 

= Residual Land Value 

C. Overview of Development Assumptions for RLV Analysis 
The next four sections describe how·-i:he 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 lonl~-range view of real estate cycles in San Francisco. 
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1. Revenues 
Development revenues were developed based on a review of market data for condoi:ninium sales and 
for apartment, office and retail rental property in San Francisco, interviews with developers and market 
professionals, as well as a review of numerous developer proformas. The C::oncord Group, Polaris Pacific, 
The Mark Company and RealAnswers (formerly RealFacts) were key sources of.market data for 
residential products, while CEiRE, Colliers International and DTZ Retail Terranomics were key sources of 
market data _for office and retail products. While many economists project continued growth in sales 
values and rental rates in the c,oming years, development revenues for the financial.analysis are based 
on Winter 2014/Spring 2015 market values and have not been trended upwards to reflect improving 
future market conditions. Revenues are equal to potential sales prices for condominiums or 
development values for rental property less sales expenses, as further described below.3 

a. Condominium 

Condominium sales prices vary based on location, amenities associated with the building and whether 
or not units have a view premium." (Buildings with higher heights generally command higher prices due 
to potential view premiums.) Sales prices for each development prototype are based on anticipated 
sales val1;Je per net square foot for a typical new development of comparable h~ight 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 proto.types are assum~d 
to provide below market rate (BMR) housing units on-site, affordable to households at 90% Areawide 
Median Income (at a BMR purchase price of about $286,000). No parking revenues are assumed from 
condominium units. 

b. Apartment 

Residential rental revenues for apartments are based on the potential market value for each rental 
prototype based on stabilized net operating incom7 (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 r!3tes are 
assumed at 4.5%, which is 0.5% above the current going in cap rate for San Francisco Class A multifamily 
developments, according to lntegra Realty Resources (IRR) Viewpoint 2015. This cap_ rate cushion is used 
for all three rental prototypes and takes into account potential changes in interest rates and n:easures 
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 n~w apartments are located (the two residential rental Prototypes 4 
and 5 are located in the eastern neighborhoods). All of the apartment prototypes are assumed to. 
provide below market rate (BMR) housing units on-site, affordable to households at 55% Areawide . 
Median Income (at a BMR monthly rent of $1139). Parking revenues are assumed to be $350 per space 
per month based on discussions with developers and proforma review. 

3 Although soft sites were analyzed in order to develop and test key development assumptions, potential revenues for each 
prototype are designed to generally reflect potential prices and rents within the broader geographic areas and were also 
tested against minimum development feasibility thresholds provided by the development community. 
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c. Office· 

Office revenues are based on the potential market value for office based on stabilized net operating 
income (NOi) divided by a market capitalization rate. ~iven the significant demand from larger, 
technology-oriented tenants, proformas for office developments are now more commonly using triple 
net rents (NNN) or something akin to modified gross (MG) rather than full service (FS) rents to calculate 
NOi. For purposes of this analysis, the f?llowing assumptions are made based on interviews with office 
developers and a review of proformas for downtqwn office buildings submitted in respohse 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 p'er year less a vacancy allowance of 
10% and less landlord operating expenses/contingency at.10% of rental revenues. (NOi range~ from 
$43/NSf to $53/NSF.) Parking revenues are assumed to be $4'50 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 gain~ in cap rate for San Francisco Class A CBD office, aq:ording to IRR Viewpoint 
2015. 

d. Retail 

Retail revenues are based on the potential market Vqlue. for office based on stabilized net operating 
income (NOi) divided by a market capitalization rate. Similar NOi equals gross income from rents and 
parking spaces, less a vacancy a!lowance 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 occurin areas that do not currently have established retaiJ 
districts, and developers may need to incentivize o'ccupancy with free rent or tenant improvement · 
concessions. Retail NOi is calculated based on these rents less a vacancy allowance of 10% and less 
landlord .operating expenses/contingency at 10% of rental reven~es. (NOi ranges from $38/NSF to 
$48/NSF.) Monthly parking revenues range from $100 to $150 per space, with parking operating 
expenses at 30% of parking revenues, reflecting the fact that retail parking revenues are not anticipated 
to represent a significant source of income. Capitalization rates are assumed at 6%, which is 0.5% above 
the current going in cap rate for San. F:ancisco Class A neighborhood retail according to IRR Viewpoint 
2015. 

e. Sales Expenses 

Sales expenses include brokerage fees and City transfer taxes, and these expenses are deducted from 
the sales and rental revenue proceeds in or~er to generate net development revenues for the financial 
analysis. Transfer taxes are based on the City's transfertax·schedule, which is calculated according to 
building value, and ere assumed to be paid by the developer.: All of the condominium prototypes are 
assumed to have sales expenses equal to 5.5% of sales price, representing an aliowance for sales related 
expenses .and transfer tax. Office and apartme.nt prototypes are assumed to have sales exp~nses. equal 
to 3.5% percent of sales price, representing an allowance for transfer tax 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. Development Costs 

Development costs consist of. five key categories: hard construction costs and tenant improvements 
(collectively referred to as direct costs); development impact fees and other co?ts; environmental and· 
transportation review costs; construction financing; and other soft costs. Land costs are calculated 
based on the RLV, as described above. Direct construction costs represent the majority of development 
costs. 4 · 

a. Direct Construction Costs 

Direct construction costs include hard c;onstruction costs related to building, parking and site work 
(including general contractor overhead, profit and general ~onditions) plus tenant improvements. As the 
type and location of parking varies significantly across building typl?s, p·arking hard construct;ioq costs 
are ~stima.ted separately from the hard construction costs for the residential, retail and/or office 
components. The parking costs were then added to the hard construction cos~ for each land use by 
prototype and compared with developer proformas 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 constr~ction cost estimates 
assembled for the Mayor's Office of Housing in 2012, and the costs were found to be generally 
consistent, after taking into account ari inflationary adjustment of 15-20% since 2012, reflecting the 
rapid increase in construction costs over the past three years. 

Tenant improvements are assumed to be the landlord or developer's share of w~at is required to be 
installed in order to accommodate occupancy by retail and/or office tenants. The following costs for 
each building and land use type were developed based on interviews with a range of developers and 
general contractors, recent development proformas and information on construction costs provided by · 
the San Fran.cisco Department of Buildi~g lnspe~ion. 

Hard Construction Cost Contingency 

• A 10% contingency was added to all hard construction cost estimates, including park~ng . 

Parking Hard Construction 

• Podium Parking (at-grade. or partially below grade at $120/GSF of Parking Area). 
• Underground Parking (1 lev~I below grade at $140/GSF of Parking Area). 
• Underground.Parking (2 lev.el below grade at $160/GSF of Parking Area). 
• _Stackers {assumes puzzle stackers at cost of $15,000 per space for· parking lift system plus · 

· additional costs related to mechanical and electrical systems, plus site accommodations}. 

Residential Hard .Construction 

• Low-Rise 40-58 Feet: Type V over Type I podium construction at $240/GSF to $260/GSF of 
Residential Area.5 

• Mid-Rise 65-68 Feet: Type Ill/Modified Type Ill construction at $270/GSF of Residential Area. 
• Mid-Rise 80-85 Feet: Type I construction at $300/GSF of Residential Area. · 

4 Development cost information was provided by the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection an'd a range of real 
estate professionals, including developer members of the Urban Land Institute, SPUR and San Francisco Housi[!g Action 
Coalition, as well as general contractors (including Webcor, Cahill, Swinerton and Build GC). 

s· This construction cost range assumes consJ;ruction labor at prevailing wages and takes into account the fact that there may be 
site constraints, such as the need for pilings. The two low-rise prototypes have different heights and significantly different 
unit sizes as well as potential site conditions, given their locations. Citywide, low-rise developments may be able to achieve 
greater efficiencies and have significantly lower costs for wood frame development.· 
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High-Rise 120·1.60 Feet: Type I construction at $320/GSF ~f Residential Area (reflects added life 
safety requirements plus construction premium for smaller sized upper floors). 

• High-Rise Above 240 Feet: Type I construction at $340/GSF of Residential Area (reflects added 
life safety requirements plus construction premium for additional smaller sized upper f109rs). 

With parking construction costs, direct construction costs for the residential prototypes {including ground 
floor retail and associated tenant improvements) range from $290/GSF to $400/GSF, or between about 
$380/NSF to $550/NSF. . 

According to interviews with general contractors and developers, condominiums typically cost about 5% 
or. more per square foot of residential b~ilding area than apartments because they have higher finishes 
and amenities, and some of this additional cost may be recaptured durf ng the sales process as unit 
upgrades. Rental units are typically smaller in.size than condpminium developments and therefore 
typically cost more per square foot due.to the higher ratio of kitchen and bathrooms to overall square 
footage. Based on reviewing numerous developer proformas for both condominium and rental unitS, 
the above construction costs are assumed to be within the range of current construction costs for both 
condominium and rental units. In addition, as separately noted below, a contingency allowance of 10% 
is added to these costs to reflect the preliminary nature of these estimates. 

Retail Hard Construction and Tenant Improvements 

• . Retail on Ground Floor: Podium construction at $225/GSF plus landlord paid Tenant 
·improvements at $100/NSF 

Office Hard Construction and Tenant Improvements 

• High-Rise 160 Feet: Type I construction with added life safety requirements at $250/GSF plus 
landlord paid tenant improvements at $85/NSF) 

High-Rise 400 Feet: Type I construction with added life safety requirements at $300/GSF, which 
takes in to account significant building step backs on the upper floors that translates to higher 
costs per GSF on upper floors, plus landlord paid tenant Improvements at $85/NSF) 

With parking co!'structfon costs and contingency, hard construction costs for the office prototypes range 
from about $290/GSF to $330/GSF. With ground floor retail and associated tenant improvements, direct· 
construction costs for the office prototypes range from $400/NSF to $500/NSF. 

b. . Development Impact Fees/Other Costs 

Development impact fees and other costs include water and wastewater capacity fees, school fees~ 
citywide and area.plan specific impact fees and are calculated based on the 2014 Planning Department 
Fee Schedule. All but one prototype assumes the onsite provision of affordable housing; High-Rise 
Prototype 9 assumes the payment of an affordable housing fee. The two office prototypes, as well as 
.ground floor retail uses, include the payment of a jobs-housing linkage fee. 

For·each prototype, the model assumes a variable level of development impact fees under t~e following 
scenarios: 

• Base Case TIDF; which reflects current conditions without implementation of the TSP and 
continuation ofTIDF. 
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• Base Case TSF, which assumes the TSP is implemented and assumes TSF fee rates based on the 
2012 DraftTSF Ordinance Levels.6 

· 

• Sensitivity analy?is at three alternative fee levels at 125%, 150% and 250% of Base Case TSF . 

Where applicable, area plan and prior use fee cr~dits were calculated ~nd credited in the model of each 
TSF scenario. 

Prototypes 9 and 10 are located in the Transit Center District Plan and are assumed to be part of its 
Mello R_oos Community Facilities District. For Prototype 9, which is a residential condominium, the 
developer is assumed to pay the Mello Roos special tax starting at Certificate of Occupancy until the 
units are sold and then the homeowners would fully assume ·the annual special tax burden. For 
Prototype 10, the developer or landlord is also assumed to pay the Mello Roos special tax starting at 
Certificate of Occupancy until the office js leased. Upon lease-up, the landlord is as~umed to either pass 
the special tax on to the tenants through a NNN lease or incorporate the.special tax into its operating 
expenses (the operating expense allowance of $6.60/NSF would more than cover the $4.36/SF Mello 
Roos special tax for·a 30 story office building) .. 

c. Environmental and Transportation Review Costs 

As described in Chapter\!, 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 envi.ronmental review for' each of these "prototypes was compared under these two cases in 
order to understand the potential direct economic benefits from the adoption of the TSP. The analysis 
also analyzes each prototype with and without predevelopment savings, which takes.into account the 
possibility that no CEQA streamlining could occur if another type of environmental topic area (such as 
historic resources) would result in further intensification of e_nvironmental review. 

d. Construction Financing and Predevelopment Carry Savin9s 

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 ~ate is assumed 
at 5.5% for all prototypes with a loan fee of 1-1.25%, depending on loan size. The loan amount is based 
on about a 60-65~ loan to development cost (considered to be approximately equal to a 50% loan to 
value) at an average outstanding balance bf 60% of development costs. The term of the construction 
loan is directly related,to project timing, as the construction loan is the primary source of capital during 
the constructi"on and absorption phase (sales for condominiums and lease-up for rentals). 

The construction period for each prototype increases according to development size and complexity: 
with constr'uction on the small r~sidential projects assumed to occur in 18 months, construction on 
medium sized projects assur:ned at 21 months, and construction on the larger ~nd high-rise 
developments taking 24-30 months. Absorption for each prototype is based on recent markettrends 
and interviews with developers, with average unit absorption per month for condominiums ranging 
from about 2 (for small developments) to 9 (for 100-200 unit developments) and 20 units per month for 
apartments. Office absorption is assumed to average 200,000-25.0,000 square feet per year, with a small 
amount of pre-leasing assumed for office, retail and apartments. 

6 As 
0

described ih Chapter Ill, the Base Case TSF scenario assumes the fee rat~s in the 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance, adjusted for 
inflation to 2015 dollars, taking int~ account the consolidation of non-residential fee categories. 
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As described in the main body of the report, predevelop'ment time savings due to CEQA/LOS reform are 
considered to reduce private carrying costs related to those developments that may benefit from CEQA 
streamlining. Consistent with the prior 2012 analysis, the study assumes predevelopment costs 
(including land) are equal to about 5% of development value (typically within a range of 5-15% of 
development value or total development cost according to the Urban Land lnstitute).7 

Predevelopment cost savings are measured by multiplying these estimated predevelopment costs by a 
12% annual equity carrying cost (conservative assumption as equity during entitlement period typically 
achieves a higher return threshold) times the number of months saved divided by one year 
(i.e. 5 months/1 year):8 

5% of revenues multiplied by 12% carrying cost multiplied by 42% (5/12 months}= .252% of revenues 

While predevelopment costs varv 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 

. upfrqnt predevelopment costs), this estimate is considered to be generally representative of a potential' 
predevelopment carry scenario. 

e. Other Soft Costs. 

Other soft costs include all other. indirect construction costs such as architectural design, engineering, 
legal fees, building permit fees, marketing and other sales/leasing related development costs. These 
costs are calculated as a percentage of hard construction costs based on a review of proformas and 
interviews with developers and real estate professionals. Other soft costs for the residential 
condominium prototypes are ·assumed at 25% of hard construction costs while rental prototypes (both 
residentia·I and commercial) that have less extensive sales and marketing costs are assumed at 18% of 
hard construction costs. 

3. Developer Margin. 

Developers, lenders and investors evaluate and measure returns in s~veral wayc;.. Based on input from 
real estate developers, equity investors and lenders, and discussions with City staff, developer margin is 
measured in the following ways. 

• · Residential: Target developer margin, as measured by return on development cost and return . 
on net sales price for condominiums: 

• Low-Rise 40-58 Feet: 15-20% return on total development cost (assumed at 19% return on 
development cost, or 16% threshold for return on net sales for condominiums) 

. .. 
• Mid-Rise 65 Feet: 20~22% 'on total development cost (assumed at 21% return on 

development cost, or 17% threshold for return on net sales for condomi~iums) 

• Mid-Rise and High-Rise, 80-160 Feet: 22-24% on total development cost (assumed at 23% 
return on development cost, or 19~ threshold for return on net sales for condominiums) 

• High-Rise above 240 Feet: 28-30% on total development cost (assumed at 29% return on 
development cost, or 22% threshold for return on net sales for condominiums) 

7 Refer to Chapters 2 and 3, Rnance for Real Est~te Development, Charles Long, Urban Land Institute, 2011. 
8 Conceptually, this mean~ a five month time s.avings would translate to predevelopment savings of about $2,520/unit for a 

typically priced $1,000,000 c~ndominium, which is approximately equal 0.5% of direct construction costs. 
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• 

• 

Office: Target developer margin as measured by return on development cost at 19% or 16% on 
return on net value. (These returns take in to account the size and scale of development, as well 
as the building's long term cash flow potential.) 

Retail: Target returns in mixed-use projects are assumed to be the same as the predominant . 
land use. 

For rental property, typically the more· imp'ortant static return measure is referred to as Yield to Cost or 
Return on Cost, which is measured based on Net Operating Income (NOi, equal to rental income less 
vacancy less operating expenses) diyided by total development costs. The ta~get Yield (Return) on Cost 
for apartments in San Francisco is 5-7% while office return thresholds range between 
6-7%, based on a review of project 'proformas and discussions with developers and equity investors. 

_.,.o 

4. Residual Land Value (With and Without Predevelopment Savings) 
As described above, the residual land value (RLV) is the difference between what a developer expects to 
receive in revenues less all costs associated with developing the buildings. Land resi~ual 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 feasibi!ity; 

. Revenues 

. Less: Basic Development Costs (taking into account the varying levels of development impact 
fees under the'TSF scenarios, as well as·potential predevelopment savings with the TSP) 

Less: Df!velope.r Margin 

= Residual Land Value (calculated for each scenario, with and without predevelopri'lent savings) 
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D. Information Sources 
Association of Bay Area Government (ABA;G), Projections 2013. 

Clifford Advisory, Land Value in Eastern Neighborho~ds, April 14, 2008, plus updated data on land sales 
com parables and guidance on residual land value calculations provided during 2014 and 2015. 

lntegra Realty Resources, Viewpoint,.2015 Real Estate Valµe Trends. 

Interviews with residential and office developers, as well as a range of general contractors, many of 
whom are members of the Urban Land Institute, SPUR and San Francisco Housing A2tion Coalition. 

Interviews supplemented by reports on market trends: The Concord Group, Polaris Pacific, The Mark 
Company, R~alAnswers {formerly RealFacts), CBR_E, Colliers International and DTZ Retail Terranomics. 

Keyser Marston Associates, Citywide lnclusionary Housing Study, July 2006. 

Keyser Marston Associates, Sensitivity Analysis of New Developm~nt Impact Fees on Project Economics, 
August 12, 2008. 

San Francisco Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure {OCll), staff reports to OCII Board 
regarding review of development proposalsforTransbay Blocks S, 6-7 and 8. 

San Francisco Planning Department, Development Pipeline Data, Q3 2014. 

?an Francisco Planning Department, Housing Inventory Report, 2014. 

San Francisco Planning Department and San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Draft Transit Center 
District Plan, November 2009. 

Seif~! Consulting, Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee and Affordable Housing Analysis, May 2008. 

Seifel Consulting, Inclusionary Housing Financial Analysis, December 2012 

Urban Land Institute, Finance for Real Estate Development, Charles Long, 2011. 

San Francisco City Departments 

• 

• 
• 
• 

• 
• 

San Francisco Department of Building Inspection {SFDBI) 
San Francisco Planning Department (Planning Department)· 
San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) 
San Francisco Office of the Controller 
San Francisco Office of Economic and Workfor.ce Development.{OEWD) 
San Francisco P.lanning Department (Planning Department) 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) 
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Appendix Table A-1 
Prototype 1 Sunµnary Results 

Comparison for Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

la.Summa 
SiteArea and Constraints 

Lot Size 
Existin Prior Use 

Development Program 
Description 
Maximum Height 
Residential Units 

Average Unit Size (NSF) 
Residential Density 

Buildirig Size (NSF) 
Building Size GSF (without parking) 
FAR 
Residential Parking Ratio 
Total Parking Spaces 

Parkin Construction e #of levels · 

Small Residential Mixed-use 

5,000 SF 
600 GSF 

Low-Rise 
45 Feet 
8 Units 

1,100 NSF 
. 70 Units per acre_ 

10,240~SF 

12,950 GSF 
3.3 

Podium.(1 

1.0 Spaces per Unit 
8 

lb. Summary of Financial Analysis - Geary Sinall Residential Mixed-use 
Prototype 1 Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF Difference 

1: Geary Small Res. Mixed-use 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Total 

$7,900,200 

$9 
$7,900,200 

$0 
$870,900 

$8,771,100 

%of 
Revenues 

90% 
0% 

90% 
0% 

10% 
100% 

TSFTotal 

$7,900,200 
$0 

$7,900,200 
$0 

$870,900 
$8,771,100 

%of 
Revenues 

90% 
0% 

90% 
0%. 

10% 
100% 

Total 

$0 
$0 

!Q 
$0 

!Q 
$0 

Hard Construction Costs $3,788,400 43% $3,788,400 43% $0 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $144,000 2% $144,000 2% $0 

.:n·eveiOP~~t~P~~Fees/Q~~cq.~:·: .. .:·_$0~j9Q·.. . <.1% ·. \ .. ... ~~:?.1~~~~ .. ... . >4~ ::f :.:··~~~,~Q~ 
Envito~¢:o,taVT~portatic;in Revi!li.:V: . : · : : · : $_9,bQ9 . . · ·: ·. · · 0% . : .. · .. $9~~9.~:-··· ._·. . q% · .:· .· >.- :-:_ .. -~-o: 
.coP,structi~ti ·J:?rruui:ciii.g!Pred~.:·¢.~li.rf:·:·::: :.: : :: .. ··: $3~4,3oci.:-<: · :- : : : 4% : · · · $364,300.-: · · ··· 4% .. ·._.·.:·.·: :--- · ··· $0 
Other Soft Costs $947,100 11 % $947,100 11 % $0 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $5,317,500 . 61 % $5,387,400 61 % $69,900 
Developer Margin $1,403,400 16% $1,403,400 16% $0 

Total Costs $6,720,900 77% $6,790,800 77% $69,900 

Residual Land Value $2,050,200 23% $1,980,300 23% ($69,900) 
Without Predevelopment Savings $2,050,200 23% $1,980,300 23% ($69,900) 

Developer Margin/ Total Dev. Costs 19% 19% 

%Change 

0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 

0,0% 

0.0% 
.·· : .. ·io8% 
. ·. 9._0.% 

0.0% 
1.3% 
0.0% 

1.0% 

(3.4%) 
(3.4%) 

Note: Numbers rounded to nearest $100 •. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (including TDJF or TSF), 

plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax. · 
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le. Summary of Financial Indicators - Gearv Small Residential Mh:ed-use 
Prototype 1 Base Case TIDF 

1: Geary Small Res. Mixed-use 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Soft Cost 
as % of Per Bldg GSF Per Bldg Per Unit Total 

$7,900,200 

~ 
$7,900,200 

$0 
$870,900 . 

$8,771,100 

HCC Jw/o Parking) NSF 

$610 
$0 

$610 
$0 

$67 
$677 

$772 
$0 

$772 
$0 

$85 
'$857 

$987,525' 
$0 

$987,525 
$0 

$108,863 
$1,096,388 

Hard Construction Costs $3,788,400 100% $293 $370 $473,550 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up ~?sts $144,000 $11 $14 $18,000 
Devdcipmei:JJ_I:rb.pa~t. F~es/qth~t:C'ost:S. .. $64, 700 . ' :: · .'. 2% : $s . . $0 "· : :--.· $8 088 
:Eiivi:ionmenta)!;J;~poifatlon_~eView · . $9,ooo ::. · "· · 6% $-I --.. :-: ::$I' i.::::·>f $(~25 

· · Consimction:Fin?,nciii.if,Predey.::¢aD:y · ·: .: .. ':$364,3Q9 10% : · $2&· . ~~~ : ·, · ... $4§,5.~.~: 
Other Soft Costs $947,100 25% $73 $92 $118,388 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $5,317,500 $411 $519 $664,688 
Developer Margin $1,403,400 $108 $137 $175,425 

Total Costs $6,720,900 $519 $656 $840,113 
Residual Land Value $2,050 200 $158 $200 $256..300 

WlihoutPredevelopmentSavinJ:S $2,050,200 $158 $200 $256,300-
~~-$~~~~~~?4~~~~~~~4~~§tt~~t~§~i~~~~ti.~~~~~~ 

Prototvnel Base Case TSF 
Soft Cost 

PerBldgGSF Per Bldg 
1: Geary Small Res. Mixed-use Total as% of Per Unit 

HCC 
(w/o Parking) NSF 

-
Revenues 

Residential For-Sale $7,900,200 $610 $772 $987,525 
Residential Rental $0 $0 $0 $0 

Subtotal Residential $7,900,200 $610 $772 $987,525 
Office $0 $0 $0 $0 
Retail $870,900 $67 .ID. ~108,863 

Total Revenues $8,771,100 $677 $857 $1,096,388 
Hard and Soft Cosj:s 

Hard Construction Costs $3,788,400 100% $293 $370 $473,550 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $144,000 4% $11 $14 $18,000 

· .:Ot::velcipment.JmpactJi'ees/OtJ:ier cii~s .. · .. :"$134,600 4% $10 $13 
., 

"$I6,S25 .. 
.. ~n'0i-oniriental/Tra.nSpo$tiori. Revfew;:: . .-... :·" · . <.$9 ocio · : 

: .. Q'Yo ·$1 $1 : :.:::$1;1~5· .. .. 
. . . ~· . 

.CoP.Stnicti'mi:Financmg/P~V:. Cai'ry. :: .: -::"<" . :' '.$364,300 .. 
" 10°% $28' .· $3~ .$i!.s;53.8· 

Other Soft Costs $947,100 25% $73 $92 $1i8,38s 
Total Hard and Soft Costs $5,387,400 $416 $526 $673,425 

Developer Margin $1,403,400 $108 $13~ ~175,425 

Total Costs $6,790,800 $524 $663 $848,850 
Residual Land Value $1,980.300 $153 $193 $247.500 

Without Predevelovment Savinf!s $1;980.300 $153 $193 $247,500 
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Appendix: Table A-2 
Prototype 2 Summary Results 

C01:nparison for Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

2a. Snmm of Develo ment Pro am - Van Ness Medium Residential Mixed-use 
Site Area and Constraints 

Lot Size 
Existin Prior Use 

Development Program 
Description 
Maximum Height 
Residential Units 

Average Unit Size 
Residential Density 

Building Size (NSF) 
Building Size GSF (without parking) 
FAR 
Residential Parking Ratio 
Total Parking Spaces 

Parkin Construction e # oflevels 

24,300 SF 
11,000 GSF 

Mid-Rise 
80 Feet 
60 Units. 

997 NSF 
108 Units/Acre 

67,887NSF 
86,124 GSF 

3.6 
0.75 Spaces per Unit 

64 

2b Snmmarv of Financial Analvsis - Van Ness Medium Residential Mlxed-use 
Prototvne 2 Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF Difference 

2: Van ~essMedium Res. Mixed-use TSF Total Total 
%of 

·Revenues 
%of 

Total 
Revenues %Change 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total R!lvenues 
Development Costs 

Hard Construction Costs 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs 

: · · b~vei~etii rm:Pai:1: :F~sioth~ c0Sis 
· &.Vironmental/Transportation ReYieir 
Co~tpicµ~n Fin~cing/Pre~v. Carry·· 
Other Soft Costs 

Total Hard and Soft Costs 
Developer Margin 

Total Costs 
Residual Land. Value 

Wlthout Predevelopment Savings 
Developer Margin/ Total Dev. Costs 

$56,819,600 91% 
$0 0% 

$56,819,600 91% 
$0 0% 

0

$5;740,900 9% 
$62,560,500 100% 

$31,216,553 50% 
$808;747 1% 

.. . .· .... : :_ :'$403:,~(j()"".'.:<.: .: ·.:·1 % 
. . :- $tss·;90( · :· 0% 
· ·. -~~j3$,~6o ... , :: ~% . 

$7,804,200 12% 
$43,656,700 70% 
$11,886,500 19% 

$55,543,200 89% 
$7,017,300 11% 

$7,017,300 11% 
23% 

$56,819,600 
$0 

$56,819,600 
•$0 

$5,740,900 
$62,560,500 

$31,216,553 
$808,747 

''$862;506 
$188,000 

· s~·,235~6oo 
$7,804,200 

$44,115,600 
.$11,886,500 

$56,002,100 
$6,558,400 

$6,558,400 

23% 

91% $0 
0% $0 

91% $0 
0% $0 
9% $0 

100% $0 

50% $0 
1% $0 .• · !i L ft;~·j~ .. 

12% $0 
71 % $458,900 
19% .$0 

90% $458,900 
10% ($458,900) 
10% ($458,900) 

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. 

0.0% 
-

0.0% 
-

0.0% 
0.0% 

0.0% 
'0.0% 

" '114% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
1.1% 
0.0% 

0.8% 
(6.5%) 
(6.5%) 
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2c. Summarv of Financial Indicators - Van Ness Medium Residential Mixed-use 
Prototype 2 Base Case TIDF 

Soft Cost 
2: Van Ness Medium Res. Mixed-use Total as % of Per Bldg GSF 

HCC 
Revenues 

Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs 
l)eve~\)pme~t Iiii.P<0tfee~/Q$er c;:Osts ·. 

· . ED.vii'cimhenfal!.riallsportatioi:t Revfow : · 
Cons!r).ICtion ):ii.Jirui~fui/Pre!iev. criry · . · 
Other Soft Costs 

Total Hard and Soft Costs 
Developer Margin 

Total Costs 
Residuiil Land Value 

Wrthoui Predevelopment SavinJ!S 

$56,819,600 
$0 

$56,819,600 
$0 

$5,740,900 
$62,560,500 

$31,216,553 100% 
$808,747 3% 

. $403_;600 .:· : .. : .):% ... 

<:.:. ::"i3~~~:~b~ :::::::· .. iii~".:.···::: 
$7,804,200 25% 

$43,656,700 
$11,886,500 

$55,543.200 
$7,017,300 

$7,017,300 

$660 
$0 

$660 
$0 

$67 
$726 

$362 
$9 
$5. ·.· $i 

: . $38 
$91 

$507 
$138 

$645' 
$81 
$81 

Prototype2 Base Case TSF 
Soft Cost 

2: Van Ness Medium Res. Mixed-use Total as % of Per Bldg GSF 
HCC 

Revenues 
Residentilll For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

$56,819,600 
$0 

$56,819,600 
$0 

$5)40,900 
$62,560,500 

Hard Construction Costs $31,216,553 100% 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $808,747 3% 

. ·Development ImpacfFees/Other· Costs:: :·: .- :·. · ·$&6i;5oo .. ·· . · ·.3.% ···· · 
· EnYirorW>.!::htiil/J'ranspo~tionReView,:·. :: -. •. '.'.': :: $i~8_,opo · .:.: .. < ... :i% 

Con~trriction Financinef.Prf?dev. C~.. ·.::.. ·· . $~~?5,.600 .· ·"_". · · ·i.ci% " 
Other Soft Costs $7 ,804,200 25% 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $44,115,600 
Developer Margin $11,886,500 

Total Costs $56,002.100 
Residual Land Value $"6.558 400 

Wrthoui Predevelopment Savinf!S $6,558,400 

1787 

$660 
$0 

$660 
$0 

$67 
$726 

$362 
$9 

$1(). 
.-$2 
$~8 
$91 

$512 
$138 

$650 
$76 
$76 

Per Bldg 
NSF 

Per Unit 

$837 $946,993 
$0 $0 

$837 $946,993 
$0 $0 

$85 $95,682 
$922 $1,042,675 

$460 $520,276 
$12 $13,479 

~ \ .· :·:··: .. :$·6 

···;;::.:.:_:::~;':$if i1~: . $3 
$4&· 

$115 $130,070" 
$643 $727,612 
$175 $198,108 

$818 $925,720 
$103 $117,000 
$103 $117,000 

Per Bldg 
NSF Per Unit 

$837 . $946,993 
$0 $0 

$837 $946,993 
$0 $0 
~ $95,682 

$922 $1,042,675 

$460 $520,276 
$12 $13,479 
$13 ... : :.; :""'. "$i4;3'75 

... :: ;. . :. $~.: ... : .. :·:· < .,:s~_;i~:3: 
·: .. $48 .;: ., .. ;· $53 927. 

$115 · .. $i3o'.ci7o 
$650 $735,260 
$175 $198,108 

$825 $933,368 
$97 $109,300 
$97 $109,300 
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3a. s ummarv ofDevelonment p 
Site Area and 'Constraints 

Lot Size 
Existing Prior Use 

Development Program 
Description 
Maximum Height 
Residential Units 

Average Unit Size 
Residential Density 

Building Size (NSF) ' 

Appendix TableA-3 
Prototype 3 Summary Results 

Comparisop. for.Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

roirram - Outer ~sion s "d mal1Res1 ential Mix d e -use 

14,420 SF 
17,438 SF 

Mid-Rise 
65 Feet 
24 Units 

1,250 NSF 
72 Units/ Acre 

32,876 NSF 
Building Size GSF (~thoutparlcing) 41,784 GSF 
FAR 3.6 
Residential Parlcing Ratio 1 Spaces per Unit 
Total Parking Spaces 24 

Parking Construction Tvue (# oflevels) Podium(!) 

3b. Summary of Financial Analysis - Outer Mission Small Residential Mixed-use 
Prototvne 3 Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 

3. Outer Mission Small Res. Mixed-use Total 
%of 

TSFTotal 
Revenues 

%of 
Revenues 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $21,895,900 93% $21,895,900 93% 
Residential Rental $0 0% $0 0% 

Subtotal Residential $21,895,900 93% $21,895,900 93% 
Office . $0 0% $0 0% 
Retail $1,739,400 7% $1,739,400 7% 

Total Revenues $23,635,300 100% $23,635,300 100% 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $13,594,400 58% $13,594,400 58% 

Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs .. ~~~!·~~.o .. _ . .1.'fc: . . . . $287,600 
tj~iei~i?ID.~n:t.T:rr;p~t.~e~otii~r ¢~5ti, · · · · . "" $201,100. · .: . .. i % $243:.500 · 

. ·.E:q.ylrpn#ien:faj/fransiJoi;tatiOri.Revi~w·: · : : . ·~·$.21,PoO -_·· .. : ·.-.9%. :.$27,900 
.. Con,structimi:~~cfug/Ptedey. ~arry · : .. ·".: ~.Qs8,~oo :::·:: :· .:?%. " .. "$1,i88,00.Q., 

1% ... 
: -1%. 

0%. 
-.·5% 

Other Soft Costs $3,398,600 14% $3,398,600 14% 
Total Hard and Soft Costs $18,696,700 79% $18,739,100 79% 

Developer Margin $4,018,000 17% $4,018,000 17% 

Total Costs $22,714,700. 96% $22,757,100 96% 
Residual Land Value $920,600 4% $878,200 4% 

Wlthout Predevelopment Savings $920,600 4% $878,200 4% 
Developer Margin/ Total Dev. Costs 20% 20% 

Difference 

Total % Change 

$0 0.0% 
$0 -
.$Q 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

... .::· $~2,4qci" · .... .... 2i% 
. . '$Q 0.0% 

jo· . . .. 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$42,400 0.2% 
$0 0.0% 

$42,400 0.2% 
($42,400) (4.6%) 
($42,400) (4.6%) 

Note: Numbers rounded to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Com im:lutle 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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3 s c. ummarvo fFin "allndi t an CI ca ors - 0 t Mis. S allR "d tialMlx d u er SI On m es1 en e -use 
Prototvne"3 Base Case TIDF 

Soft Cost 
Per Bldg 

3. Outer Mlssion Small Res. l\fixed-use Total as%of Per Bldg GSF Per Unit 
HCC 

NSF 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $21,895,900 $524 $666 $912,329 
Residential Rental $0 $0 $0 ' •$0 

Subtotal Residential $21,895,900 $524 $666 $912,329 
Office $0 $0 $0 $0 
Rei:ail $1,739,400 $42 $53 $72,475 

Total Revenues $23,635,300 $566 $719 $984,804 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $13,594,400 100% $325 $414 $566,433 
Te~t Improve!D:ents/Lease Up Costs $287,600 2% $7 $9 $1!,983 

. Deyekipmentlri:ipaot Fees/Other Costs . : $201;ioo· : . ·.:·1%. .$5 .·"·$6 · .. . $8,379 
EnVll"rillii:i.eiifi.irrransporta!ion Review · . · .. : .$~7,00.0 __ : ::.·0% ; .. $1 ·::· $1. ; · .. : .... :· .. ~1,}2.?: ··.· '· .. 

. 9oris~~tion Fu;~cingtPr_edev. c;;.ey· · .. . $1,_18._8,000 9%: y$28 "$36 ·: : . $1~,500 
Other Soft Costs $3,398,600 25% $81 $103 $141,608 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $1~,696,700 $447 $569 $779,029 
Developer Margin $4,018,000 $96 $122 $167,417 

TotalC~sts $22,714,700 $544 $691 $946,446 
Residual Land Value $920.600 $22 $28 $38.400 

Without Predevelopment Savinf!S $920,600 $22 $28 $38,400 
}~~~~7~~~~~~~.$~~f~~i~~a~~w~;:~~~~~~~~i.~~;s~~¥~ 

Prototvoe3 Base Case TSF 
Soft Cost 

Per Bldg 
3. Outer Mlssion Small Res. l\fixed-use Total as%of PerBldgGSF Per Unit 

HCC 
NSF 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $21,895,900 $524 $666 $912,329 
Residential Rental $0 $0 $0 $0 

Subtotal Residential $21,895,900 $524 $666 $912,329 
Office - $0 $0 $0 $0 
Retail $1,739,400 11l $53 $72,475 

Total Revenues $23,635,300 $566 $719 $984,804 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $13,594,400 . . 100% $325 $414 $566,433 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $287,600 2% $7 $9 $11,983 

· . D~_efopl:iieiJ.t ii:np~~~ F.e~s/Q.th_e{G~s~ . :·· . . "$243 500 ::_. :: _:·2% .$"6 "$i .. .. 
. . : $10;i46 

-- ~~v?fq:innentallrrim.Sli-°i:ta±ioµ. Review>.: . :· ·:.. ·:-<$27:000 ---:<:.-.\·~~ $1 . $1 · -:·:·:·$r,iz:s 

· C::q~~ctii?!i finali~fuffe>t?ci~y/¢.ii.rry:·/ :;_ -.:_· :_$_U~s.,Q°oo .. . .. .. .$:2& . .... .'$?.6 
p ••• • •• 

.. :$:49",?_00 ............. 
· Other Soft Costs $3,398,600 25% $81 $103. . $141,608 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $18,739,100 $448 $570 $780,~96 
Developer Margin $4,018,000 $96 $122 ~167,417 

Total.Costs $22,757.100 $545 $692 $948,213 
Residual Land Value $878,200 $21 $27 $36,600 

Without Predevelopment Savinf!S $878,200 $21 $27 $36,600 
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Existin Prior Use 
Development Program 

Description 
Maximum Height 
Residential Units 

Average Unit Size 
Residential Density 

Building Size (NSF) 
Building Size GSF (without parlcing) 
FAR 
Residential Parking Ratio 
Total Parlcing Spaces 

Appendix Table A-4 
Prototype 4 Su~ary Results 

Comparison for Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

am - Mission Small Residential Mixed Use 

"6,000 SF 
13,500 GSF 

Low-J.Use 
. 55 Feet 

15 Un,its 
955 NSF 
109 Units/Acre 

16,575 NSF 
22,264 GSF. 

4.0 
0.5 Spaces per Unit 
. 8 

Parlcin Construction T e # oflevels Podium 1 

4b s fF" "al Anal . Mis . S allR "d "aIMix d U ummarvo man Cl IYSIS- s10n m esi enti e se 
PrototvPe4 Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF Difference 

4: Mission Small Res. Mixed-nse Total 
%of 

TSFTotal 
%of 

Total 
Revenues Revenues 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $13,445,800 90% $13,445,800 90% $0 
Residential Rental $0 0% $0 0% $0 

Subtotal Residential $13,445,800 90% $13,445,800 90% $0 
Office $0 0% $0 0% $0 
Retail $1,530,900 10% $1,530,900 lQ%. $0 

Total Revenues $14,976,700 100% $14,976,700 100% $0 
Development Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $6,614,500 44% $6,614,500 44% $0 
Tenant Improvements/L~ase Up Costs $225,000 2% $225,000. 2% . $0 
beyelopin.e~t .Jmpact :Fees/Other. c0~t8· .: ;$270,000. .:-:·:2% .. .... $293 600 . 2% .. . $23 600' . ~· 

· Enviroiimeii:tai!rnuisportation Review · 
.. 

$11,000 .. :·0% · · ·:·$11'.ooo Q% ..... :: .:-:·:.$0 . . 
· C<;>ns1;i!icfi~n J:<'inimcin~redev. Carri: ... :: ·:$665,600 .. .. 4o/O. • .. · .. ·s66s~6oti . .4% ::_;.: .. :.: :.:: ~g 
Other Soft Costs s·i,653',6oo 11% SI,6S3,6oo· 11% $0 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $9,439,700 63%- $9,463,300 63% $23,600 
Developer Margin $2,396,300 16% $2J96,300 16% $0 

Total Costs $11,836,000 . 79%. $11,859,600 79% $23,600 
Residual Land Value $3,140,700 21% $3,117,100 21% ($23,600) 

Without Predevelopment Savings $3;140,700 21% $3,117,100 21% ($23,600) 
Developer Margin/ Total Dev. Costs 19% 19% 
Note: Numbers rowufed to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable bnpact fees (including TIDF or TSF), 

plus any upfront developer' payment for TDR pU:cJu:se and MeOo Roos special tax. 

%Change 

(J..0% 

-
0.0% 

-
0.0% 
0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 

: .. 8.7% 
.. 0.0.'lfo 

: 0.0% 
0.0% 
0.3% 
0.0% 

0.2% 
(0.8%) 
(0.8%) 
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4c. Summarv Proforma - Mission Small Re 
Prototype4 

4: Mission Small Res. Mixed-use 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs 

:- J:?eveJ~pirie# :fu.ip·acLfee~/Q~~r ¢0-st& · 
·:·~ :Eiryir,ollni.eiita.Jtrf<ui"sIJci~tiC?~ ReJieW. . 
· · .¢oiiS'tiuetl,6n."l<'i,IiiintfugiPi~dev .. taw . : 

Other Soft Costs 
Total Hard and Soft Costs 

Developer Margin 

Total Costs 
Residual Land Value 

Without Predevelopmeni SavinKS 

Prototype4 

4: Mission Small Res. Mixed-use 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs 
p~~,ilopment impact Fees/Oilier CostS . 
~onmental!T~ortation:R.evi~w .. : 
c\;~triictio~.Fi!iimchigfPredev. caij" '_=:: 
Other Soft Costs 

Total Hai:d and Soft Costs 
Developer Margin 

Total Costs 
Residua!'Land Value 

Without Predevelopmeni SavinKS 

sidenti alM.ix ed u se 
Base CaseTIDF 

Soft Cost 
Total as%of 

HCC 

$13,445,800 
$0 

$13,445,800 
$0 

$1,530,900 
$14,976,700 

$6,614,500 100% 
$225,000 3% 

. . . . . $~?°o,6Qti ~-. ·. 4% 
. . . $11,000 .. 0% 

· · · $665,600 ·.· · · · io.% 

$1,653,600 25% 
$9,439,700 
$2,396,300 

$11836 000 
$3,140 700 

$3,140,700 

Soft Cost 
Total as% of 

HCC 

$13,445,800 
$0 

$13,445,800 
$0 

$1,530,900 
$14,976,700 

$6,614,500 100% 
$225,000 3% 

Per Bldg 
PerBidgGSF 

NSF 

$604 $811 
$0 $0 

$604, $811. 
$0 $0 

$69 $92 
$673 $904· 

$297 $399 
$10 $14 
$12· : $i6 

$0 . $1 
$30 $40 
$74 $100 

$424 $570 
$108 $145 

. $532 $714 
$141 $189 
$141 $189 

Base Case TSF 

Per Bldg 
PerBldgGSF 

NSF 

$604 $811 
$0 $0 

$604 $811 
$0 $0 

$69 $92 
$673 $904 

$297 $399 
$10 $14 

: ·.$293,600 .. .· 4%·· $13. "': ...... : $.18. 
_; .: $J1,ooo ,,:·. -0% ._ .. .. $0 : . .- . ·==-$r 

·~. ,. . . ..... 
$30 ··:·.=.·$4o .$665,600 . · .. .. JO% 

$1,653,600 25% $74 $100 
$9,463,300 $425 $571 
$2,396,300 $108 $145 

$11,859,600 $533 $716 
$3,117,100 $140 $188 

$3,117,100 $140 $188 

Per Unit 

$896,387 
$0 

$896,387 
$0 

$102,060 
~998,447 

$440,967 
$15,000 
·si8;ooo 

... : $733: 

$44,373 
$110,i4o 
$629,313 
$159,753 

$789,067 
$209,400 
$209,4QO 

Per Unit 

$896,387 
$0 

$896,~87 
$0 

$102,060 
$998,447 

$440,967 
$15,000 

: : :: ·>.$i9.,~7_3. 
·::: ·<<>~!~3· . 

-$¥.?.?? . 
$110,240 
$630,887 
$159,753 

$790 640 
$207 800 
$207,800 
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Appendix Table A-5 
Prototype 5 Summary Results 

Comparison for Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

am - Central Waterfront Lar e Residential MU 
Site Area and Constraints 

Lot Size 
Existin PriorUse 

Development Program 
Description 
Maximum Height 
Residential Unitri 

Average Unit Size 
Residential Density 

Building Size (NSF) 
Building Size GSF (without parking) 
FAR 
Parking Ratio 
Total Parking Spaces 

Parkin Construction T e # ·oflevels 

35,000 SF 
40 000 GSF 

Mid-Rise 
.65 Feet 
156 Units 
762 NSF 

· 194 Units/ Acre 
123,300 NSF 
154,720 GSF 

4.5 
0.71 Spaces per Unit 
111 

Und ound(l) 

5b. s "alAnal . C tral W rfr L ummarv of Financi LVSlS - en ate ont an?:e R "d tialMU es1 en 
Prototype5 Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 

5: Central Waterfront Large Res. MU Total 
%of Base Case %of 

Revenues TSFTotal Revenues 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $0 0% $0 0% 
Residential Rental $106,807,000 97% $106,807,000 97% 

Subtotal Residential $106,807,000 97% $106,807,000 97% 
Office $0 0% $0 0% 
Retail $3,126,600 2.8% $3,126,600 2.8% 

Total Revenues $109;933,600 100% $109,933,600 100% 
Hard and Soft Costs 

, 

Hard Construction Costs ' $50,999,200 46% $50,999,200 46% 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $450,000 0% $450,000. 0% 
.Defvelopm.ent I:inpaci F~es/O.tJier Costs · .... : .$2,421;400 .. : . : . : : 2% : $;2;61f;300 .... .. .<z% 

· EnVirob:IDeiital!I'ranS'portatiari::Re'irlew . : : :·_:::$683,ooo ..::.: :: :.1% . $·122~606: . . 0% 

c~~ction :F~~higtPr~~ev: .ca.ITY · . . $4-642 3()0':: :. : .. · .. 4% · :· $4;36i;4qo: : ... ·: :. : :· · ::4% .. . "'· ·'. . : · .. 
. Other Soft Costs $9,179,900 8% $9,179,900 8% 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $68,375,800 62% $67,789,800 62% 
Developer Margin. $18,688,700 17% $18,688,700 17% 

Total Costs $87,064,500 79% $86,478,500 79% 
Residual Land Value $22,869,100 21% $23,455,100 21% 

Without Predevelopment Sqvings $22,869,100 ·21% $22,619,200 21% 

Return (Yield) on Cost 5.7%. 5.7% 

Difference · 

Total %Change 

$0 -
lQ 0% 
$0 0% 
$0 -
lQ 0% 
$0 0% 

$0 0% 
$0 0% 

. :·.:: ·*21~.~9~· . ... 10% .. : : :< . (~5~1~~~9) :' (82%) 
:: >: -<{$274;9qo) · · .. c~:9:fo) 

lQ 0.0% 
($586,000) (0.9%) 

lQ 0.0% 
($586,000) (0.7%) 
$586,000 2.6% 

'($249,900) (1.1%) 

Note: Numbers rounded to ne!Il'est $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (including TIDF or TSF), 
plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purcliase and Mello Roos special tax. . 

1792. 
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j. • 

Sc. Summarv. of Financial Indicators - Central Waterfront Laree Residential MU 
Prototype 5 Base Case TIDF 

5: Central Waterfront Large Res. MU 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Total 

$0 
$106,807,000 

. $106,807.000 
$0 

$3,126,600 
$109,933,600 

Soft Cost 
as % of Per Bldg GSF 
HCC 

$0 
$690 
$690 

$0 
~ 

$7U 

Per Bldg 
NSF 

$0 
$866 
$866 

$0 
lli. 

$892 

' 

Per Unit 

$0 
$684,660 
$684,660 

$0 
$20,042 

$704,703 

HardCoru;tructionCosts $50,999,200 100% $330 $414 $326,918 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $450,000 1 % $3 $4 $2,885 . 

.. Dev.dopI!lentimpactFees/OtherCosts ·»$242'1400 · .. ·: · · · 5% ... · · : $16 · · · ··:: »$26 :.· ·":$i5,52i 

: Erivitonriierrtailtranspcirtation :Review · .. : ·.i::4:_~,:66:_:4832_::,3o.·.00: ·00: .. ··. _. :.: :. ::: :91_·~ .• 
0 

· ·:. _. • · .·:. $4 .. · $6 .: . $4,378 
q,D.S~cjj.onJ;"inanci.D.g/Predev. Carry . .p· " · $30· ·· $38 .. :.,-$29;7?8· 
Other Soft Costs $9,179.900 18% lli tM · $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 . $558106 
Residual Land Value $22,869.100 $148 $185 $146.600 

WUhoutPredevelopmentSavinf!S $22 869,100 $148 $185 $146,600 
~5~~~~~-Z~J&~~t~:t~~4~~~~~~'A~~$.;1~~~~~~~~$.~. 

Prototvve5 

5: Central Waterfront Large Res. MU 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental. 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail. 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs 
Tenant Improv=ents/Lease Up Costs 

· : · De~~~opm~J:it Ii:i:Jpa.C(F~e~/Other :cqsf( 
._.: J?nyrroJiiliei;ii:iiliTrarup~oiiatiqi;i.R.60f:W :: .. : · · 
. : t:o~ti-U~tipiif~iefere~ev. ca,ny· . ' . 

Other Soft Costs 
Total Hard and Soft Costs 

Developer Margin 

Total Costs 
Residual Land Value 

Wlthout Predeve[opment Saviiws 

Total 

$0 
$106,807,000 
$106,807,000 

. $0 
$3.126.600 

$109,933,600 

$50,999,200 
$450,000 

$~;671;300 
.. Ji:z2;00.o . 
$4,367;400 
$9.179,900 

$67,789,800 
$18,688,700 

$86,478 500 
$23.455100 

$22,619,200 

Base Case TSF 
Soft Cost 
as % of Per Bldg GSF 
HCC 

100% 
"1% 

:·.5% .... 
·.·. bo/o 

.!, '9% 
~ 

$711 
$0 

$690 
$690 

$0 
~ 

$711 

$330 
$3 

:·$11 
... $1 

: .$28" 
lli 

$438 
$121 

$559 
$152 
$146 

1793 

Per Bldg 
NSF 

$0 
$0 

$866 
$866 

$0 
lli. 

$892 

$414 
$4 

··: .. $iz 
...... ! $( 

$,35 
ru: 

$550 
$152 

$701 
$190 
$183 

Per Unit 

$0 
$0 

$684,660 
$684,660 

$0 
$20.042 

$704,700 

$326,918 
$2,885 

,. ·. $i71.24 
·:···-.j78i: 
... $27;Q9~ 

$58.846 
$434,550 
$119.799 

$554.349 
$150,400 
$145,000 
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Appendix Table A-6 
Prototype 6 Summary Resnlts 

Comparison for Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

Site Area and Constraints 
Lot Size 
Existin Prior Use 

Development Program 
Description 
Maximum Height 
Residential Units 

Average Unit Size 
Residential Density 

Building Size (NSF) 
B~ding SizeiJSF (without parking) 

·FAR 
Parking Ratio 
Total Parking Space~ . 

am - East SoMa Medium Residential Mixed-use 

10,000 SF 
62,500 GSF 

Mid-Rise 
85 Feet 
60 Units 

719.NSF 

261 Units/Acre 
47,625 NSF 
60,550 GSF 

63 
0.50 Spaces per Unit 

36 
Parkin Construction e # oflevels 

6b Summarv of Financial Analysis - East SoMa Medium Residential Mixed-use 
Prototype 6 . . Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF Difference 

6: East SoMa Medium Res. Mind-use Total 
%of 

Revenues 
Base Case 
TSFTotal 

%of 
Revenues 

Total % Change 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs 

. · .bevelopi#e#Jmpict 'Fees/Otli.er Costs 
., ·~yii:ol1Jl:l\'claVi'"ransportationReview · 
· : ·csi~~b~ciK~U;ianCiiig/Pi:e&v. c;nzy· 

Other Soft Costs 
Total Hard and Soft Costs 

Developer Margin 

Total Costs 
Residual Land Value 

W'rthout Predevelopment Savings 

Ri:turn (Yield) on Cost 

$0 0% 
$40,092,100 92% 
$40,092,100 92% 

$0 0% 
$3,382,800 8% 

$43,474,900 100% 

$21,266,900 49% 
$450,000 1% 

... · ... ·< $_i,11~~~9q~·: .· .... -.~· ~% '· 

. ." :- . -.:$Wl,OOO: : . :· Q% · 
· :. Jh:68: 300 :· ::. ·: .. ·::4% ... '·· '·· .. . . ·.· 

$3,828,000 9% 
$28,875,600 66% 

$8,,260,200 19% 

$37,135,800 85% 
$6,339,100 15% 
$~33~100 15% 

5.9% 

$0 
$40,092,100 
$40,092,100 

$0 
$3,382,800. 

$43,474,900 

0% 
92% 
92% 
0% 
8% 

100% 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$21,266,900 49% $0 
$450,000 1 % $0 

·$1,sn,000. ~% :·::--::.J121;6.oo· . 
$li9,ooo : · . 0% ·· · ·. · $0. · · 

$1,168,300. . . : ·'4~ :. :,:.:::. ·.:.:. $9." 
$3,828,000 9% $0 

$29,003,200 67% $127,600 
$8,260,200 19% $0 . 

$37,263,400 86% $127,600 
$6,211,500 14% ($127,600) 

$6,211,500 14% ($127,600) 
5.9% 

0.0% 
0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 
s·.8% 

··rj.Q% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

0.4% 
0.0% 

0.3% 
(2.0%) 
(2.0%) 

Note: Numbers rounded to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (including TIDF or TSF), 

plus wry u:pfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax. 
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6c. Summarv of Financial Indicators - East SoMa Medium Residential Mixed-use 
Prototvve 6 Base Case TIDF 

6: East SoMa Medium Res. Mixed-use 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs 

· De~elopclent Impact Fees/Other Costs 
:E:ii:~orini.enW!rransporta.tion ReV.iew 

· · Cc'i~tniction Finandng/Pr~~v.: Carry 
Other Soft Costs . . . . 

Total'Hard and Soft Costs 
Developer Margin· 

Total 

$0 
$40,092,100 
$40,092,100 

$0 
$3,382,800 

$43,474,900 

$21,266,900 
$450,000 

$1,443;400 
$119,000 

. " . $1,7()8,300 
$3,828,000 

$28,875,600 
. $8J60,200 

Soft Cost 
as % of Per Bldg GSF 
HCC 

$0 
$662 
$662 

$0 
$56 

$718 

100% $351 
2% $7_ 

.:·:·.· :. 7% $24,. 
·1%. $2 

-.:·-·. 8% .. •$2_9. 
18% $63 

$477 
$136 

Per Bldg 
NSF 

$0 
$842 
$842 

$0 
$71 

$913 

$447 
$9 

h"'. ;. $30 
.. $2 

: $37" 
$80 

$606 
$173 

Per Unit 

$0 
$668,202 
$668,202 

$0 
$56,380 

$724,582 

$354,448 
$7,500. 

. $24,051 
$1,983 

. $29,~72 
$63,800 

$481,260 
$137,670 

Total Costs $37,135,800 $613 $780 $618,930 
Residual Land Value $6.339100 $105 $133 $105,7.00 

WdhoutPredevelopmentSavinf!S $6,339,100 $105 $133 $105,700 
~~~~1~~~~~~~~~'*¥;}~~~~~~i~*-~S!J~~~~~~~ff~~~~~~~~~~~Err~~StB:fl~~?~?~~~1-f~5.3~~ 

Prototwe 6 Base Case TSF 
Soft Cost 

6: East SoMa Medium Res. Mixed-use Total as % of Per Bldg GSF 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

$0 
$40,092.100 
$40,092,100 

$0 
$3,382,800 

$43,474,900 

HCC 

Hard Construction Costs $21,266,900 100% 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $450,000 2% 
·:oeveiopmeiit Iii:ipad·Fees/Other:costs.· · · .. $1,571,ooo .. .,·.. i% 

: .. Env'i~oiiinei1-~rims£oitatioD.ReVievr., · · . '· $ii~,cioo <::: · ·: :-. 1% ·· 
< tmi~tnictio.~ :F~ciig!Predey. 8iii:;ry..... _- $1,768,300 :< : ... : ~~ . . · · .... 

Other Soft Costs · $3,828,000 18% 
Total Hard and Soft Costs 

Developer Margin 

Total Costs 
Residual Land Value 

Without Predevelopment Savinf!S 

$29,003,200 
$8,260,200 

$37,263.400 
$6,211.SQO 

$6,211,500 

1795 

$0 
$662 
$662 

$0 
$56 

$718 

$351 
$7 

$26 
$2 

$29 
$63 

$479 
$136 

$615 
$103 
$103 

Per Bldg 
NSF 

Per Unit 

$0 $0 
$842 $668,202 
$842 $668,202 

$0 $0 
$71 $56,380 

$913 $724,582 

$447 
$9 

$33 
......... $2 

. ,'$37 
.. ..$8() 

$609 
$173 

$782 
$130 
$130 

$354,448 
$7,500 

: .. : . ~2.6;i'83. 
. '. :·<;.;"F$1 ·983 
·": :=:· :j2~:47i: 

$63,800 
$483,387 
$137,670 

$621,057 
$103,500 
$103,500 
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Appendix Table A-7 
Prototype 7 Summary Results 

Comparison for Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

7 s a. ummarvo fD eve ooment p roirram- E tS ML .as 0 a arl!e Offi ce 
Site Area and Constraints 

LotSize . 35,000 SF 
Existing Prior Use 6,000 GSF 

Development Program 
Description High-Rise 
Maximum Height 160 Feet 
Residential Units N/A Units 

Average Unit Size N/A 
Residential Density 0 Units/ Acre 

Building Size (Leaseable SF) zi4,420 LSF 
Building Size GSF (withoutpaiking) 249,300 GSF 
FAR 6.7 
Parking Ratio N/A Spaces per Unit. 
Total Parking Spaces 86 

Parking Construction Tvoe (# oflevels) Underground (1) 

7b. Summary of Financial Analysis - East SoMa Larl!e Office 
Prototvoe 7 Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF Difference 

7: East SoMa Large Oflic~ 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs 
Tenant Improvements 

. : -:b~:Ve~oilill~nt rmJ?~a· Fees1qther. ¢o8ts · · 
EriW,o~en~railSP.qrtation_+{.eVi~w 

.. _ ¢ci~~~n:Fbiaric:in~v::c~ 
Other Soft Costs 

total Hard and Soft Costs 
Developer Margin 

Total Costs 
Residual Land Value 

Without Predevelopment Savings 
Return (Yield) on Cost 

% of Base Case % of 
Total 

Revenues TSF Total Revenues 

$0 
$0 
$0. 

$174,558,100 . 
'$17,231,000 

$191,789,lOli 

0% 
0% 
0% 

91% 
2-,QPQ 

100% 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$174,558,100 
$17,231,000 

$191,789,100 

0% 
0% 
0% 

91% 
9.0% 

100% 

Total 

$0 
$0 
$0 . 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$73,265,500 38% $73,265,500 38% $0 
$19,410,500 10% $19,410,500 10% $0 
$i4,7a5)oo .- :-: .. · · s% ·. · ··$i4)2S-;.<iiio ·:":-: ._ ·: s% ::.-.:·: ·$ii2~ 1oc» .. 
: .$,g19,poci : . . :i % : . -. ·:·'::$SB4,QOO .. · ... ::q% :. ·: .. ($95~ooci) . 

. $10.83f.6oo. · ~:} 6% •. :::Jio)5iJoo ·:,: .. ·_ "5% · :;: ($479500) 
$13,187,800 7% $13,187,800 7% $0 

$132,380,100 69% $131,928,300 69% ($451,800) 
$30,686,300 16% $30,686,300 16% $0 

$163,066;400 85% $162,614,600 85% ($4~1,800) 

$28,722,700 15% $29,174,500 15% $451,800 
$28,722,700 15% $28,600,000 15% ($122,700) 

~3% ~3% 

%Change 

0% 
0% 
0% 

0% 
0% 

... : 0:8% 
". (9.7%) 
'-'(4.4%) 

0.0% 
(0.3%) 

0.0% 
(0.3%) 

1.6% 
(0.4%) 

Note: Numbers rounded to nearest $100. Development Impact i:eesl Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (including TIDF '!r TSF), 

plus a.ny upfront developer' payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax. 
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·•I 

7 c. Summarv of Financial Indicators - East SoMa Large Office 

Prototype 7 Base Case TIDF 

7: East SoMa Large Office Total 
Soft Cost 
as % of Per Bldg GSF 
HCC 

Per Bldg 
Per Unit 

Revennes 
Residential For•Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs 
Tenant Improvements 

: .· ])e:Y~iopmeD.f ii:npact. Fees/Other Goeyts 
: .· ;ED.vji¢>nmental/l,hnspq~j:ion ReView .. 
· to~~tic?~Oliruiricii:igrpreciev. ca!ry 
Other Soft Costs 

Total Hard and Soft Costs 
Developer Margin 

Total Costs 
Residual Land Value 

Wlihout·Predevelovment SavinES 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$174,558,100 
$17,231,000 

$191,789,100 

$73,265,500 
$19,410,500 

. :: $J4,_7osi7qo 
. : :-. . $97~,000 

.. ·. :· ·.$.1~;8~.t~o:O 
$13,187,800 

$132,380,100 
$30,686,300 

$163,066,400 
$28,722,700 

$28,722,700 

100% 
26% 

.... : ·20% , .... 

. . ·.;. 1% . 
, 15%, 

18% 

.. • .. 
.. 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$700 
$69• 

$769 

$294 
$78 
$5~ 
$4 

$43 
lli 

$531 
$123 

$654 
$115 
$115 

.. .. 

LSF 

$0 NIA 
$0 NIA 
$0 NIA 

$778 NIA 
$77 ·NIA 

$855 NIA 

$326 NIA 
$86 NIA 

:_$?,~: . ·:· ::/:::_:.<~~1 $4 
$4~ .. .. '.."·_N(A 
lli NIA 

$590 N/A 
$137 NIA 

$727 N/A 
$128 NIA 
$128 NIA 

':.'. ·· :· _;y:: : · .f.;,.g•'•.;:t.:\:.';,~"~:=;c.:~,.~-":··:·· : :::_._,, .. '·~ "· .. :) :,._;2L,~M,;:.;,1':;· :-.· · · "~J:,-·'·'-··i. ·-.~'~ ·~:'· · ·.;':· :.-,...::;:;f. · .. . :::: .. "'·' :·-;·;· :-rv.•'' ';,, .. ::::_, ., 
Prototype 7 Base Case TSF 

Soft Cost 
7: East SoMa Large Office Total as % of Per Bldg GSF Per Bldg Per Unit 

HCC LSF 

Revenues 

Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$174,558,100 
$17,231,000 

$191, 789,100 

Hard Construction Costs $73,265,500 100% 
Tenant.JJ:nprovemer.1.ts.... $19,410,500 26% 
Develop_ment In'i.pact.F\:eslOther Costs· . "·· · · $14,8.28,400 ·:: ::-·· . ." :2Qo/o . ".:\· . 

. ED.Vit0Wi~D.ra.lfr:tansp·9rtatioii Revic;:w . · . . ; .· $.884,orio · · ::: . : · i % · · ~ · · 
. : _CciiIBfuii:!;iop,:flliiincll?-gify~~v. can)r,. · · · .$.1Q;·352,1.09 :.:. :· : __ J4%. · · ... 

Other Soft Costs $13,187,800 18% 
Total Hard and Soft Costs $131,928,300 

Developer Margin $30,686,300 

Total Costs $162,614,600 
Residual Land Value $29,174,500 

Wlihout Predevelopment Savin.f!S $28,600,000 

1797 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$700 

~ 
$769 

$294 
$78 
$59· 
.$4 
$42· .. 
$53 

$529 
$123 

$652 
$117 
$115 

$0 NIA 
$0 NIA 
$0 NIA 

$778 / NIA 
' 

$77 NIA 
$855 N/A 

$326 NIA 
$86 NIA 
$6.~ .· .. : : . :. Nii. 
$4 ... :.::./-·}{IA 

$46 ... ·"f!.IA 
$59 NIA 

$588 N/A 
$137 NIA 

$725 N/A 
$130 N/A 
$127 NIA 
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Appendix TableA-8 
Prototjrpe 8 Suinmary Results 

Comparison for Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

Sa.Summa am - East SoMa La e Residential Mixed-use 
Site Area and Constraints 

Lot Size 
Existin PriorUse 

Development Program 
Description 
Maximum freight 
Residentiai Units 

Average Unit Size (NSF) 
Residential Density 

Building Size (NSF) 

Building Size GSF (without parlcing) 
FAR 
Parking Ratio 
Total Parking Spaces . 

. Parlcin Construction T e # oflevels 

15,000 SF 
O GSF 

High-Rise 
160 Feet 
128 Units 
942 NSF 
372 Units per acre 

126,575 NSF 

160;950 GSF 
10.7 
0.7 Spacesperunit 
38 

Sb S . ummarvo fF" mane ialAnal . E tS M L lVSIS - as 0 a arge R .d tialMix d es1 en e -use 
Prototype 8 Base Case TIDF · Base Case TSF 

8: East SoMa Large Res. Mlied-nse Total· 
%of 

TSFTotal 
%of 

Revenues Revenues 
Revenues 

Residential For-Sale $127,277,500 96% $127,277,500 96% 
Residential Rental · lQ 0% lQ 0% 

Subt~tal Residential $127,277,500 96% $127,277,500 96% 
Office $0 0% $0 0% 
Retail $5,162,500 3.9% $5,162,500 3.9% 

Total Revenues $132,440,000 100% $132,440,000 100% 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $60,567,200 46% $60,567,200 46% 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $675,000 1% $675,000 1% 

: · P.e~eippii;i.~t tlnpiiC~fe~s/othei Costs · . ·.: :.$3,9i'.h2qC( .. : . ~% $4,556,40():. 3% 
· · EilYifu~~~ajrTr.ri,u;pm;tation Reyi~. .· .. : : '$144:000·· 0% :. $ii9,ocio:: · · .0% 
· ¢~~ti.~i?. :Fin~thlg/Predev, Carry·. ::-: ··~9;179,700·. .. 7% "." ."$8,S48;6cio . : 7%. 
Other Soft Costs $15,141,800 11% $15,141,800 11% 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $89,624,900 68% $89,908,000 68% 
Developer Margin $29,136,800 22% $29,136,800 22% 

Total Costs $118,761,700 90% $119,044,800 90% 
Residual Land Value $13,678,300 10% $13,395,200 10% 

Without Predevelopment Savings $13,678,300 10% $13,039,100 10% 
Developer Margin/ Total Dev: Costs 28% 28% 

Difference 

Total % Change 

$0 0% 

lQ -
$0 0% 
$0 -
lQ 0% 
$0 0% 

$0 0% 
$0 0% 

$~3,9.j.Qq;. .... ··16% 

($25;ocjp) ·::·::: _::q1%) 
($3.3l;fQO) : : .. : · ... >(3 .. 6%) 

lQ 0.0% 
$283,100 . 0.3% 

$0 0% 
$283,100 0.2% 

($283,100) (2.1%) 
($639,200) (4.7%) 

Note: Numbers rounded to ll!'l7est $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (including TmF or TSF), 

plus any upfront developer' payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos spedal, tax. 
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8 s c. ummaryo fF" "allndi manc1 cators- E tS ML as 0 a al"l!e R "d "alMix d es1 en ti e -use 
PrototvPe8 Base Case TIDF 

Soft Cost 
Per Bldg 8: East Sol\fa Large Residential Mixed-use Total . as%of PerBldgGSF Per Unit 

HCC 
NSF 

Total Net Revenues 
Residential For-Sale . $127,277,500 $804 $1,006 ~994,355 
Residential Rental ~ $0 $0 $0 

Subtotal Residential $127 ;277,500 $804 $1,006 $994,355 
Office $0 $0 $0 $0 
Retail $5,162,500 lli lli $40,332 

Total Revenues $132,440,000 $837 $1,046 $1,034,688 
Development Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $60,567,200 100% $383 $479 $473,181 
!e~~ ;rmpr,()vements1Lei18:e Up C()Sts. $675,000 1% $4 $5 ~.~,273. 

· Development Im.pa.Ct Fees/Other Costs .. · · ·:'.$~:;~f7.2.9P ::\····: 6%' .$25 . . ;~31 :. $.30,60.?. 
. Ei:i.viiom:Ilental/T~portati.riD, Re~e'w-· .·:.: · $H4,90o >.:::..-. :· 0%. ..$1 .. ._$1 ... :.$1,125 . 
Comtruction, Fi:Ilanqing/Predey. c;:~ ._,- $9;:W~ ;1QP. :'. .>.··: .'15%. .. $SS· : . . $7·3 J't~,71§,: .. 

Other Soft Costs $15,141,800 25% ~ $120 $118,295 
Total Hard and Soft cOsts $89,624,900 $566 $708 $700,195 

Developer Margin $29,136,800 $184 $230 $227,631 

Total Costs $118 761.700 $750 $938 $927 826 
Residual Land Value $13,678,300 $86 $108 $106,900 

Without Predevelovment SavinJ!S $13,678,300 $86 $108 $106,900 
~~~~~~~~~~~~i1J.~~~~~~~~~~~*~~3~~~~ . 

Prototvoe8 Base Case TSF 
Soft Cost 

Per Bldg 
8: East SoMa Large Residential Mixed-use Total as%of PerBldgGSF Per Unit 

HCC 
NSF 

Total Net Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $127 ;277,500 $804 $1,006 $994,355 
Residential Rental. ~ $0 $0 $0 

Subtotal Residential $127,277,500 $804 $1,006 $994,355 
Office $0 $0 $0 $0 
Retail $5,162,500 lli lli '$40,332 

Total Revenues· $132,440,000 $1,046 $1,046 $1,034,688 
Development Costs , 

Hard Construction Costs $60,567,200 100% $383 $479 $473,181 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $675,000 1% $4 $5 $5,273 

:· :pciveiop~ent rrD.pact f1ees/Other cci·~ts: · $~;55.6A.oo ·I:::".~::.::· 8% $i9. .'.$36 ...... :··$35·597, . 
-. ~11ytrci~e~tii.lfT~portation R¢~~Y!:: · ::: . . :: :"$1'19 000 ·:::...:·: -.ll'Yo $1' ' ·. ·'.:-:.$1 . · · .... ·$~30: 

' ·~ .. · ' ·. . .. .. 
: .. Gonstrui;tion l:inancing/Predey, carrj· : . :· .$8,848,600 -:::: .. )5% .. $56 .. 

.. $7.P . . . $./?9,i,30.: .. 
Other Soft Costs $15,141,800 25% ~ $120 $118,295 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $89,908,000 $568 $710 $702,406 
Developer Margin $29,136,800 $184 $230 $227,631 

Total Costs $119,044,800 $752 $941 $930,038 
Residual Land Value $13.395,200 $85 $106 $104.700 

Without Predevelopment Savines $13,039,100 $82 $103 $101900 

1799 Appendix Tables A I· Page 16 



Appendix Table A-9 
Prototype 9 Summary Results 

Comparison for Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

9a. Summ Develo ment Pro Forma - Tr:insit Center Lar e Residential 
Site Area and Constraints 

Lot Size 
Existin Prior Use 

Development Program 
Descriptiori · 
Maximum Height 
Residential Units (Size) 

Average Unit Size (NSF) 
Residential Density 

Building Size (NSF) 
Building Size GSF (without parking) 

FAR 
Parking Ratio 
Total Parking Spaces 

Parkin Construction e # oflevels 

15,000 SF . 
OGSF . 

High-Rise 
400 Feet 
229 Units 

l,053 NSF 
665 Units per acre 

241,250 NSF 
332,750 GSF 

225 
0.7 Spaces per unit 
163 

9b s ummar:vo fFin "aIAnal • T "t C t L ancr lYSIS - ransi en er arge R "d tial es1 en 
Prototvoe9 Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF Difference 

9: Transit Center Large Residential Total 
%of 

TSFTotal 
%of 

Total % Change 
Revenues Revenues 

Revenues ' 

Residential For-Sale $307,630,600 100% $~07,630,600 100% $0 
Residential Rental $0 0% $0 0% $0 

Subtotal Residential $307,630,600 100% $307,630,600 100% $0 
Office . $0 0% $0 0% $0 
Retail $0 0% $0 0% $0 

Total Revenues $307,630,600 100% $307?630,600 100% $0 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $132,220,000 43% $132,220,000 43% $0 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $0 0% $0 0% $0 
Developi:D.~D.! ~:P~ Fee.~.Ofi!er tos_f:S :: .. . ~2i~89~0.0·~. ..']% . . '· $24,448,900 8% . . $:z,0.59,700 
)?;ilVfr9ilID:ent:iµ[I'nuisponaiion. Re-view· · · 

. 
: ($25,00.0) . ,$g9,000·: 0% . $124,000 0%. . , ·. · . 

Co~cli.qn :f..in?Pcjng.IPredev. c~. · :: · : ... ' "~1~,216,300 : .· 9%' $25,477,fO~ . ·~"lo·" : ($769,100) < 
Other Soft Costs $33;o55,ooo 11% $33,055,000 11% $0 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $214,059,500 70% $215,325,100 70% $1,265,600 
Developer Margin $67;678,700 22% $67,678,700 22% $0 

Total Costs · $281, '738,200 92% $283,003,800 92% $1;265,fiOO 
Residual Land Value $25,892,400 8% $24,626,800 8% ($1,265,600) 

Without Predevelopment Savings $25,892,400 8% $23,832,700 8% ($2,059,700) 
Developer Margin/ Total Dev. Costs 28% 28% 
Note: Numbers rount!ed 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. 

0.0% 
-

0.0% 

-
--

0.0% 

0.0% 

·-
·).~% 
(17%) 
(2.~%) 
0.0% 
0.6% 
0.0% 

0.4% 
(4.9%) 
(8.0%) 
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9 s c. ummarvo fF" "allndi t Tr "tC te L mancr ca ors- an SI en r arge Res"d tial i en 
PrototvPe9 Base Case TIDF 

Soft Cost 
Per Bldg 

9: Transit Center Large Residential Total as%of Per.Bldg GSF Per Unit 
HCC 

NSF 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $307,630,600 $925 $1,275 $1,343,365 
Residential Rental $0 $0 $0 $0 

Subtotal Residential $307,630,600 $925 $1,275 $1,343,365 
Office $0 $0 $0 $0 
Retail $0 $0 $0 $0 

Total Revenues $307,630,600 $925 $1,275 $1,343,365 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Constr)lction Costs $132,220,000 . 100% $397 $548 $577,380 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $0 0% $0 $0 $0 
Devel.opment JIDp~·Feesf0th~ CostS .. '$22,389_,70~ . . "1)%. 

: 
,$67" " .. $93 ... $97)69. . 

. E~vkonmenfu1/J;':rallspoitatioµ R~ew · . ·,· ..... ~119pq.o " .... 0% .. $0, $i .·.$651 
: Coi:IBtrUCtion F:iilaii.c.iP.gf.Predfiv.. carry· .... $26,246,3'o0 _·:·:.:. )Q% $79 . " $109 $if(6j3' 
Other Soft Costs $33,055,000 25% $99 $137· $144,345 

Total Hard and Soft Costs · $214,059,500 . $643 $887 $934,758 
Developer Margin $67,678,700 $203 $281 $295,540 

Total Costs \ $281,738,200 $847 $1,168 $1,230,298 
Residual Land Value $25 892,400 $78 $107 $113.100 

Without Predevelovment Saviltf!S $25,892,400 $78 $107 $113,100 
~~~~~~i~~~~~:~.1§0~-t~~~~~~~~!~i~-=±;#~~t~.$-i-~~~;~~R~~i!;.~;:;~~~~~~~¥ 

Prototvoe9 Base Case TSF 
Soft Cost 

Per Bldg 
9: Transit Center Large Residential Total as%of PerBldgGSF PerU,:nit 

HCC 
NSF 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale. $307,630,600 $925 $1,275 $1,343,365 
Residential Rental $0 $0 $0 $0 

Subtotal Residential $307,630,600 $925 $1,275 $1,343,365 
Office •' $0 $0 $0 $0 
Retail $0 $0 $0 $0 

Total Revenues $307,630,600 $925 $1,275 $1,343,365 
Hard and Soft Costs· -. 

Hard Construction Costs $132,220,000 100% $397 $548 $577,380 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $0 0% $0 $0 $0 
Dev~lopme'nt Jriipact-Fees/other Cosis '. · $24;44&,900 ''::·::· .'i8% . $73- : $101 

.. 
•' ,$,106,764 : 

" EnVi;iimmeri.tliJ.t:rranspprtai:i.qµ Re'1iew :: · :: . · · .· ·: ;' $l24,000 ·:··::.·~-::0% .. $0, .. $l ·:;." : .. :. $~41' 
coi;IBti:Uctioii J:lin~ciD.gtPrede~ ciii:i:y . · · $25,47,7,200 .: ::,.,:.<19% $77 

.. 
$1P6 ...: .. $ill,254 .. 

Other Soft Costs $33,055,000 25% $99 $137 $144,345 
Total Hard and Soft Costs $215,325,100 / 

} $647 $893 $940,284 
Developer MlJ.rgin $67,678,700 $203 $281 $295,540 . 

Total Costs $283,003,800 $850 $1,173 $1,235,824 
Residual Land Value $24,626,800 $74 $102 $107,500 

Without Predevelo11ment Savinf!S $23,832, 700 $72 $99 $104,100 
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Appendix TableA-10 
Prototype 10 Summary Results · 

Comparison for Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

am - Transit Center Lar e Office 

Lot Size 
Existin PriorUse 

Development Program 
Description 
Maximum Height · 

Residential Units 
Average Unit Size 

Residential Density 
Building Size (Leaseable SF) 
Building Size GSF (without parking) 
FAR 
Parking Ratio 
Total Parking Spaces 

Parlcin 

20,000 SF 
0 GSF 

High-Rise 
400 Feet 
N/A Units 
N/ANSF 

0 Units/Acre 
320,300 LSF 
384,700 GSF 

19.39 
N/ A Spaces per Unit 

93 
Unde und(2) 

lOb s . ummaryo ialAnal • Tr •t C t L fF" mane ·LySIS - ans1 en er arl!;e Offi ce 
Prototvoe 10. Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF Difference 

10: Transit Center Large Office Total 
%of. Base Case %of 

Total %Change 
Revenues TSFTotal Revenues 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $0 0% $0 0% $0 -
Residential Rental $0 0% $0 0% $0 -

Subtotal Residential $0 0% $0 0% $0 -
Office $319,920,700 97% $319,920,700 97% $0 0.0% 
Retail $9,881,600 3% $9,881,600 3% .$Q 0.0% 

Total Revenues $329,802,300 100% $329,802,300 100% $0 0.0% 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $127,821,800 39% $127,821,800 39% $0 0.0% 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $32,030,000 10% $32,030,000 10% $0 0.0% 

: "p~vC!opx'.ri.eD.t I:tnpact Fees/Of¥~. costs . . . $30,290,600. . 9% . .. $,30;495,80Q . 9%: . $205,2Qo· .. : .... :::.-0.7% 
Bri:vironmeirta1/I'rans~oitation ReVi.ew.. · .. : ' .: '$249,200. .. 0%.. . :.: .$199 200 ·o~ ·($5o;ooo) :·: :' ::::. (20%) . .,.· .. -: ...... ·· ' ..... ·.· .... "·;.: .··. $2q,~21:f9ci· . :·~~ns:tJ:Uction FiDJincing!l're~ev, c~· · :. · . : .... $.21,445, 700: 7%. 6% '· . ($824~~0,0) :' "::.:· "(3.8%) 
Other Soft Costs $23,007,900 7% $23,007,900 7% .$Q 0.0% 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $234,845,200 71% $234,175,900 71% ($669,300) (0.3%) 
Developer Margin $52,768,400 16% $52,768,400 16% $0 0.0% 

Total Costs $287,613,600 87% $286,944,300 87% ($669,300) (0.2%) 
Residual Land Value $42,188,700 13% $42,858,000 13% $669,300 1.6% 

Without Predevelopment Savings $42,188,700 13% $41,983,500 13% ($205,200) (0.5%) 
Return (Yield) on Cost 6.2% 6.2% 

Note: Numbers rounded to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs indude all applicable impact fees (i.ncluding TIDFor TSF), 

plus any upfront developer'plIJlmeni for TDR purchase aml Mello Roos sjJedal tax. 
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10c. Summary of Financial Indicators - Transit Center Laree Office 
Prototvne 10 Base Case TIDF 

Soft Cost 
10: Transit Center.Large Office 

Per Bldg 
Total as%of PerBldgGSF Per Unit 

NSF 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and S~ft Costs 

Hard Cons1ruction Costs 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs 

: D~velopmenffuipact Fe~slOtiier 'costs 
Eii'Vironllie~tal/Tmportatiox;_R~\rieVi: · · 
dD.stn:idfon FfuancinefPredev~ Carry 
Other Soft c~sts · · · 

Total Hard and Soft Costs 
Develriper Margin 

Total Costs 
Residual Land Value 

Wzthout Predevelopment Savin1:s 

HCC 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$319,920,700 
$9,881,600 

$31.9,802,300 

$127,821,800 100% 
$32,030,000 25% 
$30 290 600 -:· · .. ·. 24% . 

' ' . : . .. ···· : .. $249,200 .··_· ... •. 0% : :- : 
$11,445,700 : .i7%: 
$23,cio7,9oo · is% 

$234,845,200 
$52,768,400 

$287 613,600 
$42188·700 
$42,188,700 

$0 $0 NIA 
$0 ~ NIA 
$0 $0 NIA 

$832 $999 NIA 
$26 $31 NIA 

$857 $1,030 NIA 

$332 $399 NIA 
$83 $100 NIA 
$79 : $95. · ·.:: :. . . ·NIA 
.·$1 .. t"f :::.::···_,.:::,·.Ni.ti. 
$56 . -.$67: _:_: ... < :NiA 

.. $60 .. .$72 .. .. .NiA. 
$610 $733 NIA 
$137. $165 NIA 

$748 $898 NIA 
$110 $132 NIA 
$110 $132 !VIA. 

Prototvne 10 Base Case TSF 

Total 10: Transit Center Large Office 
Soft Cost 
as % of Per Bldg GSF Per Bldg Per Unit 
HCC NSF 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$319,920, 700 
$9,881,600 

$329,802,300 

Hard Construction Costs $127,821,800 100% 
Tenant ImprovemenlB/Lease Up Costs $32,030,000 25% 
Development i:IDp·a~t Fef'.~/othei' CostS· · . $3Q;495,scio 24% 

· :EnV:iionm.eii.ial!r~P.(J~ti.~1(ReVievi(-·. . . . ·: .· $199,200 .. ,.: . "·0% : 

. ~p~j.n!s~9A:i:iW;ri:cii.ii~re4~Y:-.¢~:"'_::: .-:.JtQ .. ~~-1.?Qo. ;'..··:_.w~ .. " 
Other Soft Costs $23,007,900 18% 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $234,175,900 
Developer l\fai:gin $52, 7 68,400 

Total Costs $286,944.300 
Residual Land Value $42,858,000 

With,out Predevelopment Savin!!S $41,983,500 

1803 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$832 
$26 

$857 

$332 
$83 

·. $79 
$1 

$54 
-·$60 
$609 
$137 

$746 
$111 
$109 

$0 NIA 
$0 NIA 
$0 NIA 

$999 NIA 
$31 NIA 

$1,030 NIA 

$399 NIA 
$100 NIA 

: $95,. ·· · .... · . NIA 
: $.f . ·: : : .:---N1A. 

...... J~. .~:i 1~ :~>WA 
ffi NIA 

$731 NIA 
$165 NIA 

$896 N/A 
$134 NIA 
$131 !VIA. 
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Appendix Table B-1 
Prototype 1 Proforma Comparison for 

Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

ld. Summarv Develonment Pro Forma - Gearv Small Residential Mixed-use 

1: Geary Small Res. Mixed-use 
Prototvoe 1 

Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 
Revenues 

Residential $7,900,200 $7,900,200 
Office $0 $0 
Retail $870,900 $870,900 

Total Revenues $8,771,100 $8 771,100 
Development Costs 

Hard Co~truction Costs $3,788,400 $3,788,400 
Residential $2,724,000 $2,724,000 

Office $0 $0 

Retail $360,000 $360,000 

Parking $360,000 $360,000 

Hard Cost-Contingency $344,400 $344,400 

Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $144,000 $144,000 
Office $0 $0 

Retail $144,000 $144,000 

Subtotal: Direct Costs $3,932,400 $3,932,400 
Soft Costs 
Environmental and Transportation Review $9,000 $9,000 

Transportation Component $0 . $0 

Environmental Review $9,000 $9,000 

Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs $64,700 $134,600 
Transit Impact Development Fee $23,344 . . $0 

TIDF Prior Use Credit ($4,476) $0 

Transportation Sustainability Fee $0 $93,345 

TSF Prior Use Credit $0 ($4,566) 

Area Plan Impact Fees $0 $0 

Area Plan TSF Credit $0 $0 

TDR Purchase for FAR Increase $0 $0 

Affordable Housing Fee $0 $0 

Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee $0 $0 

Childcare Requirement $0 $0 

Downtown Parks $0 $0 

Public Art Fee $0 $0 

School Impact Fee $33,417 $33,417 

Wastewater/Water Capacity Charges $12,367 $12,367 

Construction Financing/ Predev. Cany $364,300 $364,300 
Predevelopment Carry (Savings) $0 $0 

Construction Loan Interest $306,293 $306,293 

Construction Loan Fees (Points) $58,010 $58,010 

Other Soft Costs $947,100 $947,100 
Developer Marl'in · $1,403,400 . $1,403,400· 

Total Cost $6,720,900 $6,790,800 
Residual Land Value (RLV) 

With Predevelopment SaVings 
Residual Land Value $2,050,200 $1,980,300 
Per Gross Building Square Foot $158 /GSF $153 /GSF 
Per Net Building Square Foot $200 !NSF $193 !NSF 

Without Predevelopment SaVings 
Residual Land Value $2,050,200 $1,980,300 
Per Gross ~uilding Square Foot $158 /GSF $153 /GSF 
Per Net Building Souare Foot $200 !NSF $193 !NSF 

Difference Percent 

I 

$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0%" 

$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0% 
$69,900 108% 

($23,344) 
$4;47_6 

$93,345 -
($4,566) -

$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 . -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$69,900 1.0% 

($69,900) (3.4%) 
($5) (3.4%) 
($7) (3.4%) 

($69,900) (3.4%) 
($5) (3.4%) 
($71 (3.4%' 

Note: Key numbers rounded to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (including TIDF or TSF), 

plus ll1fJ'. upfront devellJper payment for TDR purchase and MeOo ·Roos special tax. 
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Appendix Table B-2 . 
Prototype 2 Proforma Comparison for 

Ba.Se Case and Base Case TSF 

2d.S ummary D l tP F eveopmen ro orma- Vi N M di Res.d tialMix: d an ess e um l en e -use 

2: Van Ness Medium Res. Mixed-use 
Prototype2 

Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 
Revenues 

Residential $56,819,600 $56,819,600 
Office $0 $0 

~tail $5,740,900 $5.740.900 
Total Revenues $62,560,500 $62,560,500 

Development Cost 
Hard Construction Costs $31,216,600. $31,216,600 

Residential $22, 759,200 $22,759,200 
Office $0 $0 
Retail $1,819,681. $1,819,681. 
Parking $3,799,880 $3,799,880 
Hard Cost Contingency $2,837,876 $2,837,876 

Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $808,747 $808,747 
Office $0 $0 
Retail $808,747 $808,747 

Subtotal: Direct Costs $32,025,300 $32,025,300 
Soft Costs 
Environmental and Transportation Review $188,000 Sts8;ooo 

'I'ransportation Component $28,000 $28,000 
Environmental Review $160,000 $160,000 

Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs $403,600 $862,500 
Transit Impact Development Fee $149,693 $0 

TIDF PriOr Use Credit ($149,693) $0 
Transportation Sustainability Fee $0 $617,650 

TSF Prior Use Credit $0 ($158,730) 
Area Plan Impact Fees $0 $0 

Area Plan TSF Credit $0 $0 
'I'DR Purchase for FAR Increase $0 $0 
Affordable Housing Fee $0 $0 
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee $0 $0 
Childcare Requirement $0 $0 

Downtown Parks $0 $0 
Public Art Fee $0 $0 
School Impact Fee $223,257 $223,257 
Wastewater/Water Capacity Charges $180,298 $180,298 

Construction Financing/ Predev. Carry $3,235,600 $3,235,600 
Preilevelopment Carry (Savings) $0 $0 
Construction Loan Interest $2,821,839 $2,821,839 
Construction Loan Fees (Points) $413,759. $413,759 

Other Soft Costs $7,804,200 $7,804,200 
Developer Mantln $11,886,500 $11,886,500 

Total Cost $55 543.200 $56002,100 
Residual Land Value (RLV) 

With Predevelopment Savings 
Residual Land Value $7,017,300 $6,558,400 
Per Gross Building Square Foot $81 /GSF $16 IGSF 
Per Net Buildine: Smrnre Foot $103 /NSF $97 /NSF 

Witbont Predevelopment Savings 
Residual Land Value $7,017,300 $6,558,400 
Per Gross ~uilding Square Foot $81 /GSF $76 /GSF 
Per Net Building Sauare Foot $103 /NSF $97 /NSF 

Difference Percent · 

$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 Q.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$458,900 114% 
($149,693) 
$149,693 
$611,650 -

($158,730) -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$458,900 0.8% 

($458,900) (6.5%) 
($5) (6.5%) 
($7) (6.5%) 

($458,900) (6.5%) 
($5) (6.5%) 
($71 (6.5%) 

Note: Key numbers rounded to nearest $100. Development Impa.ct Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (uu:luding TIDF or TSF), 
plus any upfront developer payment for TDRpurchase 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.S ummarv D l tP F eve opmen ro orma- 0 f Mi . S aIIR "d tialMlxed u er SSIOn m es1 en -use 

3. Outer Mission Small Res. Mixed-use 
Prototvne3 

Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 

Revenues 
Residential $21,895,900 $21,895,900 
Office $0 $0" 
Retail $1,739,400 $1, 73 9.400 ' 

Total Revenues $23,635,300 $23,635,300 

Development Cost 
Hard Construction Costs 13,594,400 13,594,400 

Residential $10,458,180 $10,458,180 

Office $0 $0 
Retail $647,100 $647,100 
Parking $1,253,280 $1,253,280 
Hard Cost Contingency $1,235,856 $1,235,856 

Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $287,600 $287,600 
Office . $0 $0 
Retail $287,600 $287,600 

Subtotal: Direct Costs $13,882,,000 $13,882,000 
Soft Costs 
Environmental and Transporta~on Review $27,000 $27,000 

Transportation Component $0 $0 
Errvironmental Review $27,000 $27,000 

Development Impact Fees/ qther Costs $201,100 $243,500 
Transit Impact Development Fee $44,500 ' $0 

TJDF Prior Use Credit ($44,500) $0 
Transportation Sustainability Fee $0 $283,775 

TSF Prior Use Credit $0 ($241,330) 

Area Plan Impact Fees $0 $0 
Area Plan TSF Credit $0 $0 

TDRPurchasefor FARincrease $0 $0 

Affordable Housing Fee $0 $0 
Jobs-Hou8ing Linkage Fee $0 $0 
Childcare Requirement $0 $0 
Downtown Parks $0 ,$0 

Public Art Fee - . $0 $0 
School Impact Fee $113,457 $i13,457 
Wastewaterflfater Capacity Charges $87,598 $87,598 

Construction Financing/ Predev. Carry $1,188,000 $1,188,000 
Predevelopment Cany (Savings) $0 $0 
Construction Loan Interest $1,031,699 $1,031,699 
Construction Loan Fees (Points) $156,3I8 $156,318 

Other Soft Costs $3,398,600 $3,398,600 
Develoner Marcin $4.018,000 $4 018,000 

Total Cost $22,714,700 $22 757100 
Residual Land Value (RLV) 

With Predevelopme'nt Savings 
Residual Land Value $920,600 $878,200 
Per Gross Building Square Foot $22 $21 /GSF 
Per Net Building SmiareFoot $28 $27 /NSF 

Without Predevelopment Savings 

Residual Land Value $920,600 $878,200 
Per Gross Building Square Foot $22' $21 /GSF 
Per Net Building Sauare Foot $28 . $27 /NSF 

Difference Percent 

$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 

$42,400 21% 
($44,500) 
$44,500 

''$283,775 -
($241,330) -

$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$42,400 0.2% 

($42,400) (4.6%) 
($1) (4.6%) 
($1) (4.6% 

($42,400) (4.6%) 
($1) (4.6%) 
($1) (4.6%) 

Note: Key numht;rs rounded to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (including TIDF or TSF), 
plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax. · 
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d. 4 s ummarv D evelo11ment Pr F 0 orma-

4: Mission SmallRes. Mixed-use 

Revenues 
Residential 
Office 
Re mil 

Total Revenues 
Development Cost 

Hard Construction Costs 
;Residential 
Office 
Retail 
Parking 
Hard Co!it Contingency 

Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs 
Office 
Retail 

Subtotal: Direct Costs 
Soft Costs 

Appendix Table B-4 
Prototype 4 Proforma Comparison for 

Base Case and Base Case TSF 

Mis. SmallR "d "alMixedU SI On es1 enti se 
Prototype 4 

Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 

$13,445,800 $13,445,800 . 

$0 $0 
$1,530.900 $1,530,900 

$14,976,700 $14,976,700 

$6,614,500 '$6,614,500 
$5,138,640 $5,138,640 

$0 $0 
$562,500 $562,500 
$312,000 $312,000 
$601,314 $601,314 
$225,000 $225,000 

$0 $0 
$225.000 $225,000 

$6,839,500 $6,839,500 

Environmental and Transportation Review $11,000 $11,000 
Transportation Component $0 $0 
Environmental Review $11,000 $11,000 

Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs $270,000 $293,600 
Transit Impact Development Fee $36,475 $0 

'I'IDF Prior Use Credit ($18,650). $0 
Transportation Sustainability Fee $0 $158,414 

TSF Prior Use Credit $0 ($102,735) 
Area Plan Impact Fees $160,968 $160,968 

Area Plan TSF Credit $0 ($14,277) 
TDR Purchase for FAR Increase $0 $0 
Affordable Housing Fee $0 $0 
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee $0 $0 
Chiidcare Requirement $0 $0 
Downtown Parks $0 . $0 
Public Art(% of Hard cost) $0 $0 
School Impact Fee $58,121 $58,121 
Wastewater/Water Capacity Charge $33,099 . $33,099 

Construction Financing/ Predev. Carry $665,600 $665,600 
Predevelopment Carry (Savings) $0 $0 
C:onstruction Loan Interest $566,578 $566,578 
Construction Loan Fees (Points} $99,052 $99,052 
Other Soft Costs $1,653,600 $1,653,600 

Developer Marein $2.396,300 $2,396,300 

Total Cost $11,836,000 $11 859,600' 
Residual Land Value (RLV) 

With Predevelopment Savings 
Residual Land Value $3,140,700 $3,117,100 
Per Gross Building Square Foot $141 $140 /GSF 
Per Net Building Sauare Foot $189 $188 /NSF 

Without Predevelopment Savings 
Residual Land Value $3,140,700 $3;117,100 
Per' Gross Building Square Foot $141 $140 /GSF 
Per Net Buildi= Sauare Foot $189 $188 /NSF· 

Difference Percent 

$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 

$23,600 9% 
($36,475) 
$18,650 

$158,414 -
($102,735) -

$0 0.0% 
($14,277) -

$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$23 600 0.2% 

($23,600) (0.8%) 
($l) . (0.8%) 
($1) (0.8%) 

($23,600) co.8%) 
($1) (0.8%) 
($1) (0.8%) 

Note: Key nwnbers roruuletl to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs inclutle all applicable impact fees (rnduding TIDF or TSF), 
plus wiy upfront developer paymeyt J.or TDR purchase and Mello Roos special t= 
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Appendix Table B-5 
Prototype 5 Proforma Comparison for 
~ase Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

Sd. Summarv Develonment Pro Forma - Central Waterfront Lar!!"e Residential MU 

5: Central Waterfront Large Res. MU 
Prototvne5 

Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 
Revenues 

Residential $106,807,000 $106,807,000 
Office $0 $0 
Retail $3,126,600 $3.126,600 

Total Revenues ' $109,933,600 $109.933,600 
Development Cost 

Hard Construction Costs $50,999,200 $50,999,200-
Residential ' $40,424,400 $40,424,400 
Office $(} $0 
Retail $1,012,500 $1,012,500 
Pqrking $4,926,000 $4,926,000 
Hard Cost Contingency $4,636,290 $4,636,290 

Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $450,000 $450,000 
Office $0 $0 
Retail $450.000 $450.000 

Subtotal: Direct Costs $51,449,200 $51,449,200 
Soft Costs 
Environmental and Transportation Review $683,000 $122,000 

Transportation Analysis $128,000 $103,000 
ETTViron:mental Review $555,000 $19,000 

Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs $2,421,400 $2,671,300 
Transit Impact Development Fee $72,950 $0 

TIDF Prior Use Credit ($69,350) $0 
Transportation Sustainability Fee $0 '$998,917 

TSF Prior Use Credit $0 ($577,200) 
Area Plan Impact Fees $1,682,573 $1,682,573 

Area Plan TSF Credit $0 ($168,257) 
TDR Purchase for FAR Increase $0 $0 
Ajfordabl~ Housing Fee $0 $0 
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee $0 $0 
Childcare Requirement $0 $0 
Downtown Parks $0 $0 
PublicArtF:ee $0 $0 
School lmpact Fee $436,900 $436,900 
Wastewater/Water Capacity Charges $298,371 .$298,371 

Construction Financing/ Predev. Carry $4,642,300 $4,367,400 
Predevelopment Carry (Savings) $0 ($274,834) 
Construction.Loan Interest $4,072,668 $4,072,668 
Construction Loan Fees .(Points) $569,604 $569,604 

Ofuer Soft Costs $9,179,900 $9,179,900 
Developer Marl!in $18,688 700 $18.688 700 

Total Cost $87064500 $86 478.500 
Residual Land Vaine (RLV) 

Wrth Predevelopment Savings 
Residual Land Value $22,869,100 $23,455,100 
Pei; Gross Building Square Foot $148 $152 /GSF 
Per Net Building Sauare Foot $185 $190 /NSF 

Wrthout Predevelopment Savings 
Residual Land Value $22,869,100 $22,619,200 
Per Gross Building Square Foot $148 $146 /GSF. 
PerNetBuildin11: SauareFoot $185 $183 /NSF 

Difference Percent 

$0 0.0% 
$0 -
.$Q 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$0· 0.0% 
$0 0,0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 " 
.$Q 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

($561,000) (82%) 
($25,000) (20%) 

($536,000) (97%) 
$249,900 10% 
($72,950) 
$69,350 

$998,917 -
($577,200) -

$0 0.0% 
($168,257) -

$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
'$0 0.0% 
$0 0:0% 

($274,900) (5.9%) 
($274,834) -

$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

($586 000) (0.7%) 

$586,000 2.6% 
$4· 2.6% 
$5 2.6% 

($249,900) (1.1%) 
($2) (Li%) 
($2) (1.1%) 

Note: Key numbers rouni/ed to nearest $100. JJevelopment Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (i.ncluding TIDF or TSF), 
plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax. 
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Appendix Table B-6 
Prototype 6 Proforma Comparison for 

Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

6 s d. ummarv D eve opment p F orma-ro Easts MaM di R "d tiaIMix d 0 e um es1 en e -use 

6: East SoMa Medium Res. Mixed-use 
Prototvne6 

Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 

Revenues 
Residential $40,092,100 .$40,092,100 

Office $0 $0 

Retail $3,382,800 $3,382.800 

Total Revenues $43 474,900 $43,474,900 

Development Cost 
Hard Construction Costs $21,266,900 $21,266,900 

Residential $16,665,000 $16,665,000 
Office $0 $0 
Retail $1,012,500 $1,012,500 
Parking $1,656,000 $1,656,000 
Hard Cost Contingency $1,933,350 $1,933,350 

Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $450,000 $450,000 

Office $0 $0 
Retail $450,000 $450,000 

Subtotal: Direct Costs $21,716,900 $21,716,900 
Soft Costs 
Environmental and Transportation Review $119,000 $119,000 

Transportation Component $103,000 $103,000 
ElfVironmental Review $16,000 $16,000 

Development Impact Fees{ Other Costs $1,443,400 $1,571,000 

Transit Impact Development Fee $72,950 $0 
TIDF Prior Use Credit ($37,300) $0 

Transportation Sustainability Fee $0 $416,005 
TSF Prior Use Credit $0 ($152,200) 

Area Plan Impact Fees $1,090,931 $1,090,936 
Area Plan TSF Credit $0 ($100,589)" 

TDR Purchase Jo-,; FAR Increase $0 $0 
Affordable Housing Fee $0 $0 
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee $0 $0 
Childcare Requirement $0 $0 
Downtawn Parks $0 $0 
Public Art Fee $0 $0 
School Impact Fee $162,866 $162,866 
Wastewater/Water Capacity Charge $153,983 $153,983 

Construction Financing/ Predev. Carry $1,768,300 $1,768,300 
Predevelopment Carry (Savings) $0 $0 
Construction Loan Interellt $1,486,706 $1,486,706 
Construction Loan Fe~ (Points) $281,573 $281,573 

Other Soft Costs $3,828,000 $3,828,000 

Develo11er Marein $8,260,200 $8,260,200 

Total Cost $37135,800 $37,263,400 

Residual Land Vaine (RLV) 
Wrth Predevelopment Savings 

Residual. Land Value $6,339,100 $6,211,500 

Per Gross Building Square Foot $104.69 $103 /GSF 
Per Net Building Sauare Foot $133 $130 /NSF 

Without Predevelopment Savings 
Residual. Land Value $6,339,100 $6,211,500 
Per Gross Building Square Foot $105 $103 IGSF 
Per Net Buildin,,. Sauare Foot $133 $130 /NSF 

Difference Percent 

$0 0.0% 
$0 -
.£!! 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$127,600 8.8% 
($72,950) 
$37,300 

$416,005 -
($152,200) -

$5 0.0% 
($100,589) -

$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$127,600 0.3% 

($127,600) (2.0%) 
($2) (2.0%) 
($3) (2.0%' 

($127,600) (2.0%) 
($2) (2.0%) 
($3) (2.0%) 

Note: Key numbers roundtµl to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (mcluding TIDF or TSF), 
plus any upfrom developer payment for TDR purchase and Me/Jo Roos special tax. · 
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. Appendix Table B-7 
Prototype 7 Proforma Comparison for 

Base Case TIDF ·and Base Case TSF 

7d. s ummary D eve opment Pro F orma- E SM L ast 0 a ar!!e Offi ce 

7: East So~ Large Office 
PrototvPe7 

Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 
Revenues 

. Residential $0 $0 

Office $174,558,100 $174,558,100. 
Retail $17,231,000 $17,231,000 

Total Revenues $191, 789,100 $191,789,100 
Development Costs 

Hard Constrnction Costs $73,265,500 $73,265,500 
Residential $0 $0 

Ojfice $56,125,000 $56,125,000 

Retail (and PDR Space} $5,580,000 $5,580,000 

Parking $4,900,000 $4,900,000 
Hard Cost Contingency $6,660,500 $6,660,500 

Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $19,410,500 $19,410,500 
Office $17,178,500 $17,178,500 

Retail $2,232,000· $2,232,000 
Subtotal: Direct Costs $92,676,000 $92,676,000 
Soft Costs 
Environmental and Transportation Review $979,000 $884,000 

Transportation Component $228,000 $178,000 

Environmental Review $751,000 $706,000 
Developm~nt Impact Fees/ Other Costs $14,705,700 $14,828,400 

Transit Impact Development Fee $3,475,647 $0 
TIDF Prior Use Credit ($87,540) $0 

Transportation Sustainability Fee $0 $3,597,399 

TSF Prior Use Credit $0 ($86,580) 

AreaPlanimpactFees $4,133,667 $4,133,667 
Area Plan TSF Credit $0 $0 

TDR Purchase for FAR Increase $0 $0 
Affordable-Housing Fee $0 $0 
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee $5,816,23! $5,816,23! 
Childcare Requirement $271,645 $271,645 

Downtown Parks $0 $0 

Public Art Fee $732,655 $732,655 

School Impact Fee $93,357 $93,357 

Wastewater/Water Capacity Charges $270,026 $270,026 
Construction Financing/ Predev. Carry $10,831,600 $10,352,100 

Predevelopment Carry (Savings} $0 ($479,473) 

Construction Loan Interest $9,837,887 $9,837,887 
Construction Loan Fees ·(Paints) . $993,726 $993,726 

Other Soft Costs $13,187,800 $13,187,800 
Develoner Marvin $30,686,300 $30,686,300 

Total Cost $163,066,400 $162,614,600 
Residual Land Value (RLV) 

With Predevelopment Savings 
ResidualLand Value $28,722,700 $29,174,500 
Per Gross Building Square Foot $115' $117 
Per Net Building Sauare Foot $128 $130 

Without Predevelopment Savings 
Residual Land Value $28, 722, 700 $28,600,000 
Per Gross Building Square Foot $115 $115 
Per Net Building Sauare Foot $128 $127 

Difference Percent 

$0'. -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

($95,000) (10%) 
($50,000) (22%) 
($45,000) (6.0~) 

$122,700 0.8% 
($3,475,647) 

$87,540· 
$3,597,399 -

($86,580) ' -
$0 0.0% 
$0 -

. $0 -
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0. 0.0% 

($479,500) (4.4%) 
($479,473} -

$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

($451,800 (0.3%' 

$451,800 1.6% 
$2 1.6% 
$2 1.6% 

($122,700) (0.4%) 
($0) (0.4%) 
($1) (0.4%) 

Note: Key nmnhers roun.t!ed to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (including TllJF or TSF), 
plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax. 
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Sd.S ummarv D I tP F eve opmen ro orma-

8: East SoMa Large Res. Mixed-use 

Revenues 
Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Development Cost 

Hard Construction Costs 
Residential 

. Office 
Retail 
Parking 
Hard Cost Contingency 

Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs 
Office 
Retail 

Subtotal: Direct Costs -
Soft Costs 

Appendix Table B-8 
Prototype 8 Proforma Comparison for 

Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

E tS ML as 0 a arge R "d tial es1 en 
Prototype 8 

Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 

$127,277,500 $127,277,500 
$0 $0 

$5,162,500 $5.162.500 
$132,440,000 $132.440,000 

$60,567,200 $60,567,200 
$48,243,200 $48,243,200 

$0 $0 
$1,687,500 $1,687,500 
$5,130,400 $5,130,400 
$5,506,110 $5,506,110 

$675,000 $675,000 
$0 $0 

$675.000 $675.000 
$61,242,200 $61,242,200 

Environmental and Transportation Review $144,000 $119,000 
Transportation Component $128,000 $103,000 
Enviromnental Review $16,000 $16,000 

Development Impact Fees/ Ofuer Costs $3,917,200 $4,556,400 
'I'ransit Impact Development Fee $109,425 $0 

TIDF Prior Use Credit $0 $0 
Transportation Sustainability Fee $0 $1,041,429 

TSF Prior Use Credit $0 $0 
Area Plan Impact Fees $3,055,184 $3,055,189 

Area Plan TSF Credit $0 ($292,776) 
TDR Purchase for FAR Increase $0 $0 
A.ffordabl.e Housing Fee $0 $0 
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee $0 $0 
Childcare Requirement $0 $0 
Downtown Parks $0 $0 
Public Art Fee $0 $0 
School Impact Fee $440,534 $440,534 
Wastewater/Water Capacity Charges $312,023 $312,023 

Construction Financing{ Predev. Carry $9,179,700 $8,848,600 
Predevelopment Carry (Savings) $0 ($331,100) 
Construction Loan Interest $8,478,963 $8,478,963 
Construction Loan Fees (Points) $700,741 $700,741 

Other Soft Costs $15,141,800 $15,141,800 
Developer Marl'in $29,136,800 $29,136,800 

Total Cost 118 761,700 119,044,800 
Residual Land Vljlue (RLV) 

With Predevelopment Savings 
Residual Land Value . $13,678,300 $13,395,200 
Per Gross Building Square Foot $86 $85 /GSF 
Per Net Building Square Foot $108 $106 /NSF 

Without Predevelopment Savings 
Residual Land Value $13,678,300 $13,039,100 
Per Gross Building Square Foot $86 $82 /GSF 
Per Net Building Scmare Foot $108 $103 /NSF 

Difference Percent 

$0 . 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

($25,000) (17%) 
($25,000) (20%) 

$0 0.0% 
$639,200 16% 
($109,425) (100%) 

$0 -
$1,041,429 -

$0 -
$5 0.0% 

($292,776) -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 . 0.0% 

{$331,100) (3.6%) 
($331,100) -

$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$283,100 0.2% 

($283,1011) (2.1%) 
($2) (2.1%) 
($2' (2.1%) 

($639,200) (4.7%) 
($4) (4.7%) 
($51 (4.7%' 

Note: Key numbers rounded to nea.rest $100. ·Development Impact Fees! Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (including TIDF or TSF), 
plus any upfront developer payment for TDR plfrchase rmd Mello Roos special tax. 
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. Appendix Table B-9 
Prototype 9 Proforma Comparison for 

Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

9d. s nmmarv of Financial In di cators- Tr ·c ans1t enter L are:e Re "d tial s1 en 

9: Transit Center Large Residen1ial 
Prototvne9 

Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 

Revenues 
Residential $307,630,600 $,307,630,600 
Office $0 $0 
Retail $0 $0 

Total Revenues $307 630,600 $307,630,600 
Development Costs 

Hard Cons1ruction Costs $132,220,000 $132,220,000 
Residential $113,135,000 $113,135,000 
Office $0 $0 
Retail $0 $0 

·Parking $7,065,000 $7,065,000 
Hard Cost Contingency $12,020,000 $12,020,000 

Tenant Improvements/Lease.Up Costs $0 $0 
Office $0 $0 
Retail $0 $0 

Subtotal: Direct Costs $132,220,000 $132,220,000 
Soft Costs 
Environmental and Transporta1ion Review $149,000 $124,000 

Transportation Component $128,000 $103,000 
Environmental Review $21,000 $21,000 

Development Impact Fees/ Otller Costs $22,389,200 $24,448,900 
Transit Impact Development Fee $0 $0 

TIDF Prior Use Credit $0 $0 
Transportation Sustainability Fee $0 $2,059,723. 

TSF Prior Use Credit $0 $0 
Area Plan Impact Fees $3,879,437 $3,879.444 

Area Plan TSF Credit $0 $0 
TDR Pwchase for FAR Increase $1,350,000 $1,350,000 
Affordable Housing Fee $12,117,716 $12,117,716 
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee $0 $0 
Childcare Requirement $0 $0 
Downtown Parks $0 $0 
Public Art Fee $1,256,090 $1,256,090 . 
School Impact Fee $968,303 $968,303 
Wastewater/Water Capacity Charges $477,622 $477,622 
Mello Roos Spedal T= Contribution $2,340,019 $2,340,019 

CouStrnction Fiuani:ing/ Predev. Cany $26,246,300 $25,477,200 
Predevelopment Carry $0 ($769,077) 
Construction Loan Interest $24,618,584 $24,618,584 
Construction Loan Fees (Points) $1,627,675 "$1,627,675 

Other Soft Costs $33,055,000 $33,055,000 
Developer Mar!tln $67,678,700 $67.678,700 

Total Cost $281, 738,200 . $283.003,800 
Residual Land Value (RLV) 

With Predevelopment Savings 
Residual Land Value $25,892,400 $24,626,800 
·per Gross Building Square Foot $78 $74 /GSF 
Per Net Building Sauare Foot $107 $102 /NSF 

Without Predevelopment Savings 
Residual Land Value $25,892,400 $23,832,700 
Per Gross Building Square Foot $78 $72 /GSF 
Per Net Building Sauare Foot . $107 $99 /NSF 

Difference Percent 

$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 -
$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -

. $0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 0.0% 

($25,000) (20%) 
($25,000) (24%) 

$0 0.0% 
$2,059,700 8.4% 

$0 -
$0 -

$2,059,723 100% 
$0 -
$7 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

- $0 -
$0 -
$0' -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

($769,100) (3.0%) 
($769,077) 100% 

$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$1,265 600 0.4% 

($1,265,600) (5.1%) 
($4) (5.1'.Jlo) 
($5' (5.1%) 

($2,059,700) (8.6%) 
($6) (8.6%) 
($9 (8.6%) 

Note: Key n,wnbers rounded to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs include all applicable impact fees (mclmling TIDF or TSF), 
plus aey upfront developer payment for TJJR_purchase and Mello Roos spec:ial tax. 
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Appendix Table B-10 . 
Prototype 10 Proforma Comparison for 

Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

1 p c Od. Summarv Develonment ro Forma - 'fransit · enter L ar!:!:e 0 ffice 

10: Transit Center Large Office 
Prototvne 10 

Base Case 'IIDF Base Case TSF 
Revenues 

Residential $0 $0 
Office $319,920,700 $319,920,700 
Retail $9.881,600 $9,881,600 

Total Revenues $329,802,300 $329,802,300 

Development Costs 
Hard Construction Costs $U7,821,800 $127,821,800 

Residential $0 $0 
Office $111,150,000 $111,150,000 
Retail $2,880,000 $2,880,000 
Parking $2,171,680 $~,171,680 

Hard Cost Contingency $11,620,168 $11,620,168 
Tenant improvements/Lease Up Costs $32,030,000 $32,030,000 

Office $30,750,000 $30,750,000 
Retail $1,280,000 $1,280,000 

Subtotal: Direct Costs $159,851,800 $159,851,800 

Soft Costs · 
Environmental and Transportation Review $249,200 $199,200 

'I'ransportatiOn Component $228,000 $178,000 
Environmental Review $21,239 $21,239 

Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs $30,290,600 $30,495,800 

Transit Impact Development Fee $5,346,013 $0 
TIDF Prior Use Credit $0 $0 

'Transportation Sustainability Fee $0 $5,551,221 
TSF Prior Use Credit $0 $0. 

Area Plan Impact Fees $9,182,904 $9,182,908 
Area Plan TSF Credit $0 $0 

TDR Pufchasefor FAR Increase $1,800,000 $1,800,000 
Affordable Housing Fee $0 $0 
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee $9,221,479 $9,221,479 
Childcare Requirement $448,305 $448,305 
Downtown Parks $900,315 $900,315 
PublicArtFee $I,278)18 $1,278,218 
School Impact Fee $147,575 $147,575 . 
Wastewater/Water Caj:iacity Charges $292,972 $292,972 
Mello Roos Special Tax Contribution $1,672,808 $1,672,808 

Construction Financing/ Predev. Carry $21,445,700 $20,621,200 . 
~redevelopment Cerny (Savings) $0 ($824,506) 
Construction Loan Interest $19,736,871 $19,736,871 
Construction Loan Fees (Points) $1,708,820 $1,708,820 

.Other Soft Costs $23,007,900 $23,007,900 

Develover.Marvin $52,768,400 $52, 768,400 

Total Cost $287.613,600 $286,944,300 

Residual Land Value (RLV) 
With Predevelopment Savings 

Residual Land Value $42,188, 700 $42,858,000 

Per Gross Building Square Foot $110 $111 /GSF 
PerNetBuildinf!: Sauare Foot $132 $134 /NSF 

Without Predevelopment Savings 
Residual Lan4 Value $42,188,700 $41,983,500 

Per Gross Building Square Foot $110 $109 /GSF 
Per Net Building Smiore Foot $132 $131 /NSF 

Difference Percent 

$0 -
$0 ()..0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

($50,000) (25%) 
($50,000) (28%) 

$0 0.0% 
$205,200 0.7% 

($5,346,013) -
$0 -

$5,551,221 100% 
$0 -
$4 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

($824,500) (4.0%) 
($824,506) 100% 

$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

($669,300) (0.2%) 

$669,300 1.6% 
$2 1.6% 

\ 
$2 1.6% 

($205,200) (0.5%) 

($1) (0.5%) 
($1) (0.5%' 

Note: Key numbers rounded to nearest $100. Developmentlm:pact Fees/ Other Costs include aJl applicahle impact fees (in.du.ding TIDF or TSF), 
plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and MeOo Roos special tax. 
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General DevelopmentAsmmptiom (Height) 
Primmy Land Use 'fypo 
CoDstruction typo 
Geography • 
Land Use 
Housin!! 'IVoe I Uni1s or Nomcsidcntial SF 

Revenue Assumptions 
'fypical~ Unit Size 
Sa/oPriet!Per Unit 
Salos Price /NSF 
Salos Expense RaJe 
Residential Rcolal 

.A:mmB1 Lesso Rate/SF 
Not Operating Income 
CapitilizatiO!l RaJe 
JYpica/ Markt Value/SF 

Office 
.A:mmid Lease Rate/SF (NNN) 
Net Operating !nC<Jme 
Capitilization RaJe 
JYpical Market Value/SF 

Re!BI1 
Annnal Lease Rate/SF 
Net Operating rn""nic 
CapitalizatiOl).Rafe 
Typical Market Value/SF 

Parlcing Revenne/SpaCc/year 
Residential 
Retail 
Office 

Protocype l 45' 
~ck:ntial 
Low-Riso 

Geary 
Mixed.use 

Owner 8 • 

1,100 NSF 
SJ,045,000 Per Unit 

S950 /NSF 
5.5% 

$48.00 /NSF 
$38.40 /NSF 

6.0% 
$640/NSF 

Sl,200 

Appemfix Table C-1a 
Revenue Assumptions 

Prototype 2 80" 
~ck:ntial 
Mid.Riso 
Van Ness 

• Mixed-use 
Owner 60 

991 NSF 
SJ,096,700 Per Unit 

Sl,100 /NSF 
5.5% 

S54.00 /NSF 
$43.20 ./NSF 

6.0% 
$720/NSF 

Sl,200 

Protocype3 65' 
~dcntial 
Mid.Riso 

oumr Mission 
Mixed-use 

Owner 24 

l,250 NSF 
SJ,062,500 Per Unit 

S850 /NSF 
5.5% 

$48.00 /NSF 
$38.40 /NSF 

6.0% 
$640/NSF 

Sl,200 

Protocype4 55' Prototypes 65' 
~ck:ntial ~dcntial 
Low-Riso Mid.Riso 
Mission Con1ml Watcdi:nnt 

Mixed-use Mixed-use 
Owner 15 Rcotal 156 

955 NSF 762 NSF 
Sl,050,500 Per Unit - Per Unit 

$1,100 /NSF - /NSF 
55% 3.5% 

S66.00 /NSF 
$42.90 /NSF 

4.5% 
$953 !NSF 

S54.00 /NSF $54.00 /NSF 
$43.20 /NSF $43.20 /NSF 

6.0% 6.0% 
$720/NSF $720 /NSF, 

$4,200 
$1,200 Sl,800 

Source: San Francisco Planning Departmeot Sm Francisco Municipal TransporfalionAgeocy, San Fxancisco Office of the Controller, 
San Francisco Office of!lcooomic and Worldim:c Developmeot, SanFI!lilcisco Mayot's Office of Housing and Comimmify Dcvdopmeot 
SanFillllcisco Unified School Dis1rict SanFxancisco Public Utilities Commlssion,KeyscrMamcnAssociatcs, The Conconl Group, 

Polaris Pacific, The Madi: Company. CBRE, Collia:s rn-.tional andDTZ Retail T=omics, Cliffon!Advisoxy and Seifi:l Consulting Im:. · 
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G<neral DevelopmeutAssnmptions (Height) 
I'rimm:y Land Use 'fype 
CoDStruction 'fypc 
Geography 
Land Use 
Housin•'l\me /tJnm; orNonn:fildcntial SF 

Revenue Assumptions 
'fypical Rosicknlial Unit Sim 
SalePrkePer Unit 
Sales Price/NSF. 
SalcsExpcnsoRatc 
Rosidootial Rental 

Annual Loaso l\Btl:/SF 
Net Operatiog Income 
Capitalization Rate 
7jpical Mark.t Value/SF 

Office 
Annoa1 Lease RmelSF (NNN) 
Net Operatiog Income 
Capitalization Rate 
Typical Mark.t Value/SF 

Retail 
Annoa1 Lease Rate/SF 
Net Operating Income 
Capitalization Rate 
Typical Mark.t Value/SF 

Parlcing Revcimt/Space/year 
Residential 
Retail 
Office 

Prototype 6 85' 
Residential 
Mid-Rise 
EastSoMa 
Mixed-use. 

Rcolal 60 

719 NSF 
- PerUnit 
- /NSF 

3.5% 

S69.00 /NSF 
$44.85 /NSF 

4.5% 
$997 INSF 

S54.00 /NSF 
$43.20 /NSF 

6.0% 
$720/NSF 

$4,200 
Sl,800 

AppenaixTable C:-1b 
Revenpe Assumptions 

Prototype 7 160' 
Office 

High-Rise 
· East SoMa Office 

Office 
N/A 224420 

3.5% 

'S54.00 /NSF 
$43.20 /NSF 

5.0% 
$864/NSF 

S60.00 /NSF 
$48.00 /NSF 

6.0% 
$800/NSF 

Sl,800 
$5,400 

Prototype 8 160' 
Residential 
High-Rise 
EastSoMa 
Mixod-usc 

Owner 128 

942 NSF 
$1,153,950 Per Unit 

· Sl,225 /NSF 
S.5% 

$60.00 /NSF 
$48.00 /NSF 

6.0% 
$800 /NSF 

Sl,800 

· Prototype9 400' 
Rcsidcntial 
High-Rise 

Ttmlsit D:ntor 
Rosidcntial 

Owner 229 

I,053 NSF 
$1,421,S50 Per Unit 

SI,350 /NSF 
55% 

$60.00 /NSF 
$48.00 /NSF 

6.0% 
$800/NSF 

$1,800 

Prototype 10 400' 
Office 

High-Rise 
Tumsit=tcr 

Office 
NIA 320.300 

/NSF 
3.5% 

$66.00 /NSF 
$52.80 /NSF 

5.0% 
$1,056/NSF 

$60.00 /NSF 
$48.00 /NSF 

6.0% 
$800/NSF 

$1,800 
$5400 

Sou=: SenFillllcisco Planning Department, SanFillllcisco Mllnic:ipal Transpcn1ationAgcncy, SanFillllcisco Office of the Controller, 
Sen Frem:isco Office of Economic and Warkfura: Development, SenFrencisco Mayor's Office of Housing end Commnni!;y Dc:vclopment, 

San Fr.mcisco Unified School District, Sen Francisco Public Utilities Commissioo, Keyser Mar.rtonAssociatcs, The Coocotd Group, 
Pol eris Pacilic, The Madi: Company, CBRE, Co Di ors rn-ational a:od D1Z Retai1 T=omics, Cliffotd.Advisocy and Scifcl Consulting Inc. 
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Genera!DevelopmentAssumptiom (Height) 
Prlmmy Land Use 'fypc 
Construction 'fype 
Geography 
Land Use 
liousinJl; Tvoe /Thllls or Nomosidcntiel SF 

Development Costl 
Hard Conmuction Com 

Residential 
Oflice 
R"1Bil 
Parlcing 

Stacker cost 
Parking CoDStroction 'fype 

Hard Comtruction Costs/ GSF 
Oflice TCDllllt Improvements/Lease Up Costs 
R"1Bil TCDllllt Improvements/Lease Up Costs 
Dinct Construction Costs/ NSF 
Dln:d: Construction Costs/ Unit 
Sort Costs 

Transporfation and Enviromncntal Review 
Transporfation Rcvieiv 

SFPJanning 
SFMIA 

Tr.msp. Consultant 
TSP Cost Savinp 

Enviromncntal Review 
SF Planning 

TSP Cost Savinp 
CEQA Ccnsu!tant 

TSP Cost Savinp 
Development Impact Fea/ Other Costs 

Transit Impact Development Fee 
Residential 
Office 
Rcbril 

Transportation Snst.inabilliy Fee 

Residential 
Non-Residential (Oflice) 
Non-Rcsidcntiel (RclBil) 

Area Plan Impact Fees 
TDRl'nrmaseforFAR 
Affordable Housing Fee 
Jobli-Housing Llnka.gc Fee 

Office 
Rcbril 

Childcare Fee (Office) · 
Downto'fl'Jl Parks Fee (Office) 
l'nblicArt Fee (Non-Residential) 
Sc.boo! Impact Fee 

Residential 
Office 
Rcbril 

Wastewater/Water Capacicy Charges 
Total Charges 

Mello Roos Specie! Tax During Sele/Lease-Up 
Construction Fmanclng 

CoDStroction Tllning 
CoDStroctionlim:restRatc 
Loan Fee (Poinls) as a% ofLoanAmount 

'OtherSo!tCosfs(asa%of)hn!Costs) 
Targot Retnm on Tote! ~clopmcnt Cost 
DcvelonerM•""" fns a% ofValw:/Notl'roceeds\ 

Prototype 1 45' 
Residential 
Low-!Usc 

Gcmy 
Mixed-use 

Owner 

S240 

Appendix Table C.2a 
Developm!llll CostAssumpfions 

Prototype 2 811' 
Residential 
Mid-Rise 
Van Ness 

. Mi:xed--usc 
Owner 60 

$300 

Prototype 3 65' 
Residential 
Mid-Rise 

Outer Mission 
Mixed-use 

Ownoc 24 

$270 

Prototype 4 55' 
ResidcmiaJ 
Low-Rise 
Mission 

Mixed-use 
Owner 15 

$260 

Prototype S 65' 
RcsidentW 
Mid-Rise 

CcnlIBl Watcrliont 
Mixed-use 

Rcntel 156 

$270 

S225 /GSF S22S /GSF $225 /GSF S225 /GSF $225 /GSF 
$120 /GSF $140 /GSF Sl20 /GSF $120 /GSF Sl40 '/GSF 

$15,000 /spscc -$15,000 /spscc $15,000 /spar:e S!5,000 /spar:e $15,000 /spar:e 
Podium(!) !Underground(!) Podium(!) Podium(!) Underground(!) 

S293 /GSF 5362 /GSF 5325 /GSF S297 /GSF 5330 /GSF 
m~ m~ m~ m~ m~ 

SIOO /LSF S!OO /LSF S!OO /LSF $100 /LSF $100 ILSF 
5384 /NSF $472 /NSF $422 /NSF $413 /NSF $417 /NSF 

S491,5SO /UDit S533,75S IUnir 5578,417 /UDit $440,967 /UDit 5329,803 /UDit 
~R1St8~~:;&~~~~~~~~_::=~? i:ili::~t~JK~~lSUif~i.~~ 'i-ti~1~0:1-;.;.r~N~~-~~~ IT~ti~l:OZ-~1r~:.;::: ~;::,t~~~~k:fi~~:: 

SO Velne 
SO Vaine 
SO Velne 
$0 Valne 

$23,365 Velne 
$4,494 Value 

SO Vaine 
SO Vaine 

$0 Value 
$0 Value 
$0 Vaine 
$0 Value 

SO Vaine 
SO Valne 
SO Value' 
$0 Value 

$23,365 Valne 
$4,494 Vaine 

$100-,000 Valnc 
$25,000 Veloc 

$9,295 Valnc $84,855 Valnc $27,347 Valne Sll,466 Vaine , · $405,346 -
$0 Vaine $0 Velne $0 Ve!ue $0 Value $386,280 Vaine 
SO Valne $75,000 Value SO Valnc SO Vaine . S!50,000 Valnc 
WValuc W- WValuc WValuc ~~-

§~~~;T.JUi.~Si~~~ ~~~~~~~~~.L·, IT~~~!?;.:~~··~~{!~~ :~~~~~~~~:r~~: f.'.r~:c~fi:·~~~:mEar:1~wc-

SO.O /GSF 
$13.&7 /GSF 
$1459 /GSF 

$6.19 /GSF 

$14.43 /GSF 
Sl4.43 /GSF 

SO Vaine 

SO.O Vaine 

S2-91 /GSF 
S0389 /GSF 
S0.243 /GSF 

S12,367 Value 

SO.O /GSF 
Sl3.87 /GSF 

-$1459 /GSF 

$6.19 /GSF 

$14.43 /GSF 
Sl4.43 /GSF 

SO Vaine 

SO Value 

$2.91 /GSF 
S0389 /GSF 
S0.243 /GSF 

$180,298 Valnc 

SO.O /GSF 
$13.87 /GSF 
$1459 /GSF 

S6.19 /GSF 

Sl4.43 /GSF 
$14.43 /GSF 

SO V;i!ne 

$0.0 Valnc 

$291 /GSF 
$0389 /GSF 
S0.243 /GSF 

$87,598 Valnc 

SO.O /GSF 
$13.87 /GSF 
$1459 /GSF 

$6.19 /GSF 

$14.43 /GSF 
Sl4.43 /GSF 

S160,968 Value 

$0.0 Ve!nc 

$2.91 /GSF 
50389 /GSF 
$0.243 /GSF 

$33,099 Value 

SO.O /GSF 
$13.87 /GSF 
$1459 /GSF 

$6.19 /GSF 

S14.43 /GSF 
Sl4.43 /GSF 

Sl,682,573 Vaine 

SO Vaine 

S2.91 /GSF 
$0389 /GSF 
S0.243 /GSF 

$298,371 Veloc 

k:?}~..:1iiEif f¥:~:jt1LS7.~.12& ~-n~t~Sit~~-;~!5Etf.iS~ ~:;:..;=.fgS;i;~§§f®.'f~ ~!51'~•11·~-~~J;::[::§I ~_s~g:_£-~~~J;f-
24 Monlhs 31 Months 30 Months 26 Months 26 Months 

5.5% 5.5% 5.5% 5.5% 5.5"/o 
1.25% 1.25% 1.25% 1.25% 1.00% 

25% 25% 25% 25% 18% 
19% 23% 21% 19% 21% 
16% 19%• . 17% 16% 17% 
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General Development Assumption• (Heigh!) 
PrimaryLand Use 'fypc 
Constnu:tion 'fype 
Geography 
Land Use 
llOwrui~'Ilmc/UDits orNoni:esidcnfud SF 
R.clBil 
Parking 

Slaclct:rcost 
Parking Constmction 'fype 

lhrd, Construction Costs/ GSF 
Office Tcnan!Improvemcots/Lease Up Ccsts 
R.clBil Tenant Improvcmeots/Lease Up Costs 
Direct Construction Costs/ NSF 
Direct Construction Costs/ Unit 
Soft Costs 

Tnmsportation and F.nviromneotal Review 
Tumsp-tion Review 

SFP!omrlng 
SFMIA. 

Tnmsp. Crmsultont 
TSP Cost Savings 

Enviromneotal R.eview 
SFPhmoing 

TSP Cost Savinp 
CEQA Crmsultant 

TSP Cost Savings 
Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs 

Transit Impact Development Fee 
llesideotial 
Office 
R.clBil 

Transportation Sustainability Fee 

Residential 

. Non-Residential (Office) 
Non-Residential (Retml) 

Area Plan Impact Fees 

TDR Purchase for FAR 
Affordable Housillg Fee 
Jobs-Honsing Linkage Fee 

Office 
Retml 

Cbildcare Fee (Office) 
Downtnwn Parks Fee (Office) 
l'ublicArtFee (Non-Residential) 
School Impact Fee 

Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Wastewater/Water Capacity Charges 
TotalCbmges 

Mollo Roos Spr:cial TuxDming Salc:/Lcas<>-Up 
Construction Financing . 

Cons!rnction Tuning 
CoDS1Iuction Int=st Rate 
LoauFec(Poin!s) as a %ofLoauAmoum 

Other Sort Costs (as .. % o[Hard Costs) 
TaigctRctumonTota!DcvclopmeotCcst 
Developer Man>in (as a % ofValuc/Nc:t Proceeds) 

Appendix Table C-2b 
Develppment Cost Assumptions 

. I 

Prototype 6 SS' Prototype 7 160' Prototype 8 160' Prototype 9 · 400' Prototype 10 400' 
Residential 
Mid-Rise 

.EastSoMa 
Mixed-use 

Reo1sl 60 
S225 /GSF 
$140 /GSF 

m;ooo /sp= 
Uodagmund(l) 

$351 /GSF 
S85 ILSF 

SIOO ILSF 
S456 /NSF 

$23,365 Value 
S4,494 Value 

S75,000 Value 
$0 Value 

Office 
High-Rise 

East SoMa Office 
Office 

NIA 224.420 
$225 /GSF 
$140 /GSF 

SlS,000 /spsr:e 
UndC<gIOund(I) 

S294 /GSF 
$85 II.SF 

• $100 /LSF 
S413 /NSF 

$23,365 Value 
$4,494 Value 

$200,000 Value 
$50,000 Value 

llesideotial 
High-Rise 
EastSoMa 
Mixed-use 

Owner '128 
$225 /GSF 
$160 /GSF 

$15,000 lsp= . 
Undcrgx0lmd(2) 

$383 /GSF 
$85 /LSF 

$100 /LSF 
$484 /NSF 

$23~.65 Value 
$4,494 Value . 

Sl00,000 Value 
$25,000 Value 

Residcotial 
.Blgh-Rise 

Tmnsit Coote. 
Rcsidcotial 

Owner 229 
$225 /GSF 
$160 /GSF 

$15,000 /i;paoe 
!liidcrgrcnmtl (2) 

$397 /GSF 
S85 ILSF 

SlOO II.SF 
$543 /NSF 

$23,365 Value 
S4,494 Vaine 

$100,000 Value 
$25,000 Value 

Office 
High-Rise 

Transit Center 
Office 

NIA 320,300 
$225 /GSF 
$160 /GSF 

$15,000 /space 
[uodCQlillllUd (2) 

$331 /GSF 
SSS /LSF 

$100 /I.SF 
$499 /NSF 

$23,365 Value 
$4,494 Value 

$200,000 Value 
$50,000 Value 
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TSF Outreach: SQringlSummer 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. Wiener, Andres Briefing complete 
Sup. Yee, Matthias Briefing complete 
Sup. Avalos, Alde(s) Briefing complete 

Sup. Kim, Sunny Briefing complete 
Sup. Mar, Peter Briefing complete 
Sup. C?mpos, Aide(s) Briefing complet1;1 
Sup. Farrell, Aide(s) Briefing complete 
Sup. Breed, Connor Briefing complete 

_.. Sup. Tang, Alde(s) Briefing complete 
00 _.. Sup. Cohen, Andrea Briefing complete 
00 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: Ratn·a and Kristy Meeting with discussion complete 
RBA Meeting with discussion complete 
Chamber of Commerce Meeting with discussion complete; follow-Lip meeting secheduled for 8/20 
Reg.ina Dick-Endrizzi Meeting with discussion complete 

SFBC, Walk SF, League of Conservation Voters Meeting with discussion complete 
Hospital Council Meeting with discussion complete 
BART Meeting with disi::ussion complete 



· Land use attorneys (Reuben & Junius lunchtime forum) 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 complete 

MOCAC · Informational Presentation complete 
TACAC · Presentation complete 
MTACAC Presentation complete 
Smail Business Commission Presentation August 10, 2015 
Capital Planning Committee Presentation September 14, 2015 
SFCTA Board Presentation July 29, 2015 
M/O and EN CAC Presentation August 17th, 2015 

-
..... 
00 ; Legislative Hearings 
..... 
co 

: Legislation introduced July 21, 2015 

Planning Commission - informational Hearing August 6, 2015 
MTAB Hearing September 1, 2015 
Planning Commission - fee adoption Hearing September 10, 2015 
Land 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 Chambers 
Room 400, City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 

RE: Support for the Transportation Sustainability Project 

Dear Commissioners, 

The Market Octavia Community Advisory Committee suppo~ the adoption of the Transportation 
Sustaiiiability Project, and its Transportation Sustainability Fee component. 

The Market and Octavia Plan necessitates investments in transportation infrastructure to achieve its 
goals of encouraging travel by public transit and other sustainable transportation modes, and reducip.g 
traffic congestion. 

Over the next 20 years, the Market and Octavia Plan anticipates roughly 6,000 new housing units, and 
transit service will need to enhanced to meet this demand. Current transit service within th!! plan area 
is at or exceeding capacity. · 

Successful implementation of the Market ar:J.d Octavia plan requir~s adequate inves1ment in 
transportation improvements in coordination with .new development. The proposed Transportation 
Sustainability Fee will provide revenue to help meet the need for transportation and complete streets 
improvements gener~ted by new development in San Francisco. Additionally, the expenditure of 
funds generated by the prqposed ·Transportation Sustairiability Fee prioritizes specific projects 
identified in Area Plans. · 

The Market and Qctavia Comm.unity Advispry Committee asks the Commission to support the 
Transportation Sustainability Project, its Transportation Sustairiability Fee component and the policy 
of prioritizing projects in the areas of the city where new growth is occurring, such as the Market and 
Octavia Plan Area. 

Sincerely, 

Jason Henderson, Chair 
Krute Singa, Vice Chair 
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SAN FRANCISCO· 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

-RE: 

September 9, 2015 

Members, Planning Commission 

Adam V arat, Senior Planner; and Lisa Chen, Planner; 
Citywide Division, San FraJ?.cisco Planning Deparbnent 

Changes to Proposed TrIDlsportation Sustainability Fee 
Ordinance in September 8, 2015 Substitute Legislation 
[Board 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 O.tywide impact fee, the 
Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF), which would replace the Transit Impact Developmep.t 
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 (IDM) program to encourage use of more environmentally-friendly 
modes of travel such as transit, walking, and biking. The Planning Commission heard an 
informational presentation on the TSP at the August 6th, 2015 hearing. 

The proposed TSF will be heard by the Planning Commission on September 10, 2015 for 
Commission actiori. On September 8,_ 2015, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, and Christen8en 

·introduced substitute legislation . to BOS Ordinance no .. 150790, adding clarifying language 
intended to improve administration and application of the proposed TSF. These modifications · 
are minor and non-s?-bstantive in nature, and include language on the timing of payment, the 
exemptions for small businesses and HOPE SF projects, grandfathering projects . that have 
submitted a development application, and the middle-income housing eligi'bility 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 docµment (Planning Code Section 
411A3(c)). This does not represent a change to the proposal, and it only serves to make the TSF 
fee timing explicit and consistent with all other fees in Planning Code Article 4. 

WWW.SfP'f§~~g.org 

1650 Mission st. 
Suite400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94) 03-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
lnfonnation: 
415.558.6377 



Memorandum 
Hearing Date: September 10, 2015 

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

Application of the middle-income housing fee exemption 

The Ordinance as ir].trod.uced included language in Section 406 (Waiver, Reduction or 
·Adjustment of Development Project Requirements) that would exempt middle-income 

residential projects (targeting hi:mseholds earning up to 150% of Area Median Income) from ~e 
TSP 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 Se0ion 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 bu.sinesi; exemption: 

The substitute Ordinance added language to Section 411A3(b)6 to clarify that the small business 
exemption (defined as less than 5,000 gross square feet) would also apply to multiple qualifying 
spaces within · a single building or project (for example, it would apply to multiple small 
businesses that co-locate in. a single facility). In the Ordinance as introduced, the exemption 
would only apply to multiple ·small businesses if their spaces are cumulatively less than 5,000 
gross square feet. · 

Grandfathering provision: 

The substitute Ordinance provided clarification on grandfathering Production, Distribution, 
Repair (PDR) uses that have submitted a development application. ~e Ordinance as introduced 
only specified grandfathering processes for Residential and Non-Residential uses, and did not 
have language grandfathering ~DR uses. Section 411A3(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 TID,F rules and procedures. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
Pl.ANNIN~ DEPARTMENT 
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1. Introduction 

In 2013, AECOM was retained bX the San Francisoo Planning Department and the San Francisco Capital 
Improvements Program, with direction from the City Attorney's Office, to update the City's nexus analysis. This 
nexus analysis update was done in conjunction with AECOM's 2014 San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service 

Analysis report1, a study that established citywide provision standards for various infrastructure elements. The 
level of service (LOS) targets for infrastructure presented in this report build directly on the, standards developed as 
part of the San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis report, as well as existing nexus studies for 
certain infrastructure types for the City of San Francisoo and the City's capital plan. 

REPORT PURPOSE 

The purpose of this report is to present the nexus analysis findings of new growth's connection (nexus) to facilities 
for recreation and open space, childcare, streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, and bicycle infrastructure. This 
analysis measures the need for community infrastructure generated by new population and employment growth, 
using a methodology that meets the requirements for development impact fees under applicable law. The fee 
program estimates development's fair share of the City's new facility needs to maintain levels of service for 
community infrastructure that contribute to the livability and over9ll quality of life in San Francisco. 

The citywide nexus analysis, building upon .existing adopted nexus studies, aims to develop a consistent, 
standards-based methodology for most existing impact fees, thus facilitating the City's future administration of 
impact fees, including meeting the five year reporting and updating requirements. 

The Planning Code currently covers more than 20 development impact fees - including several single-purpose 
fees and several community impact fees that were.established as components of larger planning processes for the 
City's geographic Area Pl.ans.2 As a result of many separately developed impact fees, the City has revised the 
Planning Code to ensure that each program is administered consistently. The impact fees and the administrative 
procedures governing them are found in Article IV of the Planning Code. This study aims to further standardize 
the analysis supporting development impact fees (specifically for r~creation and open space, childcare, 
streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, and bicycle irifrastructure) to ensure consistent administration of existing 
and future development impact fees and their supporting studies. 

In addition to developing a more standardized development impact fee assessment methodology, this study also 
satisfies th~ requirements of Section 410 of the City Planning Code which requires that all nexus studies be 

1 Although the report was finalized in 2014, the bulk of the analysis and report was produced in 2013. 
2Area Plans, or Specific Afea 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 regulatioi:is that guide development. 
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updated on a five year basis: the nexus analysis presented in this report aims to verify most impact fees in Article 4 

of the Planning Code except those pertaining to affordable housing, community stabilization, libraries, and the 
Citywide Transportation Development Impact Fee. The nexus analysis complied with the requirements of the 

Mitigation Fee Act, and state and national constitutional law. 

REPORT STRUCTURE 

The remainder of the introduction will provide background on nexus :fees, catalogue San Francisco's existing 

impact fees, outUne the nexus fee determination methodology, and summarize the maximum supportable nexus 

fees. The following chapters of the report address each of the four infrastructure elements - recreation and open 
space, childcare, streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, and bicycle infrastructure.3 

BACKGROUND ON DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE PROGRAMS 

Cities are authorized by law to levy development impact fees - which are monetary exactions, charged by a .local 

government to a development ;;ipplicant as a condition of approval for the development project. In most cases, the 

law requires the fee amount be reasonably related to the cost of the infrastructure provided by the government 

collecting the fee. The collected fee r:nonies are allocated to pay for, or defray the costs of, the infrastructure 

improvements necessitated by the new development. Development impact fees may not be· levied to pay for 

existing infrastructure deficiencies unrelated to the impacts of new development. Also a jurisdiction must normally 
legislatiyely adopt findings of a reasonable relationship between fee and impact to enact a fee program. 

Although local governments began levying impact fees in the 1920s as a way to finance infrastructure, in 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 meetthe terms of the Act. While not all of the fees analyzed in this report are necessarily subject to 

the Mitigation Fee Act, the City has concluded that, in most instances, establishing a nexus for any fee imposed by 

the City as a condition of development is prudent practice. According to the.Act, to establish a development fee 

program, a jurisdiction must legislatively accept a nexus study that identifies: 

• the purpose of any fees; 

• how fees will be used; 

• a reasonable relationship between the fee-funded infrastructure and the type of development paying the 

fee; 
I 

• a reasonable relationship between the need for particular infrastructure and the type of development 

paying the fee; and 

• a reasonabl~ relationship between the amount of the fee and the proportionality of the c0st specifically 

attributed to development. 

Development impact fees are common among California cities (including San Francisco) and are a well-accepted 

way to fund a variety of infrastructure such as recreation and open ~pace, childcare, streetscape and pedestrian 

infrastructure, and bicycle infrastructure. 

3 Note that a transit infrastructure fee study Is currentiy being undertaken in an ongoing update of the 2012 San Francisco 
Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study, and, is therefore omitted from this analysis. 

2 
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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 
components of community infrastructure fees. Table 1 catalogues the existing impact fees in San Francisco for the 
fo.ur infrastructure components ~tudied in this report (recreation and open space; childcare, streetscape and 
pedestrian infrastructure, and bicycle infrastructure). In Table 1, single-issue fees for any of the four infrastructure 
items are reported, and community infrastructure fees are apportioned by infrastructure item.4 Table 1 also 
highlights the maximum fee charged in each infrastructure category. 

Table 1. Existing Related Impact Fees in San Franci~co for Four Infrastructure Categories (2013 Fee Rates) 

'i~:E'.C, i:;; _;f i~!~J~~~·~lf il;"J-~t~1~~[~:,:i-~f~~·M!_ 
R~ict~·~ff~i.Fee~ ($1GsFJ:.,.· .... 

....... 
·:·:.:-~::_ ... · .. .. 

:; .. '(y:· .·~ 
. .. • . :: ~ ... ., • ..... j. 

.. 
·•\ ·.· 

.. ·.· .... . . . .. 
' .. .. : " ' . . ... ' .. . . .. . . .. 

Rincon Hill $2.85 $0.00 $6.66 - - $9.51 

Market and. Octavia $2.12 $0.83 $4.12 $0.05 $2.83 $9.95 

Eastern Neighborhoods $8.85 $1.24 $0.35 - $7.26 $17.70 

Balboa Park $2.66 $1.68 $3.36 - $1.15 $8.85 
Maximum Residential 
Fee by Category ($/GSF) $8;85 $1.68 $6.66 $0.05 $7.26 -
po'!iu~e~cia( f~es (SJGSF) '·.,::" 

.. .. .. ... .:!. .. . ·',: .. .. . .. .. ··.· .. ' .. .·.· . 

Downtown Park Fee $2.21 - - - - -
Child Care: Citywide -

$1.11 - - -Commercial - -
Transit Impact -Develooment Fee ITIDFI $13.30 

Market and Octavia $0.52 - $2.14 $0.02 $1.11 $3.76 

Eastern Neighborhoods $1.08 $0.46 $0.51 - $13.42 $15.48 

' Balboa Park $0.50 $0.32 $0.63 - $0.22 $1.66 

Visitacion Valley $1.67 $1.12 '$1.42 $0.86 $5.07 

Maximum Commercial 
Fee bv Catec:iorv $2.21 $1.12 $2.14 $0.02 $13.42 -

Source: San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee Register, January 1, 2013, and the San Francisco Planning Dep~ent. 

1. Table 1 focuses on the four infrastructure categorif?S analyzed in this nexus report ltdcies not include·all fees included in Article 4 of the 

Planning Code (for example, it omits transit fees and affordable housing fees). or expenditures that are analyzed elsewhere (for example, it omits 

library fees, program administration, and transit.fees). 

2. The City annually adjusts all developer impact fees using an Annual Infrastructure Construction Cost Inflation estimate (AICCIE}, as per Article 

4 of the Planning Code. 

·The residential fees range across the neighborhoods from no fee (i.e., neighborhoods without community 
infrastructure fees) to almost $18 per GSF; the commercial fees range across the neighborhoods from no fee (i.e., 

4 Apportionment of community infrastructure fees is based on the Planning Code (Section 4), a5 provided by Kearstin Dischinger, Senior 
Community Development Specialist of the Planning Department, in a spreadsheet entitled max_fee_by Category_Planned.xls. This 
spreadsheet is appended for informational purposes. 
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neighborhoods without community infrastructure fees) to more than $15 per GSF. Two additional downtown fees 

exist for childcare and parks, of $1.11 and $2.21 per GSF. A transit impact fee of as much as $13.30 per GSF is 

also charged citywide.5 

ST AN DAROS-BASED NEXUS METHODOLOGY 

Impact fees can be calculated several ways, but the foundation of all methodologies· is determining an appropriate 

level of infrastructure for future development, the cost to provide this infrastructure, and a reasonable relationship 

between growth and cost, by which to apportion the cost burden. 

With one exception, this study focuses on a standards-based approach, which relies on an explicit infrastructure 

LOS to derive a maximum supportable fee level. A per-unit provision standard is established by the City- for 

example1 a certain number of acres of open space per person (or service population unit6
) - and subsequent 

development must adhere to the standard. The nexus fee for development is based on development's share of the 

cost to provide this level of provision. 7 Applying _standards-based metrics to impact fees allows the City tO 
streamline the fee analysis process, creating a consistent methodology across all infrastructure types that can be 

easily understood, repeated and updated as necessary. This streamlined approach reduces costs, and 

strengthens the link between new development and demand.for new infrastructure. Recreation and open space, 

childcare, and streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure nexus fees are established using this standards-based 

approach. 

The San Francisco Infrastructure Level of SeNice Analysis report sets the foundation for the nexus, by exploring 

various metrics and LOS standards for select infrastructure items, and by providing a comprehensive study of San 

Francisco's infrastructure elements, current LOS provision, lof!g-term aspirations, and short-term infrastructure 

LOS targets. The short-term targets are the standards used forthe 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. 

h_ave undertaken rigorously, making San Francisco an exemplar in its nexus approach. 8 

A more traditional project-based approach, in contrast, takes a list of planned infrastructure projects, and bases the 

nexus fee on the apportionment of their cost This project-based approach is used for bicycle infrastructure. For 

bicycle infrastructure, the 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).9 (Note that, although the 

bicycle nexus relies on a discrete list of projects rather than a per-population or per-service-population LOS, the 

cost is apportioned between residential and commercial· development via service population. That is, the bicycle 

infrastructure requirements ar~ determined by a project list (13 miles of upgraded bikeway, 13 upgraded 

5 The Transit Impact Developrpent Fee (TIDF) ranges from $6.80 per GSF to $13.30 per GSF, depending on the land use (Economic . 
Activity Category or Subcategory), as per San Francisco Planning Code Section 4.11.3 (e). 
6 Service population is discussed in more detail in the section, Additional Assumptions: Service Population. 
7 As long as the standard is not above the existing LOS conditions (i.e. as long as the existing LOS is not deficient per the standard), 
new development may bear the full burden of providing the LOS associated with its development. When a standard is above the existing 
LOS conditions, the City may require the development to bear the portion of the cost related to its fair share of the cost. In this case, 
best practice dictates tiiat 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 ttieir respective cities, 
a While this document is still a draft, SFMTAstaff directed the consultant to use it because SFMTA is developing the Capital 
Improvement Program (GIP) project list to be put forward for board approval in April 2014 based on this document. Although no plans 
exist to take the 2013 Bicycle strategy to the board for adoption, the project list derived from it will be taken to the board for CIP 
approval in April 2014. 
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intersections, etc.) as opposed to a per-service-population LOS; but, the cost of the bicycle infrastructure projects 
in the project list is allocated to development based on the increa.se in service population attributable to new 
development.) 

INFRASTRUCTURE CATEGORIES 

A nexus between development and maximum supportable impact fees has been determined for the following 
infrastructure types: 

• Recreation and open 'Pace 

a ChOdrare • 
Streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure 

Bicycle infrastructure 

All of these four infrastructure elements (recreation and open space, childcare, streetscape and pedestrian 
infrastructure, and bicycle infrastructure) represent areas where existing impact fees are charged - that is, areas 
identified by the City where development will req~ire new capital investment. 

CITYWIDE APPROACH TO IMPACT FEES 

Although many existing impact fees result from the City's planning processes in various Area Plans, and thus are 
neighborhood-specific, the City seeks a nexus analysis that applies consistent nexus methodologies across . 
varying fee programs and geographies. This nexus study is therefore conducted at a citywide level. While the City 
acknowledges that the actual implementation of fee programs may still vary based on specific consideratioris of 
individual Area Plans, a citywide nexus model provides a consistent nexus architecture that affords the City an 
over-arching structure and a program that can easily be administered and updated (with revised cost and 
demowaphic inputs) on a five-year basis. 

INFRASTRUCTURE LOS 

The LOS standards for each infrastructure element are shown in Table 2. Recreation and open space and 
streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure.improvements are based on demographic projections through 2030; as a 
reasonable development timeframe, while childcare and bicycle improvements are based on shorter-term 
projections, due to the changing distribution of children in the city, and the proposed bicycle improvement strategy 
upon which the bike measures are built. In terms of childcare, because the number of children in.San Francisco is 
projected to decrease after 2020, the childcare LOS provision is based on 2020 demographics to avoid under­
providing childcare at the child population's projected peak.1° For bicycle infrastructure, SFMTA's Bicycle Strategy 

10 Unlike the general population, the child population in San Francisco is projected to begin a slow decline within the next five to seven 
years. As a result, if longer-term projections were used, childcare facilities in the short-term would be under-provided. In addition, the 
City has many policies to encourage families to stay and live in San Francisco, such that the population of children may not necessarily 
decline as projected. A shorter timeframe to 2020 affords the opportunity to revisit the projections in several years without under-. 
providing in the short-term. Avoiding short-term under-provision is especially prudent if the projected trend of a declining child population 
does not materialize. 
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that outlines their proposed projects is based on a frve-year tim1:1scale, and has been extrapolated to the nearest 

decade end. 

Table 2 includes the infrastructure LOS for the infrastructure categories using a standards-based approach 

(recreation and open space, childcare, and streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure), and the capital 

improvements list for the infrastructure category using a projects-based approach (bicycle infrastructure). 

Table 2. LOS Metrics for Infrastructure Categories 

,· -,~:fra~trU.~~u~e- Ele~:~~- ·,_ · ~~~::l ~~!~1~7;:~ ,_·=;~~~ta:;~~~-:'.~~;'._- ._:}~=::it:~~ .-~);:j~-~:·~·:f. :0~~f~~~$1DL.:_:~~{:~~-. ~~~ :;_~lf Jh~;:(~ 

ID 
• 4.0 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 

D. 
• Childcare provided for 37% of demand for infant/toddler (age 

Childcare LOS 
0-2) care 

2020 
·Childcare provided for 99.6% of demand for preschooler (age 
3-5) care 

tJ Streetscape 
• 88 square feet of improved sidewalk I service population unit and Pedestrian LOS 2030 

Infrastructure 

Complete build-out as per "Bicycle Plan Plus Scenario" of 

•• Capjtal 
SFMT A's Bicycle Strategy (extrapolated tl1rough 2020} 

Bicycle 
Improvements 

•Upgrade 13 miles of bikeway to premium facilities 
2020 

Infrastructure 
List 

• Install 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 popufation and employment growth will result in new physical 

development. 11 

11 San Francisco's apartment vacancy rate is 3.1 percent ac~ording to a Reis Report by Justin Peterso.n entitled "San Francisco 
Apartment Sector Amongst the strongesr (October 2012). San Francisco's office vacancy rate (approximately 11 percent) is the lowest 
in the US office market, according to rankings done by Jones Lang Lasalle in their report "Office 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 result in an 
inflationary market. The vacancy rates· in San Francisco's apartment, office, and retail markets are below common metrics of natural 
vacancy, making it a reasonable premise that there is a one-tcrone 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 Policy Primer. National Association of Home Builders. Housing 
Policy Debate, Volume 3, Issue 3. 793-813. 1992.). 
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Table 3. Population and Employment Projections for San Francisco (2010 - 2030) 
. . . . 

>·~~r -. . -: .- ." . . . . 2013 2020 . 2030 

~~--Total Population 820,585 872,451 947,625 

Jobs 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 

·.: Residential Assumptions 

A Residents per service population unit 

B Residents per housing unit 

. C GSF per average residential housing unit 

D GSF per residential service population 

Employees per service population unit 
E (streetscape and ·pedestrian infrastructure; 

bic cle infrastructure 
F Employees per service population unit 

(recreation and open space 

G GSF commercial space per employee 

GSF per commercial service population 
H (streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure; 

bic cle infrastructure · 
GSF per commercial service population 
recreation and o en s ace 

Source: AECOM, 2013; other sources as noted. 

2.32 

1,156 

498 

0.5 

0.19 

327 

654 

1,721 

Service Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013) 

American Community Survey 3-Year, 2000-2011, DPD2: 
Selected Social Characteristics for San Francisco Coun 
Weighted average from Eastern Ne\Qhborhoods Impact Fee and 
Affordable Housin Anal sis 2008 . 

C/B 

··. ·.·· .·· 

Service Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013) 

Service Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013) 

San Francisco Planning Department assumptions received via 
email from Aksel Olsen, Planner/Geo ra her, on Jul 15, 2013 

G/E 

G/F 

1. The GSF per average residential housing unit is calculated by dividing the average unit size of 925 net square feet by a building efficiency rate 

of BO percent A building's efficiency rate reflects the ratio ofleasable 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, )n a meeting on July 16, 201:3; 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 dO\/'{nwards for recreation and open 

space to reflect the findings of a study performed by the Hausrath Economics Group. The study indicates that employees-use park facilities at a 

rate of 0.19 times that of residents.12 As a result, the service population for recreation and open space is calculated as one times the number of 

residents plus 0.19 times the number of employees. For a more detailed discussion of the service population concept, refer to the Service 

Population secilon of the report 

Service Population 

Two of the included nexus methodologies (recreation and open space, and streetscape and pedestrian 

infrastructure) rely on the "service population" concept for their LOS. Service population is a relatively standardized 

concept, which determines the level of capital infrastructure demand placed on given infrastructure by additional 

development, including both residents and employees.13 Service population can be estimated either at a building 

level, by estimating the typical population and/or worker density of the building use, or at a citywide level. For 

purposes of this study, the city's total service population is calculated as one times the resident population plus 

0.19 times the employment population (1 :0.19 ratio) for recreation and open space, and, as one times the resident 

population plus half of the employment population (1 :0.5 ratio) for streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure. 

12 Hausrath Economics Group, "Phoenix Park and Library EDU Factors Study": A Report to City of Phoenix Planning Department. 
September 1998. The park usage factor of 0.19 from the Hausrath study was applied to the San Francisco context by both the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Impact Fee and Affordable Housing Analysis and the 2008 City and County of Sari Francisco Citywide Development 
Impact Fee study. 
13 

SeNice Population Concept Memorandum, September 24, 2013, listed in Appendix A and··lncluded 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 thek offices). While employees require similar capital improvements (e.g. parks and sidewalks) as residents, 
the employee factor has been discounted (to 0.19 or to 0.5) to reflect a conservative approach to employee capital 
infrastructure demand. These 1:019 and 1 :0.5 ratios serve as the basis for the service population calculations. 

For streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, the service population calculation discounts employees to 0.5, 
relative to residents (weighted as 1 ). This discounting represents an industry standard discoynt factor for 
employees in service population calculations. 14 For recreation and open space, the service population calculation 
discounts employees further to 0.19, relative to residents (weighted as 1 ). This discounting represents the finding, 
as analyzed by ~he 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 applie& 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. 15 Five percent reflects the average 
administrative cost across all citywide and neighborhood fees. 16 

· · 

Gross Square Feet 

Consistent with current City practices, all fees are presented in terms of cost ($) per gross square foot (GSF). For 
neighborhood.s which have a considerably lower or higher residential efficiency rate 17 than the 80 percent applied 
in the assumptions in Table 4, the Planning Department reserves the right to recalculate fees based on adjusted 
assumptions. 

SUMMARY OF CITYWIDE IMPACT FEES 

The impact fees determined in this nexus analysis are tabulated 'below (Table 5). The fees range from a few cents 
per square foot (bicycle infrastructure fee) to almost fifteen do Oars per square foot (residential recreation and open 
space fee). 

14 SeNice Population Concept Memorandum, September 24, 2013, listed in Appendix A and included in the accompanying background 
materials compact disc. · 
15 Administrative Cost Memorandum, November 4, 2013, listed in Appendix A and included in the accompanying background materials 
compact disc. . ' • 
16 Five percent was used ,in the 2008 Citywide Development Impact Fee study, as well as in the 2008 Eastern Neighborhoods Impact 
Fee and Affordable Housing Analysis. 
17 A building's efficiency rate reflects the ratio of leasable or rentable area to gross floor area. 
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Table 5. Maximum Supportab!e Citywide Impact Fees perGSF, 2013 
Cit\rwide Neims Fe~s - · · ·' .- _ · : . · · ·· · ·_ . ·. · · . 
,. . . . . . . . ·- - . . - . - ···---: - . .. ·. . . 

Recreation and Open Space 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All values rounded to the nearest cent 

COMPARISON OF CITYWIDE IMPACT FEES WITH EXISTING IMPACT FEES 

The calculated citywide impact fees support the existing impact fees in all categories. Additionally, all calculated 

citywide fees exceed the maximum existing neighborhood fee by at least 10%, as shown in Table 6. Note that both 

existing and maximum supportable citywide fees are expressed in $/GSF. 

Table 6. Comparing Maximum Supportable Citywide Fees to Existing Fees 
" .. - . -··· ·1 ..... ·-. I . - - . ~ 1· - ... L< · , _-·~·-.-·. · .... __ ·_ ·· . · .· ·Maximum sup1_3ortable. _. 1 -. Hi hest Existin-· .. Fee-··. . P~rcent ofMaximum_Supporfable 
;:;_:, _____ ' ·_· -_~:- _., ~~. - . . . Citywide F~e (det_ermined L .-· . 12013 fee ratis) _-. : ·. ~exus Rec.ov.erec;I ~Y Ex_ist~ng Fee 
'·7;<::- _ . - ~ -=-: · . · ______ .by this N_ex~s)-__. I -· '· · - - : _: -~ _ .... ·. ~~1sti_ngfP~opose~) . . · 

Recreation and Open Space 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.02 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All fee values rounded to the nearest cent; all percentages rounded to the nearest integer. 
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This chapter summarizes the nexus analysis for recreation and open space.· After providing a brief background, 
this chapter will outline the relevant growth assumptions, the LOS standard developed in the associated San 

Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis, the methodology used to determine the nexus fee, and the .final 
determination of the maximum supportable nexus fee. 

INTRODUCTION 

RECREATION AND OPEN SpACE BACKGROUND 

Recreation and open space is a common, City-provided, public amenity. San Francisco, like most cities, aims to 
provide adequate quality open space forthe broader public health and quality of life of its citizens and workforce. 
As new development occurs, it attracts new residents and employees, who, in_ tum, require new (or expanded and 
enhanced) open space. This relationship between new development, an influx-of residents and workers, and a 
demand for opeh space provides the nexus for an impact fee. 

ihe impact of new residential development on ~he 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 c;:ommercial development impact fee, the Downtown 
Park Fee, initiated in 1985, which supports recreation space in the downtown area forthe neighborhood's daytime 
employee population.18 In adopting the Downtown Park Fee, the Board of Supervisors recognized that continued 
office development in the Downtown increased the daytime population and created. a need for additional public 
park and r:ecreation facilitie~ in the downtown. The Board recognized at that time that, while the open space 
requirements imposed on individual office and retail developments through the Planning Code addressed the need 
for plazas and other local outdoor sitting areas to serve employees and visitors in the district, such open space 
could not provide the same recreational opportunities as a public park. The City thus created the Downtown Park 
fund in order to provide the City and County of San Francisco with the financial resources to acquire and develop 
public park and recreation facilities necessary to serve the burgeoning daytime population in the Downtown. The 
City continued its commitment to insuring that recreation and open space facilities increased apace with new 
commercial development when it adopted open space fees on commercial development as a part of various Area 
Plans such as Market and Octavia, Eastern Neighborhoods, Balboa Park and Visitacion Valley (Table 1.) 

18 Planning Code Section 412. http:/fwww.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/Califomia/planning/article4developmentimpactfeesandprojeclr 
?f=templates$fn=clefaulthtm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD _ 412 
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Providing recreation and open space - such as baseball diamonds, soccer fields, parks, playgrounds, tennis 

courts, flower gardens, community gardens, and greenways - is a capital intensive undertaking, especially in San 
Francisco where land availability is low and land prices are high. Recreation and open space fees, levied on new · 

development, are collected to fu~d the acquisition and construction of new or expanded recreation capacity for the 

additional residents and workers directly attributable to new development. 

Note that the terms "park space", "recreation space" or "open space" may be used in this chapter as shorthand to 

denot~ any and all recreation and open space. 

PURPOSE AND USE OF REVENUES 

The primary purpose of the recreation and open space development impact fee revenue is to fund expansion of 

San Francisco's recreation capacity to meet the demand from new development. Recreation and open space 

capacity can be increased either through the acquisition and construction of new park land, or through capacity 

enhancements to existing open space. Both types of open space investments increase the capacity of San 

Francisco's open space network to accommodate new development Examples of how development impact fees 

would be used include: 

• Acquisition and construction of new park and recreation land; 

• Lighting improvements to existing parks, which extend hours of operation on play fields and allow for 

greater capacity; 

• Recreation center construction, or adding capacity to existing facilities; and 

• Converting passive open space 19 to active open space20 through addition of trails, play fields, 

playgrounds, etc. 

The recreation and open space impact fee aims to ensure that new development contributes its· fair share of 
funding to recreation ".'nd open. space. Because the LOS metric upon which the nexus is developed directly ti~s 

infrastructure to the service population, there is a clear relati~nship between new development, which increases 

·housing and employment space, and an increase in demand for recreation capacify. 

As with all impact fees, the fee may not be used to address !=!Xisting infrastructure deficiencies, and, as such, no 

portion of the funds will be used for RPD's deferred maintenance tasks. Unlike capacity enhancements that make 
the open space usable by more people, deferred maintenance efforts simply restore open space to its initial . 

capacity. For example, as noted above, a park enhancement might be adding lighting to a tennis court, which 

extends the effective hours of operation of the tennis court, allowing more people to use the court. By contrast, re­
flooring a tennis court as. part of a maintenance effort simply maintains the tennis court's capacity, and thus would 

not be a permitted use of funds in the development impact fee context. 

This nexus analysis assumes that the City will fund 100 percent of the development-based demand for open space 
through the fee. This study estimates the maximum supportable fee based on the relationship between the cost to 

provide open space and the LOS provision to accommodate new development. However, the City may choose to 

adopt a lower fee as appropriate. 

19 Lawn or forested areas dedicated for "general enjoyment of outdoors•, as per RPD's Parks Acquisition Policy (August 2011 ). 
20 Recreatipnal space construct to accommodate "team spmts and athletics, children's play areas, courses and courts, bike, pedestrian 
and equestrian paths", as per RPD's Parks Acquisition Policy (August 2011): 
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NEXUS DETERMINATION 
The maximum supportable fee calculation for recreation and open space infrastructure combines the proposed 
recreation and open space LOS metric with residential growth projections and the cost to provide recreation and 
open space. 

LOS METRIC 

Although recreation and open space infrastructure comprises a wide range of components, from playgrounds, lawn 
areas and recreation centers, to baseball diamonds and forested areas, the LOS metric put forth in the San 
Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis - acres of open· space per service population unit -
encompasses, undifferentiated, all types of park-related improvements. 

As noted in the San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis, the City is currently responsible for 
providing 4.0 acres of open space per 1,000 service population units, and aims to maintain this provision into the 
future. 21 This metric assumes that for.each new service population unit, the City will provide an equivalent level of 
service, whether it comes in the form of new open space or capacity improvements to existing 'open space (see 
Nexus Methodology & Fee Calculation section below for more detail). 

GROWTH PROJECTIONS 

The d.evelopment horizon for recreation and open space is 2030. Between 2013 and 2030, San Francisco is 
projected to house 127,040 more people and employ 106, 108 more workers (Table 7). 

21 City-provided park land includes land owned by the Recreation and Parks Departmen~ the Department of Public Works, the Port, and 
the Redevelopment Agency/Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency. 
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Table 7. Growth Projections for Recreation and Open Space (2013 • 2030) 
I . I I 2013 : 2030 I Growth (2013 - 2030} Percent Increase 

P.o~ulatiori. · 
" ··:.· .. " " " . " . . , . ... ... ·. .• 

Population I 820,585 I 947,625 I 127,040 115% 

. Employment . · .. , 

Jobs I 600,140 1 106,848. I 106,108 118% 

.. . : .. . Service_ Population 

Service population 1 I 934,726 11.081,926 1147,200 116% 

Source: Overall population and employment taken directly from the San Francisco Planning Department 2013 projections from Aksel Olsen, 

Planner/Geographer in Citywide Information and Analysis Gr?up, received May 14, 2013. See appended documents for files. Projections were 

given at five year intervals beginning in 2010, so AECOM used linear interpolation to arrive at 2013 estimates. 

Note: all values are rounded to the nearest integer. 

1. Service population is a weighted sum of residents and employees. Unlike the stree.tscape and pedestrian infrastructure and bicycle 

infrastructure categories which use a standard discount factor for employees of 0.5 to calculate service population, the frequency of use between 

residents and employees is adjusted downwards for recreation and open space to reflect the 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. 22 As a result, the service 

population for recreation and open space is calculated as one times the number of residents plus 0.19 times the number of employees. For a 

more detailed discussion of the service population concept, refer to the Service Population section of the report, under the Additional 

Assumptions section. 

NEXUS METHODOLOGY & FEE CALCULATION 

The fee calculation methodology (Table 8) calculates the total cost of increasing open space acreage for the new 

service population (2013-2030), and distributes the cost between residential and non-residential land uses based 

on their associated contributions to total incremental service population growth. The residential fee is based on the 

percentage of service population units arising from the new resident population; the non-residential (commercial) 

fee is based on the percentage of service population units arising from the increase in employee population. 
. ' 

Note that, to maintain the LOS at 4.0 acres of open space per 1,000 service population units, an equivalent of 566 

new acres of open space would need to be constructed (Table 8, Row G). Given the size of Sah Francisco, the 

building density, and expensive land costs, constructing 566 new acres of open space within San Francisco is 

infeasible.23 RPO has determined that it can reasonably acquire 55 new acres of open space within San Francisco. 

The remaining 511 acres demanded by the LOS (566 minus 5S) will be accommodated not through the 

construction of new park acres, but tt:irough the capacity improvement of existing acres.24 The capacity 

22 Hausrath Economics Group, "Phoenix Park and Library EDU Factors Study". A Report to City of Phoenix Planning.Department. 
September 1998. The park usage factor of 0.19 from the Hausrath study was applied to the San Francisco context by both the San 
Francisco Eastern Neighborhoods Nexus Study and the 2008 City and County of San Francisco Citywide Development Impact F!'le 
~~ . . 
23 RPO staff members Dawn Kamalanathan, Planning Director, Stacey Bradley, Planner-, and Taylor Emerson, Analyst, noted in 
meetings that RPO could not feasibly acguire and construct 566 acres of new open space within San Francisco. Dawn Kamalanathan 
confirmed this assertion in an email dated February 13, 2014. 
24 If land were available for 566 acres of new open space in San Francisco, developers would be charged the acquisition and 
improvement cost ($9,365,400 per acre for acquisition (Table 8, Row J) plus $939, 197 per acre for capacity improvement (Table 8, Row 
K)) for the full 566 acres. Given the constraints, the stated approach of charging developers the full cost (acquisition plus Improvement) 
for only 55 acres, and a capacity improvement.cost only for the remaining acres (511) represents a discounted nexus and more 
accurately reflects how much land RPD will acquire and improve. 
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improvements of existing acres must add capacity to the existing land (refer to Purpose and Use of Revenues 
section above).25 

Table 8. Nexus Methodology for Recreation and dpen Space Fee 

-. j:Measure·c 
-- - ·- - - - - . ·"I· · .. - ·v.a1ue· ·: · .. I sourcetc'a1ctii<!tloii. · · -- .. -:-·:· .. *'. ·- : ·-.· : 

.... 
.. 

. Service Popuiation'-:.:. · 
.. ,. . . . .. ... .. . . . 

: .. ... .. ,. .. 
A Total service population projected for 2030 1,081,926 Table7 

B Total projected service population growth (2013-2030) 147,200 Table7 

Unii'conversions" "_ 
.. .. .. ._ . . .. . ·,· .. .• .. .. . , . . . . 

. . . . ., ... .. .. ..· . .. . . .. 
c Residential (GSF/service population) 498 Table4 

D Commercial (GSF/service population) ' 1,721 Table4 

Metric .. 
.. .. . . . . . . .. . . .. .. .. .. . 

E Total acres of open space (all City owners, 2013) 3,762 RPD1 

AECOM 

-

.. 

.. 

F 
Acres of park improvements per 1,000 Service Population 

4.0 
San Francisco Infrastructure Level 

Units of Service Analysis (March 2014) 

Cost-
.. : .. .. .. 

G 
Incremental acres of open space required to maintain 

566 A/1000*F-E 
LOS (2013-2030) 

H Feasible new acres of open space (2013-2030) 55 RPD2 

I Acres of open space to be improved (2013-2030) 511 G-H 

J City estimate of unit acquisition cost ($/acre of open 
$9,365,400 

RPO Cost Assumptions 
space.acquired) Memorandum (March 201 ~) 

K 
City estimate of unit improvement cost ($/acre of open 

$939, 197 
RPO 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 l*K 

N Cost attributable to incremental growth $1,046,683,000 L+M 

0 Administrative costs (5% of fee) $52,334,000 
Administrative Cost Memorandum 
(November 4, 2013) 

p Total attributable cost with administrative costs $1,099,017,000 N+O 

· Nexus Fee Mi3ximunis .. -. . . . .. : 
... .. .. . . . . . . 

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. Un es M and N, 

and the nexus fee maximums) are rounded to the nearest thousand. Nexus fee maximums are rounded to the nearest cent 

1. RPO staff members Dawn Kamalanathan, Planning Director, Stacey Bradley, Planner, !'Ind Taylor Emerson, Analyst, noted in a meeting on 

November 14, 2013, that RPD owns 3,43'..28 ·acres of open space within San Francisco, and that other City agencies (the Port, DPW, and the 

Redevelopment Agency/Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency) own another 324.4. acres of open space within San 

Francisco, for a total of 3, 762 acres of open space within San Francisco. 

2. RPO staff members Dawn Kamalanathan, Planning Director, and Stacey Bradley, Planner, advised in meetings thatRPD could feasibly 

acquire and construct 55 new acres of open space. Dawn Kamalanathan confirmed this via email dated February 13, 2013. 

25·To fully maintain the LOS, the capacity improvements would need to double the open space capacity. Capacity improvements to 
parks vary in effectiveness, with typical enhancements improving park capacity by 20 to 30 percent, according to RPD staff (Dawn 
Kamalanathan, Planning Director, Stacey Bradley, Planner, via email received January.10, 2014, from Kearstin Dischinger, Senior 
Community Development Specialist of the Planning Department). Therefore, improvement acreage and cost represents a conservative, 
discounted nexus. One of the challenges with the application of this approach is that it will become difficult to measure how the LOS has 
been maintained moving forward. The Planning Department has advised AECOM that it will work with 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 supportable fees are above the highest existing fee for 

recreation and open space. The highest existing recreation and open space fees recover 50 to 60 percent of the 

maximum supportable nexus. 

Table 9. Comparing Proposed Maximum Supportable Re~eation and Open Space Fees to Existing (2013) Fees 
. Percent of Maximum 

Proposed - · Existing : Supportable Nexus > 0 • • 

- (Max) . (Max) : Recovered by Existing Fee Proposed Max 1 O Yo Above Existing 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $4.34 $2.21 

16 

(Existing/Proposed) -

51% 

1846 

YES 

San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis 

March2014 



AECOM 

3. Childcare 

This chapter summarizes the nexus analysis for childcare infrastructure. After providing a brief backg~ound, this 
chapter will outline the relevant growth assumptions, the LOS standard developed in the associated San Francisco 
Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis, the m~thodology used to determine the nexus fee, and the final 
determination of the nexus fee. 

INTRODUCTION 

CHILDCARE SPACE BACKGROUND 

For families with children - especially those with children under the age of thirteen - childcare is a key concern .. In 
San Francisco particularly, with high housing costs, many families have working parents and, therefore, require 
non-parent childcare. The City recognizes the importance of childcare as a community-serving amenity, and first 
adopted a childcare inclusionary zoning ordinance with an in-lieu fee option in 1986 as part of the Downtown 
Plan.26 In addition to the City's childcare ordinance, there are four City Areas with Community Infrastructure Impact 
Fees that include a childcare component- Market & Octavia, the Eastern Neighborhoods, Visitacion Valley, and 
Balboa Park. These fees are used to help provide facilities for childcare demand resulting from new commercial 
and residential developments. The City will continue to plan for resident and .employee childcare needs and 
articulate this commitment in local policy. 

As new developr(lent 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 nqt ~ mandated public 
service, the City government is involved in some capacities in the provision of licensed childcare options. Childcare· 
fees, levied on new development, are collected to help fund childcare slots in the city, demand for which is directly 
attributable to new development. 

26 The ordinance applies to office and hotel development in the Downtown Area of the General Plan and the 2013 fee level is $1.11 per 
gross square foot The City's ordinance establishes a separate fund for the collection of fee revenues, called the Child Care Capital 
Fund. Under this ordinance, "all monies in the fund shall be used solely to increase and/or improve the supply of child care facilities 
affordable to households of low and moderate income" (Section 414 of the City Planning Code). Since adoption, the City has collected 
$7.1 million in childcare in-lieu fees (through Fiscal Year 2010-2011). During the same time period, the Child Care Capital Fund has 
expended $6.5 million. The City currently contracts with the Low Income Investment Fund (LllF) to administer the expenditures of the 
Fund (FY 2010-2011 Development Impact Fee Report, Controller's Office, City and County of San Francisco, December 1, 2011). 
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PURPOSE AND USE OF REVENUES 

The primary purpose of the childcare development impact fee is to fund f?xpansion of San Francisco's childcare 

capacity to meet the demand from new development. That is, impact fee revenues are intended to be used to 

mitigate the childcare demands of.the increasing population. Monies from the childcare impact fee may only be 

used to fund capital childcare projects and facilities. 

Through discussions with City staff, it was determined that, while there is a need for additional school-age 

childcare capacity in the City, the needs are for operations assistance, not for additional facilities. After-school care 

is typically provided at school sites, using school facilities. Given that impact fee revenues must be spent on capital 

costs to maintain or increase the supply of facilities, they are not an appropriate source of funding for expanding 

after-school care capacity. The City does not intend to assist in the creation of new facilities providing after-school 

care; instead, the City intends to use other funding sources to assist the operation of after-school programs. Due to 

the fact that childcare impact fees are limited to capital improvements, this analysis is limited to infant, toddlers, 

and preschool-age children only and does not address the childcare needs of school-age children (ages 6 to 17). 

This study estimates the maximum supportable fee based on the relationship between the cost to provide 

childcar~ 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 with 

residential growth projections and the cost to provide licensed childcare. 

LOS METRIC 

Two LOS metrics, developed with the City and described in detail in the San Francisco Infrastructure Level of 

Service Analysis, are· applied in this fee determination: (1) childcare demand accommodation for infants and 

toddlers (ages 0 to 2), and (2) childcare demand accommodation for preschoolers (ages 3 to 5). In both cases, the 

LOS target that the City aims to achieve in the relevant timeframe, and which will be applied in the calculation of 

the maximum supportable development impact fee, is to maintain· the existing level of servi,ce provision. 

In terms of infant and toddler childcare, the existing number of childcare slots available represents capacity for 37 

percent of the infant and toddler childcare demand in the city. For preschoolers, the current number .of childcare 

slots available in the city represents capacity for 99.6 percent of the preschool childcare demand in the city. zr The 

City aims to maintain this provision into the future a,s the population and workforce grows, providing capacity for 37 

percent of infant and toddler childcare demand and capacity for 99.6 percent of preschooler childcare demand. 

GROWTH PROJECTIONS 

The development horizon for childcare is 2020. This shortened timeframe, compared to the 2030 timeframe used 

for analysis of recreation and open space and streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, is used for childcare 

because of irregularities in the projected growth trends for children in San Francisco. Unlike the general 

population, which is projected to increase steadily, the child population in San Francisco is projected to rise 

through 2020, and then begin a slow decline over the following decade.28 Nonetheless, while the population of 

27 Childcare Demand Estimates for Licensed C~re are calculated in the 2014 San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis 
report (Appendix: Childcare Demand Calculations). . 

. 
28 California Department of Finance P-3: State and County Total Population Projections by Race/Ethnicity and Detailed Age, 201 D-2060. 

18 

1848 

San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis 

March2014 



AECOM 

,_ . 
children is projected to decline after 2020, the City has many policies to encourage families to stay and live in San 
Francisco, such that the population of children may not necessarily decline as projected. A shorter timeframe to 
2020 !'lff.ords 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 -0f a declining child population does 
not materialize. 

Table 10. Growth Projections and Demand Estimates for Childcare (2013-2020) _____ \ __________ _ 
· - · - --_: . . ·_ --_·:· · · . - 2013 .\ 2020 · I Growth "c2013 ~2020) - ! Percent - -~:- -·. 

• - • - • _ - __ - --· _ - ___ _ -. • 1 Increase - _ 

Pppu,1auoi1:.-·" -.· - .' ·.. . ~ 

- ·-
. -·~ .. :: ·. · .. :.::··· · ... ·:-. '; .... <:: .. : .... :: ... 

··. ·.· 
. :· .. ; ~ .. : .. :: .. \•. 

Population I 820,585 I 872,451 I . 51,866 

·.· ... , ..... ,.. 
>···· .. :. 

.... :·. 
:.· ... . -~ ·~· .: · . .' : .. ,.·· .. 

Jobs I 500.140 I 677,531 I 76,79'1 
- ·- - - - .. - ... - - . ·- f 

Chi_ldcar.~ 1?.einan~ ~s~mat~ (f~(Ucei;i~ed.Care} .: · . . .. ·:: :. ':.'·' ..... ···.· 
.•.·: ..... 

lnfantsfT oddlers Requiring Care in San Francisco I e.0052
• I 10,534 I 2,529 

Preschooler5 Requiring Care -in San Francisco I 14.1113 I 17,002 I 2,285 

- . 

I 6% 

" -· " .. 

I 13% 

---: ·-

I 32% 

I 17% 

Source: Overall population and employment taken directly from the San Francisco Planning Dep~rtment 2013 projections from Aksel Olsen, 

Planner/Geographer in Citywide Information and Analysis Group, received May 14, 2013. See appended documents for files. Projections were 

given at five year intervals beginning in 2010, so AECOM used linear interpolation to arrive at 2013 estimates. 

Note: All values rounded to the nearest integer. 

--

1. Childcare Demand Estimates for Licensed Care are calculated in the 2014 San Francisco lnfrastruc:ture Level of SeNice Analysis report, 

(Appendix: Childcare Demand Calculations). Note that childcare demand numbers are roundf!d to the nearest integer. Note also that these totals 

represent demand for childcare in San Francisco. Some San Francisco residents with children are employed outside of San Francisco, and 

demand childcare outside of San Francisco. Some people with children, who are employed in San Francisco but live elsewhere, demand 

childcare outside of San Francisco. These childcare demands of San Francisco residents and employees for childcare outside of San Francisco 

are not included in the totals above. · 

2. Of the 8,005 infants and toddlers requiring care in San Francisco, 4,144 are resident infants and toddlers Q.e.. the children of San Francisco 

r~idents; see A in Table 11 ), and 3,861 are non-resident infant and toddlers Q.e. the children of people who work in San Francisco but live 

elsewhere; see B in Table 11 ). These demand estimates are calculated in the 2014 San Franc:isc:o lnfrastruc:ture Lev<il of SeNice Analysis report 

(Appendix: Childcare Demand Calculations). 

3. Of the 14,717 preschoolers.requiring care in San Francisco, 10,878 are resident pr~choolers Q.e. the children of San Francisco residents; se~ 

C in Table 11), and 3,839 are non-resident preschoolers Q.e. the children of people who work in San Francisco but live elsewhere; see Din Table 

11 ). These demand estimates are calculated in the 2014 San Francisco Infrastructure Level of SeNic:e Analysis report (Appendix: Childcare 

Demand Calculations). 

Unlike other infrastructure categories, which are required by residents and employees at multiple locations (both at 
home and at work), childcare facilities are required in only one location per child in need of care. As a result, an 
LOS bas~d on service population (like recreation and open space, and streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure) 
is not relevant to childcare.29 Instead, the childcare nexus is based on future childcare demand estimates. Between 

29 tn the service population calculation, both residents and employees are counted (residents at a weight of one and employees at a 
discounted weight). A resident-employee - i.e. someone who both lives and works in San Francisco -would be counted more than 
once. For recreation and open space and streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, this "double-counting" represents the fact that a 
person requires, for example, parks and sidewalks at home as well as at work; for childcare, because a childcare slot is required only 
either at home or at work, this "double-counting" would overestimate the infrastructure requirements. Therefore, a childcare LOS cannot 
be based on the service population calculation like recreation and open space and streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure. 
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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 childcar~ slots. 30 

NEXUS METHODOLOGY & FEE CALCULATION 

The childcare nexus analysis seeks to estimate the cost of maintaining the current LOS for childcare in the city as 

the demand for childcare grows over time (as population and-employment grows), and to assign this cost to 

residential and non-residential construction on a per-square foot basis. Specifically, the childcare nexus analysis 

applies the existing ratio of capacity to demand by age group to the new childcare demand expected in the city 

over the next seven years. to estimate the increased need for childcare spaces in the city. It then calculates the 
capital costs required to provide these childcare spaces to accommodate the new population (at the same ratio.of 

capacity to demand). Lastly, the costs are assigned to new housing units and new non-residential development on 

a per-square-foot basis. Residential development assumes the cost of providing childcare that is required near the 

home, while commercial development assumes the cost of providing childcare that is required near the place of 

work. Based on survey data collected for the Child Care Planning and Advisory Council (CPAC) San Francisco 

Child Care Needs Assessment report, 80.5 percent of resident parents prefer childcare near their home, while 19.5 
percent of resident parents prefer·childcare neartheir place ofwork.31 Non-resident parents who require childcare 

in S~n Francisco are assumed to require childcare at their place of work.32 Based on these childcare location 

preferences, as shown in Table 11, residential development assumes 42 percent of the cost of providing infant and 

toddler care and 60 percent of the cost of providing preschooler care; non-residential development assumes 58 
percent of the cost of providing infant and toddler care and 40 percent of the cost of providing preschooler care. 

30 See the San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis report (Appendix: Childcare pemand Calculations), which contains a 
detailed summary of childcare demand calculations and assumptions for both 2013 and future (2020) demand. 
31 Survey data from the Resource and Referral Agency Parent Follow-up Survey (2007) indicates that 71 percent of parents prefer 
childcare at home, while 10 percent of parents prefer childcare at work (or en route to work). The remaining 19 percent prefer childcare 
either on the way to work or on the way home, near a sibling's school, or some other location. This outstanding 19 percent was 
apportioned equally between 'home' and 'work' designations for the purposes of this analysis, resulting in the assumption that 80.5 
percent of parents prefer childcare near the home, while 19.5 percent of parents prefer childcare near their place of work. See CPAC 
San Francisco Child Care Needs Assessment Report, 2007 (Section V. Parent Choice). 
32 Non-resident parents who require childcare In San Francisco have horn.es outside San Francisco. Since they are demanding childcare 
in San Francisco, they are assumed to require care near their place of work. More detail about non-resident parents who require 
childcare In San Francisco is included in the San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis report, Appendix Childcare Demand 
Calculations. 
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Table 11. Apportionment of Childcare Demand Between Residential and Non-Residential Development 

. ·:· 
. . . .- ~ .. 

A Resident-Children 

:.Presch:ooie~ (3'-5} Requiring car~ in San Francisco 

C Resident-Children 

lnfa"nt,Toi;ldl~rs (0-2-)"Childc~re Dema~·d Attiibutio~: ::. . .. . . .. . .. 
Childcare Attributable to Residential Development (A* E) I (A+ B) 

Childcare Attributable to Non-Residential Development (A* F + B) I (A+ B) 

Childcare Attributable to Residential Development (C * E) I (C + D) 

Childcare Attributable to Non-Residential Development (C * F + D) I (C + D) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: Values in Lines A to D represent 2013 demand estimates (see Table 1 O); values in 'lines E and F represent childcare location information 

from the 2007 CPAC San F.rancisco Child Care N~eds 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 

Seri.rice .Popufatiori' · ·. ·· . · :· ' ··. · ··· · . . 

A Total new infants and toddlers (2013-2020) 

·Metric. ?:. . .. .. 
B % of Capacity for Infant and Toddler Care Demand (0-2) 

·cost· ... .. ,.: 

C Incremental #of childcare spaces (2013-2020) 

D ·City estimate of unit cost (.$/childcare space) 

E Total cost for new childcare spaces 

F Cost attributable to incremental growth 

G Administrative costs (5% offee) 

H Total attributable cost with administrative costs 

: At.tribut;;ibJe· Amounts·. ·. · · 

J. 

K 

L 

Percent attributable to residential development based on 
preferred childcare location 
Percent attributable to commercial development based 
on referred childcare location 

Amount attributable to residential development 

Amount attributable to non-residential development 

· Un·i~ C_oiwe~sii)n"s.: ... :· ., .": ·.· .. : :_ · :," . 

M Total new estimated residential development (GSF) 

N Total new estimated commercial development (GSF) 

Next.is Fee M.aXiniums:::· ·. · .... : 

Residential ($/GSF) 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

2,529 

37% 

936 

$26,250 

$24,570,000 

$24,570,000 

$1,229,000 

$25,799,000 

42% 

58% 

$10,836,000 

$14,963,000 

25,829,0002 

25, 111,0003 

$0.42 

$0.60 

Table10 

LOS Metric 
... 

A* B 

LllF,OECE 1 

C*D 

100% E4 

Administrative Cost 
Memorandum (November4, 
2013) 

F+G 
. , 

Table 11 

Table 11 

H*.I 

H* J 

See Table Note 2. 

See Table Note 3. 
·. .. 
~ . .. ····· .· 

K/M 

LIN 

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 dete~ined 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 Education), the average cost of new construction per childcare space is estimated to be $3_50 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. 

2. Estimated new residential development is calculated at the average GSF per residential person (498, see Table 4) times the total 2013-2020 

new residential population (51,866, Table 10). 

3. Estimated new commercial development is calculated at the average GSF per commercial employee (327, see Table 4) times the total 2013-

2020 new employee population (76,791, Table 10). 

4. Refer to the report section entitled Growth Projections for a discussion of the one-to-one relationship between population and employment 

growth and physical developmenl 
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Tab.le 13. Nexus Methodology for Preschooler ·childcare Fee 
-- - - . . . - - • 

service Populatjon:'· 
.. :. ·' . " . . ~ "· .. .,. . . .· .. . . " . 

" ... . . .. ... .. ., .. 
" . .. . .. . .... .. 

A Total new preschool age children (2013-2020) 2,256 Table 10 

. Metric " 
. . . " .. •. .. .. . .. .. : " .. 

B % of Capacity for Preschool Age Care Demand (3-5) 99.6% LOS Metric 

Cost'. .. .. : . . . . 
" .... , . .. .. .... • .. " : ' .. : .. .. .. . 

c Incremental# of childcare spaces (2013-2020) 2;247 A*B 

D City estimate of unit cost ($!childcare space) $26,250 LllF, OECE 1 

E Total cost for new childcare spaces $58,984,000 C*D 

F Cost attributable to incremental growth $58,984,000 100% E 

Administrative Cost 
G Administrative costs (5% of fee) $2,949,000 Memorandum (November 4, 

2013) 

H Total attributable cost with administrative costs $61,933,000 .f+G 

A,ttribufabl£! ~!l!ounts 
. . .. .. . .. .. . , .. .. ... 

.. 

I 
P.ercent attributable to residential development based on 

60% Table 11 
preferred childcare location 

J Percent attributable to commercial development based 
40% Table 11 

on oreferred childcare location 

K Amount attributable to residential development $37,160,000 H *I 

L Amount attributable to non-residential development $24,773,000 H* J 

. Unit c·onversion~·::· :. : •'. 
· ..... 

: .. ···:·. . .. . - . . . 
. . .. . . . .. .... .. " 

M Residential (GSF/residential service population) 498 Table4 

N Total new residential population (2013-2020) 51,866 Table10 

0 Total new estimated residential development (GSF) 25,829,000 M*N 

p Commercial {GSF/employee) 327 Table4 

Q Total new employee population (2013-2020} 76,791 Tabl,e 10 

R Total new estimated commercial development (GSF) 25, 111,000 p*Q 

. N.ex:~s ~e~ Maicirri'~ni~:. · ... .. .: . :'.: 
.. .... : . .. . . .. ...... . . " . ..... .. . . . " ... . ~: ... 

"• .. ... . .. ... 
Residential ($1GSF) . $1.44 K/0 
Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.99 UR . 

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 

lnteragency Committee. As of 2013 (per email dated October 3, 2013 from Graham Dobson, Administrative Analyst·for Office of Early Child Care 

and Educati~n), the average cost of ne;w construction' per childcare space Is estimated to be $350 per square foot. Licensing requires 35 square 

feet indoors per child and 75 square feet outdoors per child; however UIF uses 75 square feet per child both indoor and outdoor as a measure of 

a quality child care environment. The resulting fee is $26,250 ($350 per square foot multiplied by 75 square feet). This same cost is used 

regardless of age of children served. 
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NEXUS FINDINGS 

Based on the above methodology, the maximum estimated nexus is $1.86 per gross square foot for residential 

buildings and $1.59 per gross square foot for non-residential buildings {Table 14). Charging both residential and 

commercial development the maximum supportable fee would not result in double-counting the impact on 

childcare because the total impact has been allocated proportionally to the two development types (as per Table 

11 ). 

Table 14. Maximum Supportable Impact Fees for Childcare 

. · . ,.- . : · · · -: . . ! . . . · · MaXiniuni s~pportable Citywide Fee · 
• • -· • r ' -· • - •I • • • • •• • ........ 

-: . . -·:·. 

Residential ($/GSF) \ $0.42 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) \ $0.60 

Childcare fOr:Preschool'er Care (3:5} 

Residential ($/GSF) I $1.44 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) I $0.99 

-Total Childcare Fee·· :·:·-.... , . 

Residential ($/GSF) I $1.86 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) I $1.59 

Source: AECOM, 2013· 

Note: All values rounded to the nearest cent. 

As Table 15 demonstrates, the highest current fees are less than the maximum amount supported by the nexus 

analysis. The highest existing residential nexus 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. Compariryg Proposed Maximum Supportable Childcare Fees to Existing (2013) Fees 

$1.59 70% 

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 

AECOM 

This chapter summarizes the nexus analysis for streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure. After providing brief 
background, this chapter will outline the relevant growth assumptions, the LOS standard developed in the 
associated San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis, the m~thodology used to determine the nexus 
fee, and the final determination of the nexus fee. 

INTRODUCTION 

STREETSCAPE AND PEDESTRIAN INFRASTRUCTURE BACKGROUND 

Streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure encompasses a wide range of right-of-way facilities, and plays an 
important role in the ('.ity's'transportation goals, health and safety promotion, and environmental objectives. In. 
2010, the City of San Francisco published the Better Streets Plan (BSP) with design and maintenance guidelines 
for the pedestrian environment. Constructing "complete streets"33 

- considering safety, creation of social space on 
the sidewalk, and pedestrian aesthetic - is broadly the main motivator underlying the BSP recommendations. CitY 
stakeholders rely heavily on the BSP as their foremost streetscape policy· document, representing thorough 
analysis and much design and engineering consideration. · 

As new development occurs, it attracts new residents and employees, who, in turn, require new (or expanded and 
improved) streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure. This relationship between new development, an influx of 
residents. and workers, and a de~and 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 deve!Opment. 

33 Complete Streets are. defined as streets which "are safe, comfortable, and convenient for travel for everyone, regardless of age or 
ability- motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, and public transportation riders." Metropolitan Transportation Commission, "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 includes the construction of transit, bicycle, stormwater, and pedestrian 
environment improvements, where pedestrian environment improvements are defined as sidewalk lighting, pedestrian safety measures, 
traffic calming devices, landscaping, and other pedestrian elements as defined in the Better Streets Plan. 
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Note that the terms "streetscape" or"'pedestrian infrastructure" may be used in this section as shorthand to denote 

both streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure. Streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure includes sidewalk space 
and relevant streetscape and pedestrian amenities in that space, such as lighting, pedestrian signals, street trees, 

~ulb-outs, sidewalk furniture, and any other pedestrian elements denned in the Better Streets Plan (BSP) or 

Section 2.4.13 of San Francisco's Public Works Code. 

PURPOSE AND USE OF REVENUES 

The primary purpose of the streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure development impact fee is to fund capital 

improvements to San Francisco's streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure. As discussed in the BSP, the City 
aims to improve the pedestrian environment for all of San Francisco's residents and employees. The impact fees 

will be used to make improvements to San Francisco's pedestrian infrastructure. Acceptable uses of the fees 

include (but are not limited.to) sidewalk paving, lighting installation, pedestrian signalization of crosswalks or 

intersections, street tree planting, bulb-out constructiof), street furnishing, landscaping, ·traffic calming, and other 
streetscape improvements cited in.t~e BSP or Public Works Code (Section 2.4.13). · · 

In addition to the streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure fee analyzed here, Planning Code Section 138.1 

contains urban design requirements th?t authorize the Planning Department to require a project to provide physical 
streetscape and pedestrian improvements in certain instances and only for certain projects. Section 138.1 and the 

development impact fee may cover similar infrastructure but, as described more thoroughly in the Streetscape 

Cost Memorandum (March 20, 2014), the Section 138.1 requirements and the fee analyzed here will not overlap 
for several reasons. First, Section· 138.1 's requirements have limited application in that, in most instances, they 

apply only to larger projects and are not mandatory. Second, the cost estimates outlined in this analysis anticipate 

both requirements and insure that they do not overlap by removing the cost of items in Section 138.1 from the 
costs used to calculate the ·fee. Thus, even if a particular development is subject to both Section 138.1 and this 

fee, the City is not requiring a project sponsor to pay for pedestrian and streetscape improvements already 

required as part of its project under Section 138.1. 34 

The maximum supportable impact fee afms to ensu(e that new development contributes its fair share of funding to 

pedestrian and streetscape improvements. Because the LOS metric upon which the nexus is developed addresses 

demand of the entire service population, existing and projected, there is a clear relationship between new 

development, which increases housing and employment space, and an increase in pedestrian.infrastructure. 

This study estimates the maximum supportable fee based ~11 the relationship between the c;:ost to provide 
streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure and the LOS provision to accommodate new development. However, the 

City may choose to apopt a lower fee as appropri_ate. 

NEXUS [?ETERMINATION 
The maximum supportable fee calculation for streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure combines the proposed 

str~etscape and pedestrian infrastructure provision LOS metric with total population and employment growth 

projections and the cost to provide streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure. 

LOS METRIC 

Because streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure encompasses a wide range of components the LOS metric put 

forth in the San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis - square feet of improved sidewalk per service 

34 Refer to the streetscape Cost Memorandum (March 20, 2014) for a more detailed discussion. 
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population unit - serves as a proxy for all types of pedestrian-related improvements, and reflects the level of 
investment that the City has committed to making in the pedestrian environment. 

AECOM 

'Improved sidewalk' is a term that denotes sidewalk with some amount of streetscape and pedestrian 
infrastructure, where streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure includes sidewalk space and relevant streetscape 
and pedestrian amenities in that space, such as lighting, pedestr.ian .signals, street trees, bulb-outs, sidewalk 
furniture, and any other pedestrian elements defined in the Better Streets Plan (BSP) or Section 2.4.13 of San 
Francisco's Public Works Code. While the proscription for improved sidewalk is not uniform across San Francisco 
(i.e. the BSP calls for different streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure improvements depending on the site 
considerations, the street type, the traffic patterns, and so on), the intent of the BSP is to improve all San 
Francisco streetscape. Therefore, the basic square footage of sidewalk is denoted 'improved sidewalk' to reflect 
the investments the City is committed to make in the pedestrian right-of-way in terms of streetscape and 
peaestrian infrastructure. 

As noted in tile San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis, the City intends to provide 88 square feet 
of improved sidewalk per service population unit into the future. This metric assumes that, by 2030, the City will 
improve its current amount of sidewalk hardscape (115 million square feet35

), where the level of improvement will 
vary across streetscape segments based on street type, site conditions, built environment constraints, traffic 
patterns, and so on, as per the BSP. · 

GROWTH PROJECTIONS 

The development horizon for streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure is 2030. Between 2013 and 2030, San 
Francisco is projected to house 127,040 more people and employ 106,108 more workers,' as shown in Table 16. 

Table'16. Growth Projections for streetscape and Pedestrian Infrastructure (2013-2030) 

.Population 

Empto:Yrrient 

Jobs 600,740 

·' . . . 

Service population1 1,120,955 16% 

Source: Overall population and employment taken directly from the San Francisco Planning Department ~013 projections from Aksel Olsen, 

Planner/Geographer in Citywide ln!ormation and Analysis Group, received ME!Y 14, 2013. See appended documents for files. Projections were 

given at five year intervals beginning, in 2010, so AECOM used linear interpolation to arrive at 2013 estimates. 

Note: All values rounded to the nearest integer. 

1. Service population is a weighted sum of residents and employees, where residents are weighted at 100% and employees are weighted at 

50%. Service population equals one times the number of residents plus 0.5 times the number of employees. For a more detailed discussion of 

the service population concept, refer to the Service Population section of the report, under the Additional Assumptions section. 

35 This value is based on AECOM's analysis of DPW's database of sidewalk data (Stwidths1.xls). Refer to the San Francisco 
Infrastructure Level of SeNir;e 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 i& applied. This number is based on DPW estimates for the cost of undertaking streetscape 
improvements, in accordance with the BSP .36 The value does not reflect the cost of installing all possible 

streetscape improvements or the cost of constructing a complete street as per the Public Works Code (Section . 
2.4.13); rather, this value reflects the cost of installing some streetscape amenitie!'l, representative of the average 

San Francisco sidewalk improvement project. To develop the cost estimate, DPW provided costs for five 

prototypical streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure improvement projects. The five prototypical projects include: 

(1) a project where no streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure improvements are undertaken; (2) a project where 

curb ramps are installed or upgraded; (3) a project where sidewalks are repaved and bulb-outs constructed; (4) a 
project where sidewalks are repaved, bulb-outs are constructed, and str~etscape amenities such as benches, · 

trash cans, lighting, and· street trees are installed; and (5) a· project where sidewalks are repaved and widened, . 

bulb-outs are constructed, and streetscape amenities such as benches, trash cans, lighting, street trees, medians, 
special crosswalk paving, pedestrian signals, and accessible pedestrian signals are installed. These five projects 

range from basic to elaborate. The average cost across these fNe prototypical projects represents an average cost 

to construct improved sidewalk. This cost was applied to reflect that not all sidewalks offer all streetscape 
amenities, and to ensure that developers are held to a reasonable standard that reflects what the City provides. 

Note that although an average cost value is used, reflecting a suite of possible streetscape elements, the fees may 

be used for any streetscape and pedestrian improvement measure outlined in the BSP or Public Works Code 

(Section 2.4.13). 

The residential fee is based on the percentage of service population units arising from the new resident population, 
and the non-residential (commercial) fee is based on the percentage of service population units arising from the 

employee population. 

36 Refer to the Streetscape Cost Memorandum (March 20, 2014)- listed in Appendix A and included in the accompanying background 
materials compact disc - for a detailed discussion of the streetscape cost estimate. 
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Table 17. Nexus Methodology for Streetscape and Pedestrian Infrastructure Fee 

F City estimate of unit cost ($/SF of improved sidewalk) 

G Total cost for ney..r streetscape improvements 

H Cost attributable to incremental growth 

San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service 
Analysis report (March 2014) 

$43 Streetscape Cost Memorandum (March 20, 2014) 

$681 ;476,000 B * E * F 

$681,476,000 G * 100% 

Administrative costs (5% offee) $34,074,000 
Administrative Cost Memorandum (November 4, 
2013 

J Total attributable cost with administrative costs $715,550,000 

Residential ($/GSF) $7.98 J/(B*C) 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $6.08 J/(B*D) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

. Note: All numbers and percentages are rounded to the nearest integer. All dollar values are rounded to the nearest thousand (except those 

specified by the City, i.e.: Line I (which is rounded to the nearest dollar), and the nexus fee maximums (which are rounded to the nearest cent)~ 

NEXUS FINDINGS. 

Based on the approach summarized in Table 17, the m~mum 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. Maximum Supportable Impact Fees for Streetscape and Pedestrian Infrastructure 

. _ - . - _ -: . . Maximum supportable Citywide Fe~:_ . _ : . ~-

Residential ($/GSF) I $7.98 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) I $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 

Non~Residential ($/GSF) $6.08 $2.14 35% 

Source: AECOM, 201.3 

Note: All fee values rounded to the nearest cent; all percentages rounded to the nearest integer. 
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5. Bicycle 
Infrastructure 

AECOM 

This chapter summarizes-the nexus analysis for bicycle infrastructure. After providing a brief background, this 
chapter will outline the relevant growth assumptions, the methodology used to determine the nexus fee, and the 
final determination of the nexus fee. 

INTRODUCTION 

BICYCLE INFRASTRUCTURE BA~KGROUND 

Bicycle infrastructure refers primarily to the City's bicycle network of bike lanes, bike pat_hs, and sharrows, but also 
includes bicycle parking spaces, bicycle signals, and bicycle-sharing bikes and stations. Like streetscape and 
pedestrian infrastructure, bicycle infrastructure plays an important role in the City's transportation goals, health and 
safety promotion, and environmental objectives. While not all residents and employees use bike infrastructure on a 
regular basis, improving the bicycle network benefits all, as it reduces congestion in other forms of transportation, 
and lowers the carbon emissions from the transportation secto:. 37 

As new development occurs, it attracts new residents and employees, who, in turn, require new (or expanded and 
improved) bicycle infrastructure. This relationship between new development, an influx of residents and workers, 
and a demand for bicycle facilities provides the nexus for an impact fee. However, providing bicycle infrastructure 
- such as bicycle parking, bicycle signals, bicycle lanes, and 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 attributable to new 
development. Other sources of funding for bicycle infrastructure include Caltrahs; the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission (MTC), the Bay Area Air Quality Management District, City propositions, and SFMT A. 38 

PURPOSE AND USE OF REVENUES 

The primary purpose of a bicycle infrastructure development impact fee is to fund capital improvements to San 
Francisco's bicycle infrastructure. As is thoroughly discussed in San Francisco's 2013 SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, 
the City aims to improve the bike environment for" all of San Francisco's residents and employees to pn~mote a 

37 San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, "San Francisco Bicycle Plan." 26 June, 2009. · 
~8 San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, "SFMT A Bicycle Strategy." January 2013. While this document is still a draft, SFMTA 
staff directed the consultant to use it because SFMT A is developing the GIP project list to be put forward for San Francisco Board of 
Supervisors (Board) approval in April 2014 based on this document Although no plans exist to take the 2013 Bicycle Strategy to the 
Board for adoption, the project list derived from it will be taken to the Board for GIP approval (in April 2014). 
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higher bike mode share. The impact fees will be used to make improvements to San Francisco's bicycle 

infrastructure in line with the discrete implementation strategies of the SFMTA Bicycle Strategy. 

The proposed maximum supportable impact fee aims to ensure that new development contributes its fair share of 

funding to bicycle infrastructure improvements. 

As with all impact fees, the fee revenue may not be used to address existing infrastructure deficiencies. 

This analysis assumes that the City will fund 100 percent of the development-based demand for bicycle 

infrastructure improvements through the fee. This study presents a maximum supportable fee assignment -

however, the City may choose to adopt a lower fee as appropriate. 

NEXUS DETERMINATION 

The maximum supportable fee calculation for bicycle infrastructure combines the proposed bicycle infrastructure 

project list with total population and employment growth projections, as well as the cost to provide bicycle 

infrastructure. 

LOS METRIC 

In 2013, the SFMTA produced the SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, outlining the proposed plan for San Francisco's bike 

network. This document sets the direction for bicycle infrastructure, and sets a distinct bicycle infrastructure goal 

for 2018. The Bicycle Strategy represents a comprehensive effort by SFMT A that has been accepted by SFMTA 

as its roadmap forward. As a result, the objectives of this policy form the basis for the nexus as opposed to an LOS 

metric standard. 

The Bicycle Strategy outlines three potential scenarios for build-out. of San Francisco's bike network by 2018. Of 
the three potential scenarios, the "Bicycle Plan Plus" scenario was selected, in consultation with SFMTA staff, as. 

the best short-term infrastructure target for this nexus study. The Bicycle Plan Plus proposes upgrading the 

existing bicycle network to premium bike facilities, installing bike signals, adding bike parking spaces, and 

deploying a bike sharing system.39 While the Bicycle Plan Plus improvements are through 2018, for the purposes 

of this nexus, it is assumed that the average annual improvements proposed in the Bicycle Plan Plus will continue 

through 2020, to allow for the impact fee to be calculated on an incremental basis through 2020. Table 20 

summarizes the four improvement types expected as a result of the Bicycle Plan Plus strategy through 2020. The 

provision of these four items is the basis of the nexus. 

39 Premium facilities are bikeways rated Level of Traffic Street (LTS) 1 or 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 
- Assumed 

Improvements 
Bicycle Plan Plus Incremental Total Improvements 
Proposal (2013- Improvements Expected (2013· 

2018) : (2019-2020)1 2020) ' 
Incremental miles of oremium bike lanes 12013-2020) 10. 3 13 
Incremental uoaraded intersections (2013-2020) 10 3 13 

Incremental bicvcle oarkina 12013-2020) 4,000 1.333 5,333 
Incremental bicycle share program bicycles (2013-2020)2 500 167 667 

Source: SFMTA Bicycle strategy; AECOM, 2013. 

1. These numbers reflec:tAECOM'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 Fran_cisco will house 51,866 more people 
and employ 76,791 more workers, as shown in Table 21. 

Table 21. Growth Projections for Bicycle Infrastructure (2013 - 2020) 

: Poj:n~i~ti~ir . .:::· ... 
· ... •.• ·, .. , ·: 

Population I 820,585 I 8!2,451 I 
.. ··.:· 

Jobs 600,740 I 677,531 I 
s~rvice P_opul;;ition 

Service population 1 I 1.120,955 I 1,211.211 I 

51,866 

76,791 

. . ' .... 
.. 

I 

I 

90,251 I 

6% 

13% 

8% 

Source: Overall population and employment taken directly from the San Francisco Planning Department 2013 projections from Aksel Olsen, 

Planner/Geographer in Citywide Information and Analysis Group, received May 14, 2013. See appended documents for files. Projections were 

given at five year intervals beginning in 2010, so AECOM_ used linear interpolation to arrive at 2013 estimates. 

1. Service population is a weighted sum of residents and employees, where residents are weighted at 100% and employees are weighted at 

50%. Servi?e population equals one times the number of residents plus 0.5 times the number of employees. For a more detailed discussion of 

the service population concept, refer to the Service Population section of the report, under the Additional Assumptions section. 

NEXUS METHODOLOGY & FE,E CALCULATION 

The fee calculation methodology (Table 22 to Table 25) calculates the total cost of providing adequate bicycle 
infrastructure elements for San Francisco's service population (2013-2020). Because the new facilities will be used 
by both e.xisting 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 t6 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 I Calculation 

'seiyic~ Poj)ulatio~: · . •;· . .. ~ " ··.· ····.:: . . ., ... 
' .. ... 

.' .. 

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 Co"nversions. · · " · .. . . ..... 
" ... 

D Residential (GSF new development/service population) 498 Table4 

E Commercial (GSF new development/service population) 654 Table4 

!Vletric .' 
.. 

.' .. .. . . 
F Incremental miles of premium bike lanes (2013-2020) 13 SFMTA Bicycle Strategy 

Cost .' 
.. 

... .' 

G . City estimate of unit cost ($/mile of upgraded premium lane) $1,852,000 
SFMTA Bicycle Strategy 
Cost Estimates 1 

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 (5% of fee) $90,000 Memorandum (November4, 

2013) 

K Total attributable cost with administrative costs $1,896,000 l+J 

Nexus Fee Maxi.mums: .. 

Residential {$/GSF) $0.042 K/ ( B * D) 

Non-Residential {$/GSF) $0.032 Kl(B*E) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All numbers and percentages are rounded to the nearest integer. All dollar values are rounded to the nearest thousan~ (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 SFMT A (received via 

email attachment on June 26, 2013, as spreadsheet entitled Bike Strategy Cost Estimate 20121101.xls). 

. . 
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Table 23. Nexus Methodology for Upgrading Intersections Fee 
- . ----

j Val-ue I Source I Calculation * 1_Measure 

seriifoe P.opula,tion ·: ; "'.::. 
, .. " . . ··: ~~:. ..... .. ~ ...... ••'• -· .. 

" 
. . .. . . " ~· . .. -.. 

A Total projected service population (2020) 1,211,217 Table21 

B Total new service population (2013-2020) 90,261 Table21 

c New growth as% of total service population (2020) 7.5% B/A 

Unit Conversions" .. " 
" 

.. .. ·" . . 
D Residential (GSF new development/service population) 498 Table4 

E Commercial (GSF new development/service population) 654 Table4 

Metric. "· 
.. . . "• .. 
"· .. 

F Incremental upgraded intersections (2013-2020) 13 SFMTA Bicycle Strategy 

Cost . . .. . . .. . . 

G City estimate of unit cost ($/upgraded intersection) $71,250 
SFMTA Bicycle Strategy 
Cost Estimates 1 

H Total cost for upgraded intersection $926,000 F*G 

I Cost attributable to incremental growth ' $69,000 C*H 

Administrative Cost 
J Administrative costs (5% of fee) $3,000 Memorandum (November4, 

2013) 

K Tot?I attributable cost with administrative costs $72,000 l+J 

Nexus Fee Maximums 
.. .. : 

Residential ($/GSF) $0.002 K/( B * D) 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.001 K/(B*E), 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All numbers and percentages are rounded to the nearest integer. All dollar values are rounded to the nearest thousand (except those 

specified by the City, i.a !Jne G, and the nexus fee maximums). Nexus fee maximums are rounded to !he nearest tenth of a cent 

1. Cost based o~ data from Seleta Reynolds, Section Leader of Livable Streets within !he Sustainable Streets Division of SFMT A (received via 

email attachment on June 26, 2013, as spreadsheet entitled Bike Strategy Cost Estimate 20121101.xls). 

San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis 

·March 2014 1865 
35 

.. 



AECOM 

Table 24. Nexus Methodology for Bicycle Parking Fee 
- j V;,ue·- -- ·- -

j Source I Calculation .. : Measure 

. service Pl:ipidatrori·, ·. ..... ·' ~' .: . .. ... - ·. .. .. .. . .. , .... ... : . .. . •.... .... ·-. .... . . ·. .. . . .. . . : .. 

A Total projected service population (2020) 1,211,217 Table21 

B Total new service population (2013-2020) 90,261 Table21 

c New growth as % of total ser\iice population (2020) 7.5% B/A 

· Unit-Conversions :- ; .. .· .. : .. . ... . . .. . . 

D Residential (GSF new development/service population) 498 Table4 

E Commercial (GSF new development/service population) 654 Table4 

Metric .. : .. .. .. 
.. . . ·-: . 

F Incremental bicycle parking (2013-2020) 5,333 SFMTA Bicycle Strategy 

·Cost ... .. · . .. 

·G City estimate of unit cost ($/parking space) $280 
SFMTA Bicycle Strategy 
Cost Estimates 1 

.H Total c_ost for bicycle parking spaces $1,493,000 F*G 

I Cost attributable to incremental growth $112,000 C*H 

Administrative Cost 
J Administrative costs (5% of fee) $6,000 Memorandum (November4, 

2013) 

K Total attributable cpst with administrative costs $118,000 l+J 

Nexus F~e Maximums .. · 
.. 

.. 

Residential ($/GSF) $0.003 K/ ( B * D) 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.002 K/( B*E) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All numbers and percentages are rounded to the nearest integer. All dollar value.s 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 SFMT A (received via 

email attachment on June 26, 2013, as spreadsheet entitled Bike Strategy Cost Estimate 20121101.xls). 
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Table 25. Nexus Methodology for Bicycle Sharing System Fee 

i-Measure 
. . .. -- .. ... 

j"value 
.. 

* · Source I Calculation. 
.. 

Service Populatiiiri ... · .... .. . . . '• ···.: ;,•.· •.•'· ;.·· .. ; .. . ·~ . '• .. 
" 

.. 
. . .. . • . . .. ... .. "· ... .. 

A Total projected service population (2020) 1.211,217 Table21 

B Total new service population (2013-2020) 90,261 Table21 

c New growth as % of total service population (2020) 7.5% BIA 

Unit Conversions: · 
.. .. " ...... .. .. ' .. 

" .. 
D . Residential (GSf' new development/service population) 498 Table4 

E Commercial (GSF new development/service population) 654 Table4 

Metric .. .. .. .. ... .. ·;· . 
" .. ., 

F Incremental bicycle share program stations (2013-2020) 667 SFMTA Bicycle Strategy 

Go st ' : " .. 

G City estimate of unit cost ($/bicycle share program stations) $6,600 
SFMTA Bicycle Strategy 
Cost Estimates 1 

H Total cost for stations $4,402,200 F*G 

I Cost attributable to incremental growth $330,000 C*H 

Administrative Cost 
J Administrative costs (5% of fee) $17,000 Memorandum (November 4, 

2013} 

K Total attributable cost with administrative costs $347,000 l+J 

Nexus Fee· Maximums .. .. ' 
.. 

Residential ($/GSF) $0.008 K/(B*D) 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.006 K/(B*E) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All numbers and percentages are rounded to the nearest integer. All dollar values are rounded to the nearest thousand (except those 

specified by the City, i.e. Line G, and the nexus fee maximums). Nexus fee maximums are rounded to the nearest tenth of a cent 

1. Cost based on data from Seleta Reynolds, Section Leader of Livable Streets within the Sustainable Streets Division of (received via email 

attachment on June 26, 2_013, as spreadsheet entitled Bike Strategy Cost Estimate 20121101.xls). 
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NEXUS FINDINGS 

Based on the approach summarized in Table 22 to Table 25, the maximum supportable residential fee is $0.06 per 
GSF, and the maximum supportable non-residential fee is $0.04 per GSF. 

Table 26. Maximum Supportable Impact Fees for Bicycle Infrastructure 

Residential ($/GSF) $0.042 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.032 

.Upgraded lrit.e.rsections ... 
Residential ($/GSF) $0.002 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.001 

Bicycle Parking" ,. · 
" 

Residential ($/GSF) $0.003 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.002 

B!cycle Share Bicycles" (with Accompanying ~taticins) · 

Residential ($/GSF) $0.008 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.006 

Total Bicycle :infrastructure Fe~ 

Residential ($/GSF) $0.06 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.04 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All values rounded to the tenth of a cent, except for the fee.totals which are rounded to the nearest cent. 

As 'fable 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) Fe~ 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All fee values rounded to the nearest cent; all percentages rounded to the nearest integer. 
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6. Conclusion 

As described in the previous sections, the maximum supportable fees determined for the four infrastructure 
categories (recreation and open space, childcare, streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, and bicycle 
infrastructure) all exceed the highest current fees charged at 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) 

\.iJ.j~ .·}r~ .; ; _,:[ ,_ci~~w~~e,~~.~xp~:~~~~;;X~~/ ~~ :-. .. ':-:':.· ~-:·;:·:~_g:~~\~.:?~/i(~; ~--~: :::~~;; ::·f-~~::~{$'i.f~~~.i~U,,~_·s~~poft¥~1~:~Fe.e':- ~? ;_=\ 

~ Recreation and Open Space Provision 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All values rounded to the nearest cent 
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Addendum 

The bulk of this report was completed. in 2013, using 2013 data, costs, and demographic projections. However, 
since the report was finalized in 2014 and will face adoption in 2014, the maximum supportable nexus fees in 
Table 28 must be adjusted from 2013 dollars to 2014 doll~rs. 

The City annually adjusts all developer impact fees using an Annual Infrastructure Construction Cost Inflation 
. estimate (AICCIE). To derive an appropriate AICCIE, the Capital Planning Committee (CPC) reviews cost inflation 
data, market trend analyses, the Planning Department's pipeline report, and a variety of national, state, and local 

. commercial and institutional construction cost inflation indices. In 2014, the CPC adopted an AICCIE of 4.5%. 
Therefore, all maximum supportable nexus fees determined in this report in 2013 dollars (Table 28) must be 
increased by 4.5% as an adjustment to 2014 dollars. The adjusted maximum supportable nexus fees for 2014 are 
shown in Table 29. · 

Table 29. Pot~ntial Maximum Supportable Fees Per Infrastructure Category (2014) 

.. ~.: .·. : I Citywide Nexus Fees · · ·,.> . ',. =_' · .. 0 
·_. :·:· ~:<">.. :~-=:._~ ... :.·.·M~ximums·~pportableFee" '.·'..--: 

~ Recreation and Open Space Provision 

Source: AECOM, 2014 

Note: All values rounded to the nearest cent 
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Appendix A 

This appendix includes a list of all documents, presentations, emails, spreadsheets, webpages, and other 
reference sources cited in the text of this report. For the full-text copies of any of the listed documents, refer to the 
accompanying compact disc. 

List of Documents Cited 
I~ Di;ictim.ent:rm~·/.Ci.tetlon·--'_;~'.;. ,,.i -1· ~-.{;c;--'-'":~·-1·: :\~:,7:-~ i:::·>:i.'.~-~-- -~.'~':, .i:~ :.H:ne Name-.:~:.~::::.:f~:-~tI"c·/;.<;;_,./~:!.:·: ,',:-.;;·'=:-~=-,/'><·,)~:,'-~"'"~~":: 

Service Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013) Service_Population_Concept_Memorandum_20130924.doc 

Belsky, Eric. Rental Vacancy Rates: A Policy Primer. National 
"Association of Home Builders. Housing Policy Debate, Volume 3, Rental_ Vacancy_Rates_Belsky_ 1992.pdf 
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Hausrath Economics Group. Phoenix Park and Library EDU Factors 
Study. A Report to City of Phoenix Planning Department September Phoenix_Library_Report_1998.pfd 
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Administrative Cost Memorandum (November 4, 2013) Administrative_Cost Memo 20131104.pdf 
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RPO Cost Assumptions Memorandum (March 26, 2014) RPDCostAssumptionsMemo~20140326.pdf 
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San Francisco Bicycle Plan (June 26, 2009) SFBicyclePlan__20090626.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 Frc.~ncisco Planning Department and the Capital Planning Program commissioned this study to 

continue the City's efforts to strategically address its infrastructure needs. In recent years the City has moved 

forward on a number of initiatives to strengthen its capital planning process, including establishing the Capital 

Planning Program and creating the City's first 10-Year Capital Plan in 2006. The Capital Plan is a fiscally­

constrained, long-range plan that draws on existing planning documents, such as the City's General Plan and 

Neighborhood Area Plans, to guide policy and funding decisions related to fafrastructure investments. The 

Plan is updated and approved by the Capital Planning Committee, the Board of Supervisors, and the Mayqr 

every other year. 

This study supports these efforts by quantifying the current level of infrastructure services within the city and by 

developing target levels for those services based on agency directives. The study also recognizes the City has 

limited resources to fund and maintain infrastructure, and needs to set realistic infrastructure provision goals. 

The results of this report are intended to help inform the City's capital planning process and future infrastructure 

decisions. As part of this process, the following five infrastructure categories have been reviewed: 

1. Recreation and open space; 

2. Childcare; 

3. Streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure; 

4. Bicycle infrastructure; and 

5. Transit infrastructure. 

For each of these categories, this study evaluates (1) the existing level of service (LOS), (2) an aspirational, 

long-term LOS standard, and (3) a realistic, snort-term (20301
) LOS standard. Each of these LOS is described 

in greater detail below. 

PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The infrastructure LOS review and analysis study has four clear objectives: 

• To evaluate existing levels of infrastructure provision and distribution throughout the city; 

1 In most cases the tlmeframe of analysis is frOm the cu~ent year {2013) until 2030. Two exceptions are bicycle infrastructure and 
childcare, for which the timeframe of analysis extends until 2020. This selection of a shorter timeframe for these two infrastructure 
categ cries is discussed in more detail in the relevant infrastructure chapter. 
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• To recommend aspirational and attainable LOS targets for the city considering fiscal, policy, physical, 

and social constraints; 

• To use existing LOS provisions along with the developed LOS standards as a tool to understand 

potential opportunities for capital investment; and 

• To provide guidelines for evaluating capital projects in terms of citywide standards. 

STANDARDS-BASED METRICS 

The LOS metrics developed and evaluated in this study are, where possible, standards-based metrics. 

Standards-based metrics are LOS metrics that measure infrastructure provision against some measure of 

population -typically either population (residents) or service population.~ An example of a standard-based 

metric would be: 2 miles of street per 1,000 residents. The LOS metrics for recreation and open space, 

pedestrian and streetscape infrastructure, and childcare were all developed as standards-based metrics. 

The benefits of using standard-based metrics include being able to~ 

• Set clear City targets for infrastructure provision and capital planning; 

• Measure infrastructure distribution across the city's neighborhoods, thereby ideRtifying areas of need; 

• Allow infrastructure provisions to be benchmarked against past/future provision; 

• Inform future planning and large-scale redevelopment decisions; 

• Develop a common language and tool for agency policies and various infrastructure types; 

• . Measure and track the City's infrastructure provision in relation to other comparable cities; 

.. Provide a visual tool to help prioritize capital investment; and 

• Streamline the development impact fee nexul? update. process. 

Given constraints associated with sorrie infrastructure categories, not all metrics within this study are 

standards-based. Bicycle infrastructure and transit infrastructure metrics are both structured in alternate ways, 
relying on different measures of provision that are not directly correlated to population or service population. 

These two infrastructure categories take into account future capital needs and assign a share of those needs to 

development. 

DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

Metrics were developed based on existing City policies, department consultation, and an overview of best 

practices from comparable cities throughout North America.3 The key finding from the best practices review is 

that, while infrastructure metrics - particularly standards-based metrics - are rare among built-out cities, most 

2 Service population is a unit of measure that encompasses all local infrastructure users, including residents and employees. 
Residents are assigned one point, while employees are typically assigned 0.5 points to reflect their lower level of usage. For 
recreation and open space, service population is calculated by assigning residents one point, and employees 0.19 points. Refer to · 
the companion report, San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis (March 2014), and its appendix report, San Francisco Citywide 
Nexus Analysis - Service Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013) for more detail. . 
3 Please see the Appendix- Citywide and Neighborhood Policy Documents for a list of policies and reports that were researched in 
the evaluation. Also, the Appendix- Case study Tables provides an evaluation of infrastructure provision of San Francisco 
compared to cities surveyed. 
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cities surveyed expressed significant interest in developing such metrics as a way to simplify and standardize 
provision measurement and distribution.4 

To develop LOS targets, the first step was to determine quantitative metrics for each infrastructure type. The 
current provision, using this quantitative metric, was mapped to understand. distribution across neighborhoods. 
Next, the long-term aspirational goals were identified based on policy research and department input. The long­
term goals reflect policy goals that may become achievable over the long-term under alternate financing and 
social landscapes - i.e. given fewer constraints, financial and otherwise. After quantifying these two conditions, 
the current LOS and the long-term· aspirational goal, short-term targets were developed to reflect infrastructure 
development objectives that are more feasible given fiscal and social constraints. The short-term (2030 - or 
2020, in the case of childcare and bicycle infrastructure) targets were developed in consultation with 
responsible departments, and reflect a reasonable estimate of what the City intends to achieve based on 
prevailing fiscal conditions in San Francisco for both capital and operations and maintenance costs. In some 
instances, the short-term targets reflect a preservation of the current LOS (childcare, recreation and open 
space), while for other infrastructure categories, the short-term targets reflect reasonable development plans 
(bicycle infrastructure, streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure). 

In addition to supporting capital planning efforts, the short-term targets help inform future development impact 
fees: feasible short-term targets help set reasonable fee levels. By contrast, basing development impact fees 
on the amb\tious infrastructure provision of the long-term aspirational goals would create an undue burden on 
new development that the City is unable to match. 

Finally, it is important to note that these goals and targets do not preordain funding to specific locations but 
rather set up a systematic approach to h~lp 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 currer)t LOS provision, the long-term aspirational LOS goals, and the short-term LOS 
targets for the five infrastructure categories. The LOS targets developed as part of this work are consistent with 
current City plans and are intended to be applied as guidelines. The City may choose to aspire to higher goals 
or lower targets to account for unique neighborhood characteristics and/or available resources for imt~sting in 
and maintaining new infrastructure. A list of guiding policy documents that' were used to develop the LOS 
metrics presented in this report are s1,1mmarized in Table 2. 

Because few cities have well-defined LOS targe.ts, it can be difficult to compare San Francisco's performance 
against comparable cities. However, where it is possible to do so, San Francisco is clearly on par or better in 
terms of infrastructure provision. For recreation and open space, San Francisco, by various measures, provides 
1.6 to 3.5 more acres of park per 1,000 residents than New York City. San Francisco also performs well in park 
provision in terms of access. Almm;t all residents in San Francisco live within a half mile of a park or recreation 
facility. 

In addition to comparing well against other cities, San Francisco has also done a good job of meeting the 
provision goals it sets for itself. For bicycle infrastructu~e, the city has also completed all bicycle lane 

4 Many California cities that continue to expand into greenfield /undeveloped ?reas have infrastructure level of services standards in 
their general plans to inform privately developed master plans, as well as to set a development fee program that may be above their 
existing citywide provision. 
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improvements put forth in the 2009 Bicycle Master Plan. Such commitment to targets has helped San 

Francisco maintain its high levels of infrastructure provision and service. 

NEXT STEPS I RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY 

There are numerous possible ways to measure the provision of a given infrastructure type. The proposed 

metrics for each infrastructure type are constrained by the availability of data for each infrastructure type and by 
the availability of a clear understanding of costs associated with expand_ing capacity. Each section 

recommends additional clata that could further refine and enhance the utility of these metrics. 
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Table 1. Summary of LOS Metrics for Five Infrastructure Categories 

1.1 Acres of Open Space I 1,000 SPU 3.5 

1.2 Acres of Improved Open Space I 1, ODO SPU 0.5 

% of Infant and Toddler (0-2) 
Childcare Demand Served by 37% 100% 
Available Licensed Slots 
% qf Preschool Age Children (3-5) 

2 Childcare Demand Served by 99.6% 100% 
Available Licensed Slots 

Number of Premium (L TS 1, 2) 51 miles 251 miles, 100% Network Miles 

2 
Number of Upgraded 3 intersections 203 intersections Intersections 

3 
Number of Bicycle Parking 8,800 spaces 58,000 spaces Spaces 

4 
Bicycle Share Program (Bikes + 0 

300 stations 
Accompanying Share Station) 3,000 bicycles 

~ Transit Infrastructure LOS LOS 

1 
Transit Crowding (% of Boardings NIA N/A Relative to Capacity) 

2 
Transit Travel Time (Average 33.72 NIA Minutes per"I:rip) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

3.5 

0.5 

37% 

99.6% 

61 miles 

13 intersections 

12,800 spaces 

50 stations 
500 bicycles 

LOS 

85% 

33.60 

AECOM 

55 acres 

511 acres' 

2,529 spaces 

2,256 spaces 

10 miles 

1 O intersections 

4,000 spaces 

50 stations 
500 bicycles 

2030 

N/A 

NIA 

1. Projected citywide shortfall is calculated by applying the short-tenn target LOS to the 2030 service population (or 2020 service 
population, in the case of childcare and bicycle infrastructure). 
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Planning Department 

Acquisition Policy RPD 

.San Francisco Child Care 

Needs Assessment San Francisco Child Care 

San Francisco Citywide Plan Planning and Advisory 

for Early Care and Education Council (CPAC) 

and Out of School lime 

San Francisco Better Streets 
Planning Department 

Plan {BSP) 

Financing San Francisco's DPW, 

Urban Forest Planning De artment 

DPH, 

SFMT A, Planning 

Department, 

San FrancisC() County 

Transportation Authority 

San Francisco Bicycle Ma~ter 

Plan 
SFMTA 

SFMTA Bicycle Strategy SFMTA 

San Francisco Transportation 

Sustainability.Fee Nexus SFMTA 

Study 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

6 

1890 

June 2011 Draft report 

Aug.2011 Adopted 
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Dec.2010 Adopted 

Oct. 2012 Final report 

Draft ~olicy to be included 

Oct. 2011 
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Transportation Element of 

the General Plan 

June 2009 Adopted 

Internal policy document; 

basis for 2014 GIP project 

Dec. 2012 list.(pending adoption of 

GIP project list in April 

2014) 

Mar. 2012 Draft report 
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2. INTRODUCTION 

In 2013, AECOM was retained bY. the San Francisco Planning Department and the San Francisco Capital 

Planning Program to conduct a review of the City and County of San Francisco's (the City's) infrastructure 

provision. The fundamental questions analyzed were:. 

1. What are the existing citywide levels of service (LOS) for the reviewed infrastructure categories? 

2. What infrastructure LOS standards does the City aspire to if fiscally unconstrained? 

3. What infrastructure LOS standards should the City realistically target? 

AECOM 

4. Given LOS standards, for each infrastructure elE?ment, what is the anticipated citywide shortfall by 2030, 

based on population growth? 

Specifically, this report provides insights into determining LOS targets for five infrastructure categories: (1) 

recreation and open space; (2) childcare; (3) streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure; (4) bicycle 

infrastructure; and (5) transit infrastrUcture. To determine LOS metrics and standards, this report relied on 

existing City pfans 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 intended to be 
applied as guidelines. The City may choose to aspire to higher goals or lower targets to account for unique 
neighborhood characteristics and/or available resources for investing in and maintaining new infrastructure. 

PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The infrastructure LOS review and analysis portion of the project has four clear objectives: 

To evaluate existing levels of infrastructure provision and distribution throughout the city; 

• To develop and propose aspirational and attainable LOS targets for the city; 

• To use the existing provision along with the developed level of service standards as a capital planning 

tool; and 

• To provide guidelines for evaluating capital projects in terms of citywide standards. 

While this report does not cover the estimation of new developmenfs share of infrastructure provision, it does 

provide the foundation.for the Citywide Nexus Analysis.5 

5 Refer to the companion report, San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis (March 2014). 
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PRIORITIZATION 

Recognizing the critical role infrastructure plays in creating a thriving economy and vibrant communities, the 
City commissioned this study to continue its efforts to strategically address its infrastructure needs. In recent 
years the City has moved forward on a number of initiatives to strengthen its capital planning process, including 
establishing the Capital Planning Program and creating the Ci~y'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 quant~ the current level of infrastructure 
services within the city and develop target levels for those services. The results of this report will be 
incorporated into the City's capital planning process and help inform future infrastructure decisions. 

INFRASTRUCTURE TYPES EVALUATED 

The five infrastructure categories evaluated as part of this study include: 

• a 
Recreation and open space 

Streetscape and pedestrian 
infrastructure 

• Bicycle infrastructtire 

II 
m. 
I.II 

Childcare 

Transit Infrastructure 

These infrastructure categories reflect the majority of the current impact fees that are charged at either the 
neighborhood or citywide level. As such, the City wants to frame provision of these categones in a common 
language that allows for easy comparison across categories and across the city. 

Recreati?n and Open Space 

Recreation and open space encompasses all recreation facilities within the city limits including park land and 
facilities owned by the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department (RPO), as well as state and federal 
park land. This study will focus on recreation and open space within the city limits provided by the City- i.e. 

· recreation and open space owned by RPO, the Department of Public Works (DPW), the Port, and the 
Redevelopment Agency/Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency within San 
Francisco. The more than 200 parks range in size from less than one acre fo over 1,000 acres (Golden Gate 
Park), and support all kinds of recreational uses, from organized team sports and athletics, to gardening, to 
sunbathing and picnicking. Recreation and open space includes passive lawn space and forested areas for 

B 
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"general enjoyment of outdoors" 6, courses and courts, playgrounds, and bike, pedestrian, and equestrian 
paths. By providing and maintaining recreation and open space, RPO aims to increase recreation opportunities, 
contribute to the city's environmental health, and encourage the health and well-being of San Francisco's 
residents and visitors. 

Childcare 

Childcare, in this study, refers to childcare licensed by the City. Licensed childcare facilities are classified as 
either licensed family childcare home (FCCH) facilities or center-based facilities, both of which can provide 
infant, toddler, and preschool care. The Office of Early Care and Education (OECE) keeps records of all 
existing licensed facilities and the total number of spaces available in each category. As well as licensing 
facilities, the City currently directs public funds for facilities and operations, and contributes municipal funds and 
impact fees to support childcare subsidies. While the City does not own or operate childcare facilities, the San 
Francisco Childcare Planning and Advisory Council (CPAC) works to ensure that a sufficient number of 
facilities are provided to meet demand. The San Francisco CPAC has identified childcare provision for infants 
and toddlers (ages 0-2) and preschoolers (ages 3-5) as important goals. 

Streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure 

Streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure encompasses a wide range of pedestrian right-of-way facilities, from 
simpie paved sidewalks to "complete streets"7 with sidewalks, street trees, lighting, benches, bulb-outs, 
signalized crosswalks, and traffic calming measures. According to the City's guiding streetscape and 
pedestrian infrastructure policy document (San Francisco's Better Streets Plan), the City aims to provide all 
types of streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, from the basic to the most furnished, depending on the 
street type, the site conditions, traffic and built environment constraints, and so on. Although the streetscape 
infrastructure is not uniform across San Francisco, the Better Streets Plan (BSP) intends for most sidewalks to 
include, in addition to pavement, as least some streetscape elements such as lighting, bulb-outs, or street 
trees. Streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, as a determinant of walking within the city, plays an important 
role in the City's transportation goals, health and safety promotion, and environmental objectives. 

Bicycle Infrastructure 

Bicycle infrastructure refers primarily to the 'city's bicycle network. The network consists of a range of bicycle 
route levels (L TS 1 ~ 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· RPO as well as 
the Department of Public Works (DPVV) on the planning and maintenance of bicycle infrastructure. Bicycle 
infrastructure is often planned in conjunction with SFMTA's other transportation infrastructure. Bicycle 
infrastructure, as a determinant of biking within the city, plays an important role in the City's transportation 
goals. health and safety promotion, and environmental objectives. 

6 United States. San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. "Parks Acquisition Policy." August 2011. Print 
7 streets which "are safe, comfortable, and convenient for travel for everyone, regardless of age or ability- motorists, pedestrians, 
bicyclists, and public transportation riders." Metropolitan Transportation .Commission, "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 eleme.nts listed as defined in the Better Streets Plan. 
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Transit Infrastructure 

Transit infrastructure refers to San Francisco's network of public buses, light rail, streetcars, and cable cars run 
by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). The system provides constant service year 

round and works to balance system access with efficiency. Transit infrastructure plays an important role in the 

City's transportation goals, health and s~fety promotion, and environmental objectives. 

APPROACH I REPORT ORGANIZATION 

The work summarized in this report is organized into chapters (one per infrastructure category), with a 

preceding chapter (Chapter 3) summarizing the process AECOM undertook to establish an LOS, and a 

proceeding chapter (Chapter 12) briefly discussing project prioritization and financing. 

E'ach 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 (20308) infrastructure shortfall is assessed, assuming the current level of 
infrastructure is maintained while population and employment increases. 

I 
8 In most cases the timeframe of analysis is from the current year (2013) until 2030. Two exceptions are bicycle infrastructure and 
childcare, for which the timeframe of analy~is 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 followir:ig section summarizes the process AECOM undertook to establish LOS, including policy review, 
agency stakeholder interviews, and case study research. Initial findings are summarized. 

LOS METRICS DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION 

The process of measuring LOS provision for each infrastructure catf)gory, developing aspirational goals and 
realistic targets, and preparing an infrastructure gap analysis has been the same for each infrastructure type. A 
brief description of the process and key inputs in each step of the process are described below. lnfrastru.cture- · 
specific approaches and results are included in more detail in the proceeding infrastructure-specific chapters. 

. . ' 

Again, it is jmportant to note that the metrics and targets developed as part of this process are consistent with 
current City plans and are intended to be applied as citywide guidelines. The City may choose to aspire to 
higher goals or lower targets to account for unique neighborhood characteristics and/or available resources for 
investing in and maintaining new infrastructure. 

LOS Metric Development 

In order to develop appropriate LOS metrics for San Francisco's infrastructure facilities, AECOM relied·on three 
key inputs: · 

1. Existing citywide and neighborhoo~ _policy documents; 

2. Interviews and consultation with San Francisco agency stakeholders; and 

3. Best practice reviews of eight cities across North America. 

San Francisco Policy Review 

For many of the infrastructure categories, a substantial amount of work has been done by various agencies to 
define LOS metrics and targets for San Francisco's infrastructure. To build on existing work, citywide and 
neighborhood-specific planning and policy documents were reviewed and incorporated into this report's 
analY.sis. 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 & Octavia ~.ommunity Improvements Pro{lram, the West SOMA Nexus study, and 
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the Transbay Nexus Study provide project prioritization based on either internal assessment of need, the San 

Francisco General Plan, or other infrastructure-specific plans such as San Francisco's Short Range Transit 
Plan ar:id 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 St.akelwlder 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 infrastructµre categories evaluated in addition to 

Planning Department and Capital Planning Program representatives. 

A full list of the agencies and stakeholders consulted is included in the Appendix. 

Best Practices - Case Study Review 

Eight cities across North America were reviewed to evaluate how other comparable cities are measuring LOS, 

applying LOS metrics to their infrastructure provision, and using LOS standards to prioritize investment. The 

selected cities are comparable to San Francisco in that they are either: (1) built-out cities that rely on urban infill 

for growth (or have strong urban growth boundaries) 9 , or (2) city-county municipalities. In addition, two cities 

from California were reviewed to understand how they address the state-specific political· and economic 

challenges. The case study cities reviewed are: 

1. Bosto.n, Massachusetts (built-out city) 

2. Miami, Florida (city-county) 

3. Minneapolis, Minnesota (city-county) 

4. Philadelphia, Pennsylvania (built-out city, city-county) 

5. Portland, Oregon (built-out city) 

· 6. San Diego, California (California) 

7. San Jose, California (California) 

8. Vancouver, Canada (built-out city) 

Through policy review 1:1nd 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 LO~ metrics is a 

relatively uncommon one. 

Key findings of the case study review include: 

LOS metrics are uncommon practice - While many cities quantify infrastructure proyision for various 

· facilities, the practice of creating or applying developed LOS metrics was uncommon in the citi.es surveyed. 

,
9 Note that the analysis specifically considered built-out cities _because the provision of additional infrastructure is very different than 
in cities still expanding their boundaries. Expanding cities can set specific rriaster planning guidelines and dictate levels of service on 
new development; and, because these projects are establishing new urban areas, there is a much simpler nexus between the 
infrastructure requirement and the development. 
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Additionally, while some facilities, such as recreation and open space have well-accepted public metrics (e.g. 
acres of park per 1,000 residents), others, such as childcare and streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure are 
rarely expressed in quantified levels of service.10 Many of the case study cities are large, built-out cities that do 

. not have large master plan areas where citywide guidance is required for infrastructure provision. S9me 
Californian cities set park and right-of-way standards for large new developments, especially where a 
comprehensive development fee program is in place, but this practice is less prevalent among cities where the 
predominant form of development is infill. 

In Portland's 2012 Citywide Assets Report, the City identified establishing LOS as one of its priorities. Several 
other interviewed cities expressed a sincere interest in learning more about San Francisco's LOS development. 
Because LOS metrics and targets are not necessarily a common practice for all infrastructure categories, when 
metrics are provided, iheir non-standardized nature tends to make cross-city comparison difficult. .LOS 
provision for each case study city i~ summarized in the Appendix in Table 30 and notable City goals are 
included in the infrastructure sections. · · 

LOS targets tend to be qualitative~ More often than not, infrastructure goals provided in the case study 
cities' planning documents tend to be either qualitative (e.g. improve "walkability"), or very specific (e.g. build an 
additional 10 miles of bicycle network on 12th Street). These goals are rarely clearly tied to demand. Identified 
LOS targets for each case study city are summarized in the Appendix in Table 31. 

LOS targets tend to be aspirational - When quantitative LOS targets are provided, they tend to be 
aspirational rather than financially realistic. Many cities indicated that they fall short of the goals set forth in 

. planning and policy documents, and that the goals were. intended primarily as a guide rather than as a·· 
mandate. Table 3 summarizes some of the LOS metrics tha,t are used in the case studies or in academic policy 
documents. These metrics were reviewed with agency stakeholders to determine whether any of them wou Id 

. be appropriate for San Francisco. It was noted thq.t aspirational .targets can be problematic if too ambitious. An 
oversupply of infrastructure can overburden limited operations and maintenance capacity. For example, a 
highly ambitious recreation and open space standard, and subsequent provision, can lead to unmaintained 
park lands and deteriorating public assets. Street tree provision is another example of where the ongoing care 
is as important as the initial planting and establishment of the street trees.11 

10 Note that there are a number of smaller California cities (such as Berkeley, Santa Monica, and Palo Alto) that consider childcare 
provision in their needs assessment of community facilities, and require developers to accommodate their fair share of future 
childcare needs. . 
11 AECOM, "Financing San Francisco's Urban Forest- The Benefits and Costs of a Comprehensive Street Tree Program." October 
2012. Print . 
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Tahle 3. Common Findings and Infrastructure LOS Metrics 

Recreation 

and Open 

Space 

Childcare 

Facilities 

Streetscape 

and Pedestrian 

Infrastructure 

Bicycle 

Infrastructure· 

Transit 

Infrastructure 

In additio~ to the longstanding metric of acres per 1,000 

residents, many cities are also evaluating access and 

proximity measures. 

Likely because of the primarily private provision, childcare 

facilities are rarely addressed as a city infrastructure 

requirement 12 

Most cities tend to have qualitative goals associated with 

streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure - addressing 

quality and aesthetics rather than quantity. 

Goals to increase· pedestrian mode share 13 ~re common, 

without necessarily concrete action plans. 

Right-of-way standards for new greenfield development are 

common but often developed at a Master Pl;m or Specific 

Plan level. 

Increasing bicycle mode share was a common goal (Boston, 

Philadelphia, Portiand, and Van~uver). 

Almost all cities have developed bicycle master plans with 

• Percent of total land area 

• Distance to nearest park per resident 

• Acres per 1,000 residents 

• Acres per household 

• Municipal spending per capita 

• Tree canopy coverage 

• Childcare spaces per resid~nt 

• Square foot of childcare facilities per child 

• Percent of demand accommodation 

• Percent of streets with sidewalks 

• ·Linear feet of sidewalk per resident 

• Pedestrian Environmental Quality Index 

(PEQl)14 

• Street tree provision or canopy coverage 

• Customized metrics ·incorporating lighting, 

sidewalk width, separation from traffic, 

adjacent road speed, etc. 

• Percent of streets with bike lanes 

• Linear feet of bike lane per resident (or per 

service population 15) 
target bicycle networks identified. • Mode share 

Miami and Philadelphia both had "bike friendly" status goals • Customized metrics incorporating width, 

tied to national organization rankings. encounter frequency, adjacent road speed, 

etc. 

Transit LOS is typically much more difficult to evaluate given • Transit score 

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. 

12 Berkeley, Santa Monica, Palo Alto, and Concord are ail examples in California of cities that do address chilc;lcare provision. 
13 Mode share measures the percentage of ail transportation trips lh!'!t use a given •mode.• Walking, bicycle, public transit, and 
Brivate vehicles are the most common modes of travel. 
4 "Pedestrian Environmental Quality index : Program on Health, Equity and Sustainability. San Francisco Department of Public 

Health. Web. 31 June 2013. http://www.sfphes.org/eiementsf24-elements/tooisl1 OB-pedestrian-environmental-quality-index 
15 Service population is a unit of measure that encompasses ail 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. 
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CURRENT LOS PROVISION EVALUATION 

Using the identified metrics, the infrastructure provision for all categories, with the exception of transit 
infrastructure and childcare, 16 were mapP,ed using GIS.17 Mapping the infrastructure provision allows for both 
the evaluation of a citywide LOS, and, in some cases, an understanding of how infrastructure provision is 
distributed across the city's 37 neighborhoods. T_hese citywide and neighborhood provision maps can help 
inform how capital funds may be prioritized based on current distribution. · 

"The developed LOS metrics aim to account for variations in service density, demand, and other factors. 
However, it is not always possible to account for all factors that influence geographic demand and supply 
variation of an infrastructure type. 

LOS and Infrastructure Standard Development 

Two tiers of standards are included as part of this study: ( 1) long-term aspirational goals and (2) short-term 
targets. 

Both the long-term aspirational goals and short-term targets were identified based on existing policies and 
department direction, or as a·result of reviewing the existing LOS provision. The bifurcation is meant to balance 
the City's ideal infrastructure aspirations with what it can reasonably expect to provide, given capital and 
operations budgets and other external limitations. The long-term aspirational goals represent an ideal level of 
service for each infrastructure category absent any constraints. The short-term targets are intended to indicate 
what the City will aim to provide for its residents by 2030, or in the case of childcare and bicycle infrastructure, 
in a shorter time frame (2020). The short-term targets are intended to ground expectations and help ensure 
equitable distribution of infrastructure; however, the aspirational goals established through policy work.and 

· community-based planning will continue to influence the City's long-term infrastructure planning. 

As with the LOS metrics, some departments have already invested a significant amount of effort in developing 
detailed .needs assessments for San Francisco and for specific neighborhoods. It is important to note that in no 
way does this work, particularly. the gap assessment, intend to override the analysis that has already been 
done by various agencies. · 

Infrastructure Shortfall and Gap Analysis 

LOS targets are overlaid on the city's current LOS provision to identify variations in shortfall and surplus 
throughout the city. The LOS targets are also overlaid on the projected future (2030 or 2020) population to. 
determine the projected shortfylll,.if no infrastructure investment was made. 

Many of the gap analyses are presented at the neighborhood level, and are meant to serve as a high-level 
overview of the distribution of services throughout the city. Given the nature of many of the infrastructure 
facilities, it is often not possible or not appropriate to provide an equal LOS in each of the neighborhoods. For 
example, recreation and open space varies throughout the city based on urban form: in the downtown, open· 
space requirements are nearly impractical to apply where there are few, if any, land acquisition opportunities 
that could support the development of a neighborhood park. As well, some areas of the city require higher 
levels of service than others. For this reason, the LOS provision targets apply to the entire city, not to individual 

16 The LOS metrics identified for transit are only available as citywide indicators and are not geographieally located. 
17 For a complete list of data sources, see Table 29. The LOS metrics identified for childcare are based on citywide demand, and, 
given data limitations, cannot be geographically disaggregated. 
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neighborhoods. It is worth noting as well that neighborhood-level analysis by definition uses neighborhood 

boundaries.- In some cases, neighborhood provision may be distorted where infrastructure falls across a 
neighborhood line, but clearly also serves adjacent neighborhoods. This idiosyncrasy is a function of 

neighborhood-level analysis and is .a reminder that the analysis is an informational tool. 

The results of the LOS target evaluation for all of the infrastructure metrics are summarized in Table 4. 
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Table 4. Summary of LOS Metrics for Five Infrastructure Categories 

Acres of City-Owned Open Space 
1 / 1,000 Se~ce Population Units 4.0 4.0 

(SPU) 

1.1 Acres of Open Space I 1,000 SPU 3.5 

1.2 Acres of Improved Open Space I 1,000 SPU 0.5 

0.7 

% of Infants and Toddlers (0-2) 
1 Childcare Demand Served by 37% .. 100% 

Available Li\:llnsed Slots 
% of Preschool Age Children (3-

2 5) Childcare Demand . Served by 99.6% 100% 
Available Licensed Slots 

Number of Premium (L TS 1, 2) 
51 miles 251 miles, 100% Network Miles 

2 
Number of Upgraded 3 intersections 203 intersections 
Intersections 

3 
Number of Bicycle Parking 8,800 spaces 58,000 spaces 
Spaces 

4 
Bicycle Share Program (Bikes + 0 

300 stations 
Accompanying Share station) 3,000 bicycles 

'3 Transit Infrastructure LOS LOS 

1 
Transit Crowding (% of Boardings NIA N/A Relative to Capacity) 

2 
Transit Travel Time (Average 33.72 N/A Minutes perTrip) 

Source:,AECOM, 2013 

4.0 

3.5 

0.5 

37% 

99.6% 

61 miles 

13 intersections 

12,800 spaces 

50 stations 
500 bicycles 

LOS 

85% 

33.60 

566 acres 

55acres 

511 acres 

2,529 spaces 

2,256 spaces 

10 miles 

10 intersections 

4,000 spaces. 

50 stations 

500 bicycles 

2030 

NIA 

NIA 

1. Projected citywide shortfall is calculated by applying the short-tenn target LOS to the 2030 service population (or 2020 serVice 

population, in the case of childcare and bicycle infrastructure). 
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4. RECREATION AND 
OPENS.PACE 

Recreation and open space infrastructure is one of the infrastructure types . 
that has received a significant 'amount of thought,. public outreach, and 
organization from the City. T~is section will outline conventions as well as 
existing San Francisco policy metrics for measuring open space provision, 
with cas.e 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 ope,n space is mapped, by 
ownership (Figure 1).. 

Table 5, Recreation and Open Space Guiding and Reference Policy Documents 

Policy Document 
Issuing 

Year 
Document Key Contributions 

. Department Status 

• Identification of "areas of need" based on 

Recreation and Open Space Planning June socioeconomic measures and access to park 

Element (ROSE) Department 2011 
Draft report land 

• Information on existing and proposed open 
space 

Acquisition Policy ~PD 
August 

Adopted • Definition of "passive• ana "active" open space 
2011 . "High-needs area• metric definition 

Source: AECOM, 2013. 

BACKGROUND 

Recreation and open space has historically been measured as a ratio of acreage to residents. I~ 1981, the 
National Park and Recreation Association (NPRA) defined what has since become a ubiquitous standard 
recommendation of 10 acres of par~ per 1,000 people.18 In recent years, this general rule has been modified by 
planners and municipal governments to reflect more reasonable ratios for densely-populated, built-out cities. 

18 Fogg, George E. National Recreation and ParkAssociation, Park Planning Guidelines. 1981. 
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Published standards for cities have ranged from 4 to 10 acres per 1,000 residents.19 San Francisco currently 

provides 4.6 acres of city-owned, recreation space20 per 1,000 residents, and 8.2 acres per 1,000 residents of 

total recreation space CTncluding county, metro, state, and federal acres within the city limits, such as the 

Presidio). More tellingly, San Francisco provides 4.0 acres of city-owned recreation space per 1,000 service 
population units and 7 .2 total acres per 1,.000 seNice population units-. 21 This measure of provision per service 

population unit more accurately describes San Francisco's LOS, as it includes employees, who also use park 

resources. 

While all case study cities provide context, New York and Vancouver in particular are San Francisco's cohort 

for open space: all three cities are geographically constrained within a small land area and support high 

population densities. San Francisco, at 4.6 city-owned acres per 1,000 residents, falls between New York at 

3.522 and Vancouver at 7.0.ZJ 24 According to a Trust for PuWic Land survey, New York provides4.6 acres of 

total open space per 1,000 residents within the city limits, compared with San Francisco's 8.2. 25 

Another perspective on open space addresses a~ess. 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 rot-1ghly equivalent to a half mile distance. The Planning Department 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 recreatio.n 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
1 

the two most frequent metrics consider issues of access 

(distance from parks) and quantity (amount of parks). Both of these metric$ 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 an.d 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 perfonning well relative to their goals and their 

current provision. 

19 Moeller, John. American Society of Planning Officials, standards for 01.itdoor Recreational Areas. Information Report No. 194. 
https://www.planning.org!pasfat60freport194.htm?prini=true . 
20 City-owned recreation space includes land owned by RPD, DPW, the Port, and the Redevelopment Agency!Successor Agency to 

. the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency · 
21 For recreation l\lnd open space, service population is calculated by assigning residents one point, and employees 0: 19 points. For 
a more complete definition of service population see the Service Population Definition in the Appendix (p.83). Refer also to the 
companion report, San Franciscp Citywide Nexus Analysis (March 2014), and its appendix report, San Francisco Citywide Nexus 
Analysis - Service Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013) for more detail. 
22 An estimated 29,00G acres of New York City's 38,000 acres of park land are city-owned (fhe Trust for Public Land, 2011 City 
Park Facts Report, http://www.tpl.orgfpublications/books-reportsfccpe-publicationsfcity-park-facts-report-2011.html ) and serve New 
York's roughly 8.3 million residents (U.S. Census Bureau, 2011). · 
23 See Table 30 in the Appendix. San Jose and San Diego's numbers may include regional parks within the city boundaries, 
resulting in inflated metrics compared to San Francisco and Vancouver. 
24 These New York and Vancouver metrics do not include county, state, and federal acres within the city limits. 
25 "2011 City Park Facts Report: The Trust for Public Land. The Trust for Public Land, 1 Nov. 2011. Web. 22 Jul. 2013. 
http ://www.tpl.org/publicationsfbooks-reportsf ccpe-publications/city-park-facts-report-2011.html 
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Table 6. Current LOS Provision Comparison· Recreation and Open Space12 

' 
i San Francisco Philadelphia ·Portland 

' 
San Diego San Jose Vancouver 

~ .~".er 20~ city-. • 60% of residents . 70% of residents • 2.8 acres per . NIA • 92% of residents 

owned parks live within 1 O within 3 miles of 1,000 residents live within 5 

• 6,6,00-acre~ of minutes I 0.5 mi full-service for neighborhood minutes of green 

· open.~pace . of open space community and community space 

. w\thir.i city limits. center parks, subject to 
.·: .3,6oo acres .of·:. • 75% of residents "equivalencies" 

~- ·. . . . 
active. space within 0.5 mi of a as determined at 
.. park the community 

plan level . 6.6acres/1,000 • 7.2 acres/ 1,000 • 24.6 acres I . 35.9 acres I . 16.5 acres I • 6.97 acres I 
. re~id.e~ts. (per . : residents 1,000 residents 1,000 residents 1,000 residents 1,000 residents 

· Trust for Public (Intermediate - (Intermediate - (without regional .. 
Land Data) Low density city) Low density city) parks) 

• 8.1 acres per 

1,000 residents · 

·(per RPO data) 

Source: Various city agencies 

1. Only select cities are included (see Table 30 for additional cities). 

2. Data on acres of open space per 1,000 residents is from the Trust for Public Land, "Acres of Parkland per 1,000 Residents, by 

City.• http://cityparksurvey.tpl.org/reports/report display.asp?rid=4 

Table 7. City LOS ~pirational Goals Comparison· Recreation and Open Space 

San Francisco1 Philadelphia Portland . San Diego · San Jose Vancouver 

.-::·10· minute /o.5· . - ... ·;. . 
.· mi_acCi~ss to 
. ·. bpen: spaf;e for ... 

. ·.: - ., . 
. · :;ill residents ·. ·· 

~ . _0 .. 5 acres per..' . 
.. 1,000 residents- ' 
. .'withif] ·~ ri.~ .~i': 
·.·radius 

• 75% of residents • 100% of 

live within 1 O residents within 3 

minutes I 0.5mi 

of open space by 

2025 

• Add 500 acres 

by 2015 

• 10 acres per 

1,000 residents 

miles of a 

community 

center 

• 100% of 

residents within 

0.5 mi of a park 

• By 2020, 1,870 

more acres of 

park 

Source: Various city agencies 

• 2.8 acres per 

1,000 residents 

of neighborhood 

and community 

parks 

• 35 acres per 

1,000 residents 

for all parks, 

including 

regional 

1. Only cities with relevant LOS metrics are included (see Table 31 for additional cities). 

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE LOS METRICS 

• 31 acres ~er 
1,000 residents 

• 3.5 acres of 

community 

serving parks per 

1,000 residents 

• 100% of 

residents within 

5-min walk to 

green space, by 

2020 

• Plant 150,000 

new trees by 

2020 

Two metrics were identified to measure recreation and open space infrastructure LOS. The two metrics are 
intended to measure total type of provision, and distribution and intensity of use. The two LOS metrics are: 

• Acres of City-owned open space per 1,000 service population units 

• Acres per 1,000 adjacent residents 
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Acres of Active Open Apace per 1,000 Service Population Units 

Table 8. Acres of Active Open Space per 1,000 Service Population Units - LOS Provision, Goal, and Target 

LOS Measure : Value ' Source 

Current Citywide Average • 4.0 acres of City-owned open space (within City • See Table Note 
limits) per 1,000 service population units 

• 1.0 acres of City-owned open space (within City 

limits) per 1,000 service population units, achieved 

either through newly consbucted open space or • RPD staff members Dawn 

Long-term Aspirational Goal 
improvement to existing open space Kamalanathan, Planning Director, 

0 3.5 acres of open space per 1,000 service Stacey Bradley, Planner, and 

poP,ulation units Taylor Emerson, Analyst 

0 0.5 acres of improved open space per 1,000 

service population units 

• 4.0 acres of City-ovyned open space (within City 

limits) per 1,000 servi~ population units, achieved 

either through newly constructed open space or . RPD staff members Dawri 

Short-term Target 
improvement to existing open space Kamalanathan, Planning Director, 

0 3.5 acres of open space per 1,000 service Stacey Bradley, Planner, and 

population units Taylor Emerson, Analyst 

0 0.5 acres of improved open space per 1,000 

service population units 

Note: RPD staff members Dawn Kamalanathan, Plannmg Director, Stacey Bradley, Planner, and Taylor Emerson, Analyst, noted m 
a meeting on November 14, 2013, that RPD owned approximately 3,437.28 acres of open space within the City and that other City 
agencies - DPW, the Port, and the Redevelopment Agency/Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency -
owned another approximately 324.4 acres. Given the 2013 recreation and open space service population of934,726, the current 
citywide average acreage per 1,000 service population units is calculated to be 4.0. RPO staff members also noted that the City 
could feasibly commit to constructing 55 new acres of open space by 2030, which results in 3.5 acres of open space per 1,000 
service population units (2030 service population of 1,081 ,926). The remaining 0.5 acres of open space per 1,000 population units 
will be achieved through capacity improvements to existing open space. Refer to the companion report, the San Francisco Citywide 
Nexus Analysis (March 2014), for a more detailed discussion of capacity improvements to recreation and open space and the LOS 
implications. 

While acres of open space per resident represents the conventional measure, service population units are used 

for this metric to reflect that parks serve both the resident and employee population. 26 Open space acreage is 

confined to City-owned open space within city limits to reflect the open space upon wh.ich the City can effect 

change. 

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 convers?tions 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), indudes a more detailed discussion·of recreation and open space capacity 

improvements and the LOS implications. 

26 For a more complete definition of service population see the Service Population Definition in the Appendix (p.83). 
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Infrastructure Shortfall and Gap Analysis 

No shortfall exists at the current time, giv$n that the metric target is based on maintaining the current provision 
into the future, although some neighborhoods, however, fall below the short-term target. As the population 
increases, by 2030, if the amount of open space remains the same, the LOS metric will fall from 4.0 to 3.5, and 
the acquisition of approximately 566 additional acres of park space will be required to address growing demand 

. (Figure 3).27 These additional acres could be created by ai;quiring land and constructing new open space or by 
expanding the capacity of existin~ open space.28 Given San Francisco's density and land costs, 566 acres of 
new park space is an unlikely ambition by an order of magnitude. Instead the majority of 'new' open space is 
likely to be an increase in the capacity of existing parks, rather than the acquisition of more land for new park 
construction. RPD staff estimates that they can feasibly commit to constructing 55 new acres of open space by 
2030, and increase the capacity through open space improvements of the remaining 511 acres.29 

xr This calculation is based on demographic projections from the San Francisco Planning Department, received by AECOM on May 
14, 2013 from Aksel Olsen, Planner/Geographer in the Citywide Information and Analysis Group, San Francisco Planning 
Department. 
28 Expanding the capacity of existing open space involves, for example, adding a second floor to a recreation center, adding lighting 
to a tennis court to extend its hours (so more people can use it), adding trails to a forested area, adding a play feature to a 
giayground, or adding an athletic field to a lawn park. 

Refer to the companion report, the San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis (March 2014), for a more detailed discussion of 
recreation and open space capacity improvements and the LOS implications. 
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Citywide Park Provision (i013) 

Total City Open Space (existing acres) 

City-Owned Open Space (existing acres). 

Non-City-Owned Open Space (existing acres) 

Total Acres/ 1,000 Residents 

Total Acres/ 1,000 SPU* 

Total City-Owned Acres/ 1,000 Residents 

Total City-Owned Acres I 1,000 SPU* 

*Service Population Unit 

6,737 
3,762 

2,975 

8.2 

7.2 
4.6 
4.0 

LEGEND 
County Boundary 

-- Neighborhoods 
-'w- Highways 

Open Space by Ownership 
- Non-City-owned open space 
- City-owned open space 

~ 
NORTH 

0 3,000 

Scale: 1 inch= 6,000 feet 

Source: San Francisco RPO 

SAN FRANCISCO 

-.. -. 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

ONESF 
Building Our Future 

A:COM 

Figure 1. Total Recreation and Open Space by Ownership (2013) 
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Citywide Park Provision (2013) 

Total City-Owned Open Space* (existing acres, 2013) 3,762 

LOS Metric- Acr.es of City-Owned Open Space/ 1,000 SPU ** 

Existing CityiNide Average (2013) 
Short-term Target (2030) 

Existing Citywide Shortfall (Acres) 
*City-owned open space includes open space owned by RPO, DPW, the Port, 

and the Redevelopment Agency/Successor Agency to the San Francisco 

**Service Population Units 

4.0 

4.0 

0 

LEGEND 
County Boundary 
Neighborhood's 

" . ·._- Highways 

City-Owned Open Space Per 1,000 
Service Population Unit 
c:;:::J Under 2.0 

NORTH 

0 3,000 

Scale: j inch= 6,000 feet 

Source: San Francisco RPO 

~ 2.0 - 4.0 (Citywide average, 2013) 
- 4.0-10.0 
- Above 10.0 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

ONESF 
Building Our future 

A:COM 

Figure 2. Total City-Owned Recreation and Open Space per 1,000 Service Population Units (2013) 
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Citywide Park Provision (2030) 
Total City-Owned Open Space* (existing acres, 2013) 3,762 

LOS Metric- Acres of City-Owned Open Space / 1,000 SPU** 
Projected Citywide Average (2030)*** 
Short~terrn Target {2030) 

3.5 
4.0 

Projected Citywide Shortfall (Acres) 566 

*Qty-owned open space includes open space owned by RPO, DPW, the Port,. and the 
Redevelopment Agency/Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency 
**Service Population Units 
***Projected Citywide Average {2030) assumes :the addition of no open space acres -i.e. 
assumes existing acreage ls maintained while population grew 

LEGEN°D 
County Boundary 
Neighborhoods 

c,_: •. _· · Highways 

City-Owned Open Space Per 1,000 
Service Population Unit 
c=J Under 2.0 

NORTH 

~~;;~~~~Feet 
0 3,0QO 6,000 

Scale: 1 inch = 6,000 feet 

Source: San Francisco RPO 

~ 2.0 - 4.0 (Short-term target, 2030) ' 
- 4.0-10.0 
- Above10.0 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

ONESF 
Building Our Future 

ASCOM 

Figure 3. Total City-Owned Recreation and Open Space per 1,000 Service Population Units (2030) 
San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis 

February 201.4 



[Page intentionally left blank.] 

30 

1914 
San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis 

March 2014 



AECOM 

Acres Per 1,000 Adjacent Residents 

Table 9. Acres per 1,000 Adjacent Residents - LOS Provision and Targets 

LOS Measure I Value '.Source 

• Average of 2.7 acres of open space per 1,000 
adjacent _residents 

• Median of 0.7 acres of open space per 1,000 adjacent . RPD and Planning Department data 
Current Citywide Average 

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-temi Target • 0.5 acres of open space per 1,000 adjacent residents • RPD's Acquisition Policy, High 

at all parks Needs Area definition, p 20. 

The acres per 1,000 adjacent residents metric is intended to measure whether residents are over- or under­
served by their proximate parks. The metric is a partial proxy for park·crowding, or, intensity of use. This metric 
enables the City to quantify varying park demand in a given neighborhood related to residential density. 

While San Francisco has a high acreage per resid~nt (8.6 acres per 1,000 residents), this citywide indicator 
does not account for the distribution of space relative to population distribution. This metric shows where small 
parks serve an inordinate amount of nearby residents. 

This metric is a variation of a more typical LOS metric: distance from a park for all residents. A number of other 
cities including Miami, Philadelphia, Portland, and Vancouver use a proximity metric to evaluate adequate LOS 
provision in their policy documents. 30 Analysis presented in the ROSE highlights an RPO target of having all 
residents live within one half mile of a park, equivalent to a ten-minute walk. However, as demonstrated by the 
analysis, San Francisco is already close to achieving this target, making it a less useful goal. 

Instead, guided by the 2011 Acquisition Policy, the proximity metric was modified fo assess the amount of 
space within a reasonable distance of residents. The 2011 Acquisition Policy includes a discussion of "high 
needs areas," defined as places with a high population density relative to open space. Generally this is 
quantified as less than 0.5 acres per 1,000 people.within a half mile radius. The LOS target, therefore, is 0.5 
acres per 1,000 adjacent residents, with this threshold defining the difference between well-supplied parkland 
and overcrowded or under-supplied parkland. 

The analysis for this metric was performed by attributing census block populations to their nearest park 
(neighborhood bo·undaries were ignored). Populations will typically be within a half-mile of their nearest park, 
given the distribution of parks in San Francisco.31 Satisfying the distance require.ment, this metric emphasizes 
the acreage component of the high needs area definition. 

30 Miami has a quarter mile access to open space targel 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 having' 1 oo 
percent of residents live within a quarter mile or 5 minutes of greeri space by 2020 - see Table 31. 
31 Analysis by the Planning Department, reported in the ROSE plan, shows that half-mile radius buffers around all parks in San 
Francisco encompasses almost the entirety of the City. 
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Infrastructure Shortfall and Gap Analysis 

The LOS target results in 135 parks being deficient, with values below 0.5 acres per 1,000 adjacent residents.32 

Because block-level population projections are not available, it is not possible to anticipate 2030 shortfalls. 

Based on this metric analysis, 41 percent of residents, or 330,000 people, are served by over-crowded parks. 

Not surprisingly, neighborhoods with higher land use intensity experience park overcrowding as measured by 
this metric. These areas were also identified in the City's ROSE as high needs areas. 

PRACTICAL APPLICATION OF RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE METRIC 

While both proposed metrics are important in measuring the quantity and distribution of open space, in its 
practical application, the acres of City-own.ed open space per 1,000 service population units best represents 

RPD's development and LOS intentions. As a result, this metric will inform the nexus between development 

and development impact fees. 

PROPOSED OPPORTUNITIES FOR FURTHER STUDY 

The following studies were identified in the LOS.metric development process as potential next steps in the 

continued refinement of the City's recreation and open space provision evaluation: 

• Cataloging usage of City-owned park elements (such as playgrounds or basketball courts) to develop an 
understanding of their capacity {children playing per hour or basketball players per hour). 

• Cataloging usage of City-owned parks to determine the amount of people the average park serves, which 

parks are the most used or crowded, which parks are least used, and so on. 

This additional data would allow·the city to evaluat~ provision and distribution in greater detail. 

32 The LOS target results in a citywide average of 2. 7. acres per 1,000 adjacent residents (Figure 4).This average seems to satisfy 
the target, but it is important to remember that large parks and areas with low populations will have high acreages per 1,000 
adjacent reslden~, inflatin.g the average. The median, by comparison, Is 0.7 acres per 1,000 residents. 
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Citywide Park Use Intensity (2013) 

Total Number of Parks Analyzed* 

LOS Metric - Total Acres/ 1,000 Adjacent Residents 

Current Citywide Median (2013f** 

Short-term Target (2030)*** 

Projected Citywide Shortfall (Acres) 

360 

0.7 
0.5 

100 
*Parks with attributed blocks ofzero population or with no attributable 
blocks excluded; Mission Bay parks conglomerated 

**Excluded extreme outliers (populations below 100; acreages above 
100), but the average is still inflated by low population blocks and high 
acreage parks.135 parks deficient, although median is above LOS goal. 

***Per San Francisco RPO 2011 Acquisition Policy 

NB: Half-mile radius drawn a.round five largest parks (Presidio, Golden 
Gate, Lake Merced, John Mclaren, and SFSU) to include nearby census . 
blocks although a smaller park may technically be closer. 

LEGEND 
County Boundary 
Neighborhoods 

,, .. ~_,,,., Highways 

Recreation/open space 
Blocks with zero population 

Acres of Open Space per 1,000 
Adjacent Residents 

- At or above 0.5 
~ Below0.5 

~~-~~~~Feet 
0 3,000 6,000 

NORTH Scale: 1 inch = 6,000 feet 

Source: San Franc;isco RPO; 201 O 
Census 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

ONESF 
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Figure 4: Acres of Park per 1,000 Adjace~t Residents by Block 
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5.- CHILDCARE FACILITIES 

While-the City does not own or operate childcare facilities, the City does 
work-through the Human Services Agency (HSA) arid the San Francisco 
Childcare Planning and Advisory Council (CPAC) - to ensure that a 
sufficient number of facilities are provided to meet demand. Without being 
directly responsible for facility provision, San Francisco, like a number of 
smaller California cities such as Berkeley, Santa Monica, and Palo Alto, 
recognizes childcare as an important community-serving necessity and 

considers childcare in their needs assessment of community facilities. The City's involvement includes helping 
acquire funds for operations and contributing municipal funds for the complex patchwork of childcare subsidies 
for 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 evaluate childcare relative to the metrics. The 
policies referenced in this section are noted in Table 10 and appended for information. 

Table 10. Key Childcare Facility Guiding Policy Documents . 
--- - --- - - - i: Docume.nt 

--- · .... .. . .. 

-.. ·:;f =·· ~-- ·:~- .-
-. . ! Issuing·. -.· .. . . .. 

Policy Document· 
.. 

Year ... -
.. .. - .. . : Department : · ; Status _::_ .. : :: !(~~;Con.tribution_s/ - _·_;: -~~-~ :~;~: . . . , ·- - .. 

San Francisco Child Care San • Childcare provision by geography 

Francisco 2007 Final report • Demand by low-income households (under 70% 
Needs Assessment SMI) 

Child Care 

San Francisco Citywide Plan 
Planning and 

Advisory May • Summary of childcare provision and areas of 
for Early Care and Education 

Council 2012 
Final report need 

and Out of School Time 
(CPAC) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

BACKGROUND 

In San Francisco, through-HSA, CPAC and various city agencies, the importance of childcare, particularly for 
young children, is readily recognized. Childcare differs depending on the age of the c\lildren, and typically 
children are divided into three age brackets: infants I toddlers, preschoolers, and school-age children. The City 
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defines infants I toddlers as children aged 0 to 2, preschoolers as children aged 3 to 5, and school-age children 
as children aged 6 to 14.33 

· 

Childcare provision can be divided into categories as well: licensed childcare and unlicensed childcare. 

Unlicensed childcare can be more formal care, like programs through boys and girls clubs arid RPO, or more 

informal care, like stay-at-home parents, nannies, and grandparents.34 Unlicensed childcare is largely beyond 

the-purview or control of the City. 

Licensed childcare has two forms, namely childcare centers and family childcare homes (FCCH). Centers are 

institutions that provide .childcare in a childcare facility-which is often within a commercial building. Typically, 

centers .care for a large number of children, divide them into age groups, and staff each age group with 

appropriate childeare and early education professionals. FCCHs are private homes where the homeowner 

provides childcare. FCCH capacity is lower, with a maximum of 12to14 children. Typically,'FCCHs care for a 
mixed-age group of children. 

Because both centers and FCCHs require licensing from the City, and beeause the City only provides capital 

funding to licensed facilities, the discussion of City childcare will be confined to licensed childcare. Furthermore, 

since school-age care is largely provided within sch0ols - that is, facilities built by the school district (a legally 

separate public entity) and facilities generally not expanded for childcare independent of school groWth - the 
discussion of City childcare will focus only on infant I toddler care and preschooler care. 

Infant I toddler care is relatively under-provided as a service. CPAC's 2012 report; the San Francisco Citywide 

Plan for Early Care and Education and Out of School Time, indicates that the greatest unmet childcare need is · 

for infant and toddler care.35 The cost of infant I toddler care is expensive due in part to the high staff-to-infant 

ratio requirements. Preschool care is more adequately supplied than infant I toddler care, in part due to 

Proposition H, a Charter Amendment passed in 2004 to fund preschool care.36 Tt:ie aim of Proposition H is to 

provide quality, accessible preschool care to all four-year-olds -the so-called Preschool for All (PFA) 
movement.37 

· 

Note that demand for childcare comes primarily from city resident~. including those who work within the city 

and those who work outside of the city. A lesser pprtion of childcare demand is. also generated by non­

residents wh~ work within San Francisco. A portion of San Francisco employees, who live in, and commute 
from, the greater Bay Area, bring their children into the city for childcare. Generally, childcare demand is 

calculated by estimating the pool of children requiring licensed childcare, 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 sec~ion are based on the calculations included in the appendix. 

33 The three category break-downs -infants (0-2), preschoolers (2-5) and school age children (6-13)-were used in the 2008 
Citywide Development Impact Fee study Consolidated Report prepared for the Controller's Office. 
34 Dobson, Graham. Message to the author. 14 May 2013. Email.' . . 
35 United States. Office of Early Care and Education. San Francisco Child Care Planning and Advisory Council (CPAC). "San 
Francisco Citywide Plan for Early Care and Education and Out of School lime." CPAC, 2012. Print 
36 San Francisco Public Schools. "Public Education Enrichment Fund (PEEF)." Web. 22 Jul. 2013. http:/lwww.sfusd.edu/en/about­

. sfusd/initiatives-and-plans/voter-initiatives/public-education-enrichment-fund.html 
.37 PFA is supported federally by Obama's PFA initiative in the 2014 budget. Several studies complement the universal preschool 
initiative, showing that preschooled children tend to score higher on tests and attain higher education levels. 
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CASE STUDY COMPARISON: PROVISION AND METRICS 

Considering childcare as infrastructure is a relatively new policy direction (in comparison. to streets and sewers, 
for example), it is less frequently addressed directly by city policies. In a survey of case study cities, only 
Vancouver indicated a City-led commitment to increasing the available childcare provision by a quantified 
number of slots (150 spaces3~ (fable 12). A number of California cities, however, also consider the provision 
of childcare as an important community asset, including Berkeley, Santa Monica, and Palo Alto.39 

Vancouver currently is able to serve 19 percent of it$ total child population, although this statistic does not 
account for childcare demand. San Francisco is able to serve 37 of its demand for licensed infant and toddler 
child care and 99.6 percent of its demand for licensed preschooler childcare (Table 11). 

19% of all children have access to 

public care 

Source: Various city agencies 

1. Only select cities are included (see Table 30 for additional cities). 

2. Refer to the appendix (Childcare Demand Calculations) for detailed childcare demand calculations. 

Source: Various city agencies 
1. Only cities with relevant LOS metrics are included (see Table 31 for additional cities). 

~HILDCARE LOS METRICS 

Two metrics were identified to measure childcare LOS provision: 

' 38 Canada. City of Vancouver. "2012-2014 Capital Plan: Investing in our City." City of Vancouver, n.d. Web. 22 July 2013. 
http://vancouver.ca/files/cov/capital-plan-2012-2014. pdf . 
39 Although few cities have explicit, quantified goals for childcare provision, childcare is increasingly debated as an arena for public 
intervention. Non-parent care has become the norm In the US, and early childcare is, in essence, early childhood education. Quality 
childcare has been linked to developmental benefits, and societies at large benefit from the cognitive, linguistic, and behavioral 
competencies associated with high quality childcare. While. a variety of studies link better early childcare with better school­
preparedness, among other advantages, equitable distribution of childcare is a challenge because high-quality childcare is higher­
cost and is, thus, often inaccessible to low-income families. While the economic and social justifications of public intervention in 
childcare remain an unresolved debate, the inclusion of childcare as an infrastructure item allows San Francisco tci at least examine 
its provision, which incorporates some - although limited - public involvement. Reference: Vandell, Deborah Lowe and Wolfe, 
Barbara. "Child Care Quality: Does It Matter and Does It Need to Be Improved?" Institute for Research on Poverty, Special Report 
No . .78 (2000). Web. 19 Sept. 2013. http:/Jwww.irp.wisc.edu/publications/sr/pdfs/sr78.pdf 
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• Percent of infant I toddler (0-2 Years) childcare demand served by available slots 

• Percent of preschooler (3-5 Years) childcare demand served by available slots 

While most short-term LOS metrics target 2030, chilc!care short-term targets use 202q as a target date instead. 

This is due to the changing age demographics projected by the California Department of Finance (P-3 
projections). The population of children in the city is expected to continue to increase through 2020, after which 

it is expected to decline slightly. As such, 2020 is used as a target date so that near term childcare needs are 

met. The Childcare metrics and demand projections may berevisited at reasonable intervals to ensure that the 
provision is_ still appropriate. Each of the metrics will be discussed in the following subsections. 

Percent of Resident Infant and Toddler (0-2 Years) Childcare Demand Served by Available Slots . 

Table 13. Percent of Infant/ Toddler Childcare Demand Served by Available Slots - LOS Provision and 
Targets · 

~Lo,~~ ~~~5~.:t=:~YTi;~~~~: _ _. ~ .= i \laii¥:~- ~~; · -:'. ?tt~~-.: ~\~~'-- ~.::~~ '.~-;-{ ·· -~-;-:::::_ -'., ~-:::~ ~~ ' .. -:~. t:s~-~rce-· :.- :-~- · · ~ -- -- -=--.~.- -::.~:/;· . -. 

• Michele Rutherford, Program 

• Wrth almost 3,000 slots, 37 percent of infant I toddler Manager for San Francisco HAS 1 

Current Citywide Average cl:Jildcare demand can be accommodated in existing • AECOM's childcare demand 
slots estimates (refer to the appendix 

Childcare Demand Calculations) 

. Slots to accommodate 100 percent of infant I toddler ) 

Long-term Aspirational Goal 
childcare demand 

• CPAC, OECE staff 

• Slots to accommodate 37 percent of infant I toddler 
Short-term Target childcare demand; the target is to maintain existing • CPAC, OECE staff 

service levels 

Note: 

1. Michele Rutherford, Program Manager at HSA, noted 2,951 existing infant and toddler slots via email to Harriet Ragozin of KMA 

on 15 November 2013. 

The City currently licenses almost 3,000 infant I toddler childcare spaces in San Francisco. The number of 

infants and toddlers needing licensed care in San Francisco is approximately 8,000. As a result, childcare slots 
are available for, approximately 37 percent of the infant I toddler childcare demand. 

As an aspirational LOS goal, tt:ie 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 facilit!es. Even if OECE did directly provide childcare spaces, the cost to provide care 

for all infants and toddlers would be prohibitive, especially given land costs in San Francisco and the 
commitment to keeping enrollment costs affordable. 

A more realistic LOS target identified by the City (OECE staff) is to maintain the current provision level. The 

current number of spaces represents 37 percent of total infant and toddler childcare demand, and the City aims 
to maintain slots for 37 percent of infant and toddler demand into 2020. 

Infrastructure Shortfall and Gap Analysis 

No shortfall exists at the current time, given that the metric target suggests maintaining current provision into 

the future. By 2020, given population projections, there would be an additional new infant and toddler demand 
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for approximately 2,500 slots. Servin\:) 37 percent of this demand, as per the level of service, would require 
approximately.940 additional slots to be provided. 

Percent of Preschooler {3-5 Years) Childcare Demand Served by Available Slots 

Table 14. Percent of Preschooler Childcare Demand Served by Available Slots - LOS Provisioo and Targets 
;-c-;; ~-o-o--;-;--:- -- .: -- ·> -:. .- ( -;- ··. - -- - - ----- -.. . . - . 
:.LOS Measure .. _.··--~.:: -: .. ·value. -. -:- ... .. 

-

-.:- . . . --!.. . ' --
_ :-~ _---~-~----Ts;;'u~~-.. :-~-;-._ 

:: --~ ~ ... 
• Michele Rutherford, Program Manager 

• With almost 15,000 slots, 99.6 percent of for San Francisco HSA1 

Current Citywide Average preschooler childcare demand can be • AECOM's childcare demand estimates 

accommodated in existing slots {refer to the appendix Childcare 
Demand Calculations) 

Long-term Aspirational Goal • Slots to accommodate 100 percent of preschoolers • CPAG, OECE staff 

Short-term Target • Slots to accommodate 99.6 percent of preschoolers; • CPAC, OECE staff 
target is to maintain existing service levels 

The City currently licenses just over 14,600 slots for preschool age children. The number of preschoolers 
needing lieensed care in San Francisco is approximately 14,700. The available slots represent 99.6 percent of 
the preschool age childcare demand. 

With Proposition H in California in 2004, and the more recent growing political precedent for the PFA initiative, 
the City aims to provide universal preschool. PFA, or universal preschool, means quality, affordable presctiool 
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 9emand. Should a PFA initiative pass, the City (and/or the School District) may play an 
increasingly important role in preschool provision, likely becoming more involved in both the capital 
development and ongoing operations and maintenance support of such a program. Without such a mandated 
program, CPAC will continue to support existing and new providers through capital funding support to 

. encourage slot development. 

Infrastructure Shortfall and Gap Analysis 

No shortfall exists at the current time, given that the metric target is based on maintaining the current provision 
into the future. By 2020, given population projections, there would be an additional new preschooler childcare 
demand for 2,256 slots. Serving 99.6 percent of this demand, as per the level of service, would require 2,247 
additional preschooler childcare slots to be provided. 
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6. STREETSCAPE AND 
PEDESTRIAN 
INFRASTRU·CTURE 

Streetscape and ped·estrian infrastructure, like recreation and open space, 
is one of the infrastructure types that has received a significant amount of 
·thought, public outreach, and organization from the City. This section will 
explore the components of streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, such 
as sidewalk width, street trees, intersection safety, lighting, and bulb-outs, 
as potential metrics. However, given the data gaps and C\}mplexities of 
these streetscape components, and because streetscape and pedestrian 
infrastructure does not cover a·standardized set of infrastructure facilities, a 

proxy metric of improved sidewalk square footage per service population is developed. The policy documents 
referenced in this section are noted in Table 15, and appended. 

Table 15. Key Streetscape and Pedestrian Infrastructure Guiding Policy Documents 

Policy Document [ issuing Department" 

San Francisco Better 

Streets Plan (BSP) 
· Pl13nning Department 

Financing San 
DPW, 

Francisco's Urban 

Forest Planning Department 

DPH, 

SFMTA, Planning 

Department, 

WalkFirst San Francisco 

County 

Transportation 

Authority 

Source: AECOM, 2013 
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Year · 

December 

2910 

October 

2012 

October 

2011 

. Document· 
Key Contributions Status 

• overview of recofT!mended streetscape and 
pedestrian infrastructure elements 

• Sidewalk width recommendations by street 
Adopted· typology 

• Street tree spacing recommendation 
• Lighting provision recommendations 

• Survey of existing street trees 
Final report • street tree growth plan 

Draft policy. to 
be included in 

update of 
• High-injury density corridor maps and scoring 
• Pedestrian improvement prioritization 

Transportation 

Element of the 

General Plan 
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BACKGROUND 

The 2010 Sari Francisco Better Streets Plan (BSP), along with Section 2.4.13 of San Francisco's Public Works 

Code, articulates the concept of "complete streets" for San Francisco.40 With guidelines for the design of the 

pedestrian environment, the BSP puts forward streetscape specifications which balance the ·needs of all street 

users. Safety, creation of social space on the sidewalk, and pedestrian aesthetic are broadly the three 

motivators underlying the BSP recommendations. Key components identified in the BSP include sidewalk 

widths, street trees, intersection safety, street lighting, and bulb-outs. With the exception of sidewalk width, only 

limited data is available for each of.these elements, allowing for an incomplete measure of their provision. · 

Sidewalks represent the foundation of pedestrian infrastructure, providing a path of travel and a canvas for 

place-making. The width of the sidewalk informs the opportunities: wider sidewalks affect pedestrian capacity, 

pedestrian comfort,· and sidewalk amenities, affording more space for landscaping and other streetscape 

elements. The BSP provides clear direction on sidewalk widths for various street types, providing both a . 

minimum width and a recommended width. Minimum sidewalk widths range from 6 feet on alleys, to 12 feet on 

park edge streets. Currently, roughly 91 percent of all city sidewalks meet the minimum width cited in the , 

BSP .41 By comparison, the recommended widths range from 9 feet on alleys to 24 feet on park edge streets. 

Currently, roughly 75 percent of all city sidewalks meet the recommended BSP width. While neither the 

minimum nor recommended width is always practically achievable given other operational constraints of 

particular streets, these metrics provide a reasonable census of the City's current sidewalk infrastructure. 

Street trees are the archetypical street landscaping element and contribute to the pedestrian environment in a 

number of ways: Tree-lined streets are perceived as more narrow, which slows driving speeds along the street 

thus impacting pedestrian safety. As well as calming traffic, tree-lined streets provide an ~nhanced urban 

aesthetic which can be reflected in increased property values of adjacent lots. Trees also shade the sidewalk 

and mitigate urban heat island effect. According to data from the Department of Public Works (DPW), there are 

currently appr.oximately 105,000 trees in the right-of-way in San Francisco planted alon!'.j 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.42 As a point of comparison, Vancouver, with a land area of roughly equal size to San Francisco, 

currently has an estimatl?d 140,000 street trees and plans to plant an additional 150,000 trees by 2020.43 

Similarly, New York City has an ambitious Million Trees NYC program which aims to add an additional one 

million trees to the city's urban forest over the next decade.44 

Intersections represent one of the most significant risks to pedestrian safety. Injury ana collision records at 

intersections can be used to determine high injury intersections. San Francisco's WalkFirst initiative, developed 

by the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH), defines so-called "high injury" corridors, based on 

4ll Complete Streets are defined as streets which "are safe, comfortable, and convenient for travel for everyone, regardless of age or 
ability- motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, and public transportation riders.• Metropolitan Transportation Commission, "MTG One Bay 
Area Grant Complete Streets Policy Development Workshop." 16 October 2012. Section 2.4.13 of San Francisco's Public Works 
Code outlines San Francisco's complete streets policy, including the construction of transit, bicycle, stormwater, am;l pedestrian 
improvements. Pedestrian environment improvements include sidewalk lighting, pedestrian safely measures, traffic calming devices, 
landscaping, and other pedestrian elements listed as defined in the Better Streets Plan. · 
41 AECOM internal analysis based on DPW database of sidewalk widths. Note that in· some instances, given geometric or other 
constra,ints, some sidewalks may not be able to meet BSP minimum widths - therefore 100 percent compliance with the BSP 
sidewalk widths may not be possible. Note also that data is not available for all city streets. This study recommends further data 
collection. 
42 AECOM, "Financing San Francisco's Urban Forest - The Benefits and Costs of a Comprehensive Street Tree Program." October 
2012. Print. 
43 Canada. City of Vancouver. "Greenest City 2020 Action Plan." City of Vancouver, 2012. Web. 22 Jul. 2013. 
http://vancouver.ca/files/cov/reoort-GC2020-implementation-20121 016.pdf . 
44 Million Trees NYC. 'Million Trees NYC. MTNYC, 2013. http://www.milliontreesnyc.oro/h!ml/home/home.shtml 
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spatial injury data. In DPH's approach, high injury corridors, defined by number, severity, and density of injuries 

serve as a proxy for identifying intersections that operate at a deficit. These high injury corridors, and their 

associated 800 intersections, account for 6 percent of San Francisco's streets, but over 60 percent of all 

pedestrian injuries.45 Where risks to pedestrians are high, a variety of treatments can be assessed to 

ameliorate the risk, including installing pedestrian signals, constructing bulb-outs, or adding bollards. 

Pedestrian safety upgrades would need to be individualized by intersection, given the unique dynamics and 

geometry of each intersection. 

Street ·lighting is a major contributor to both pedestrian comfort and sidewalk safety. Security, as well as the 

perceived sense of security, is much higher on well-lit sidewalks than on poorly-lit or unlit sidewalks. Adequate 

lighting makes pedestrians feel more comfortable while walking at night, and reduces crime along the street. As 

well as improving safety, street lighting supports civic nighttime sidewalk activity, such as late-night street 

markets. However, no data exists on either the sidewalk lighting quality throughout the City or the appropriate 

spacing to achieve adequate light levels along sidewalks. With this data gap, no analysis of sidewalk lighting in 

the .City can be performed. 

Bulb-outs are extensions of the sidewalk into the parking lane, either at corners or mid-block locations. Bulb­

outs narrow the roadway and extend the pedestrian space, which simultaneously slows traffic by creating a 

bpttleneck, 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 ~eview of LOS metrics and goals for other cities, most City metrics regarding streetscape and pedestrian 

infrastructure focus on pedestrian access (i.e. availability of sidewalks and trails), the quality of the pedestrian 

experience, design and qualitative improvement, and measurement of mode share splits "(fable 16 and Table 

17). Some cities, like Portland and Vancouver do provide quantitative measur~s of provision, which help to· 

evaluate progress towards their goals. In policy documents (particularly the BSP), San Francisco agencies 

provide few quantitative goals regarding streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, but extensively discuss 

design guidelines and streetscape quality. 

have sidewalks 

Source: Various city agencies 

street trees 
55 trees I mile of 

city street 

coverage over 

streets 

1,900 mile.s of 

sidewalk 

1. Only select cities are included {see Table 30 for additional cities). 

45 Lily Langlois, Planner with the San Francisco Planning Department in an email .dated December 12, 2013. 
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goals 

Qualitative 

objectives, and 

,design 
guidelines 

Source: Various city agencies 

mode share 

from 8.6% to 

12% by2020 

Keep 70% of 
assets in good 

repair 
Increase tree 

coverage to 30% 

(by adding 

300,000 trees by 

2025) 

··- -.-. -- -_-; .\ 

must maintain 

citywide average 

for proportion of 

arterials with 

sidewalks 

35% of canopy 
coverage over 

streets 

• 150 additional 

miles of trails 

. Increase 

pedesbian mode 
San Jose should share (66% of all 
have a trips to be by 
continuous bike, walk, or 
sidewalk transit by 2040) 
network By 2014, 2km of 
Every street additional 
should be sidewalk 

complete ~md 
accommodate 

pedesbians and 

bikes 

1. Only cities with relevant LOS m~trics are included (see Table 31 for additional cities}. 

STREETSCAPE AND PEDESTRIAN INFRASTRUCTURE LOS METRIC 

Because a.complete streetscape environment is made up of many elements (street trees, bulb-outs, lighting, 

pedestrian signals, etc.) and because data for many of these elements is generally ~navailable, an 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 unit46 

'Improved sidewalk' is a term that encompasses sidewalk space and any amenities in that space, sut:h as 

lighting; street trees, bulb-outs, and sidewalk furniture. While the proscription for streetscape elements is not 

uniform across San Francisco (i.e. the BSP calls for different streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure 

improvements depending on the site considerations, the street type, the traffic patterns, and so on), the intent 

of the BSP is to improve all San Francisco streetscape. Therefore, the basic square footage of sidewalk is 

denoted 'improved sidewalk' to reflect the investments the City is committed to make in the pedestrian right-of­

way in terms of sidewalk widening, bulb-outs, signalized crosswalks, pedestrian lighting, trash cans, benches, 

trees, and so on. 

Because data for provision of streetscape elements is generally unavailable and because the BSP does not 

clearly delineate improvement plans for every streetscape site and condition, a precise definition of 'improved 

sidewalk' is unavailable. The metfic is discussed in the following sub-sections. 

46 For streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, service population is calculated by assigning residents one point, and employees 
0.5 points. For a more complete definition of service population see the Service Population Definition in the Appendix (p.83). Refer 
also to the companion report, San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis (March 2014), and its appendix report, San Francisco 
Citywide Nexus Analysis- Service Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013} for more detail. 
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Square Feet of Improved Sidewalk Space 

Table 18. Square Feet of Improved Sidewalk per Service Population Unit- LOS Provision and Targets 

LOS Measure · : Value : ~ . , Source 

Current Citywide Average • 103 square feet of sidewalk per service population • Planning Department and DPW data 
unit (see Table 29) 

• 88 square feet of improved sidewalk per service 
Long-term Aspirational Goal population unit Omprove all existing sidewalk • Planning staff 

provision) 

• 88 square feet of improved sidewalk per service 
Short-term Target population unit Qmprove 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 densities require more pedestrian infrastructure 
than streets with lower service population densities. Note that this approach, based on service population 
density, provides a good. indicator of where deficiencies likely exist, but a block-by-block analysis would be 
needed to definitively assess sidewalk provision and deficiency. 

Both the long-term LOS goal and the short-term LOS target are to maintain and improve the current 115 million 
square feet of streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure. Given popul.ation growth between now (2013) and 
2030, the 2030 provision of streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure would be 88 square feet of improved 
sidewalk per service population unit.47 

infrastructure Shortfall and Gap Analysis 

The short-term (2030) LOS target is to improve all San Francisco streetscape. As such, there is no existing 
shortfall, but rather a commitment by the City, in accordance with the BSP, to invest in San Francisco 
street~cape and pedestrian infrastructure. 

It should be made cl.ear that this metric is intended to help set a framework for continued streetscape 
infrastructu're evaluation. To develop this·metric into a more robust representation of pedestrian and 
streetscape infrastructure provision in San Francisco, this report recommends collecting additional data on the 
larger suite of streetscape elements on a block-by-block basis. Such analysis would help ensure that 

47 Improving the 115 million square feet of streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, given population growth through 2030 to 
1,301,049 service population units, yields a LOS of 88 square feet per service population. Population and employment projections 
taken directly from the San Francisco Planning Department 2013 projections from Aksel Olsen, Planner/Geographer in Citywide 
Information and Analysis Group, received May 14, 2013 (fable 29). Note that in some streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure 
improvement projects, such as bulb-out construction or sidewalk widening, square footage will be added to the existing 115 million 
square feet of sidewalk space footage - although the new square footage from bulb-outs and the select instances of sidewalk 
widening will likely contribute only a small additional amount of additional streetscape square footage. In the absence of data on the 
estimated amount of additional streetscape square footage to be constructed, this metric assumes that streetscape improvements 
will maintain the existing square footage. The consultant recommends collecting robust data on streetscape square footage across 
the City, considering both existing square footage, projected square footage (via planned streetscape improvement projects), and 
actual post-construction square. 
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streetscape development in San Francisco contains all of the compGnents 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)46
, 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 c'an 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 elefl'),ents on a block-by-block basis 

• Collection of sidewalk width data for missing 25 percent of streets 

• Collection of sidewalk width data for both sides of streets 

• Collection of more thorough street tree data including data for missing trees and mapping of street trees in 

medians 

• Mapping of existing bulb-out locations 

• Mapping of recommended and required bulb-out locations per the BSP street typologies 

• Collection of data on pedestrian lighting, including locations and illumination 

• Definition of a sidewalk lighting standard in terms of spacing of light poles 

This additional data would allow the City to evaluate provision and distribution in greater detail. 

48 In some cases, given the site conditions, traffic patterns, built environment constraints, street type, and existing conditions, the 
streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure improvements may be a Do Nothing scenario. 
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Citywide Sidewalk Provision (2013} 

Total Sidewalks* (Million Square Feet) 115 

Total Improved Sidewalks (Square Miles} 4.1 

LOS Metric- Sq~re Feet of Sidewalk Per SPU** 

Current Citywide Average (2013) 103 

Short-term target (2030) -Sq.~ of Improved Sidewalk Per SPU 88 

Existing Citywide Shortfall (Square Feet) 

•Based on sidewalk data from DPW. Where data gaps exist, AECOM assumed sidewalks on 
only one side of the street and sidewalks with the average sidewalk width (lOft). 

**Service Population Unit 
•.+Improved sidewalk denotes sidewalk that, although not consistent or uniform in 
provision, has some pedestrian amenities (trees, lighting, bulb"'°uts, etc), ra1:herthanjust 
pavement 

LEGEND 
County Boundary 
Neighborhoods 

'-"'-'-: Highways 

Sidewalk Provision (in square feet 
per service population unit) 
c:::::::::::J Below 65 

NORTH 
0 3,000 

Scale: 1 Inch = 6,000 feei 

Source: DPW, Planning 

~ 65-103 (CityWide average, 2013) 

- 103-300 
- Above300 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

ONESF 
Building Our Fuwre 

A:COM 

Figure 5. Square Feet of Sidewalk Area per Service Population Unit (2013) 
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7. BICYCLE 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Bicycle infrastructure complements the other transportation modes within 
the city, and San Francisco is working to increase the number of trips taken 
by bike and the number of people riding bikes. The following section will · 
give background on the bicycle network in San Francisco, propose targets 
for bicycle network provision, and evaluate these targets. Ttie policies 
referenced in this section are included in Table 19 below. This section relies 
heavily on the SFMTA Bicycle Strategy.49 

Table 19. Key Bicycle Infrastructure Guiding Policy Documents 

Policy !Jocument 
. Issuing Year Docume!"t Status . Key Contributions . Department 

San Francisco Bicycle 
• Overview of existing bicycle network 

SFMTA June2009 Adopted • Overview of bicycle network: 
Master Plan objectives and planned development 

Internal policy document; 

December 
basis for 2014 GIP project • Overview of. existing bicycle network 

SFMT A Bicycle.strategy SFMTA list (pending adoption of • 3 potential scenarios for expansion of 
2012 the bicycle network GIP project list in April 

2014) 

Source: AECOM, 2013. 

BACKGROUND 

The City currently manages roughly 216 miles of bicycle network on the City's 1,030 centerline miles of road, 
with a bicycle mode share of approximately 3.5 percent.50 In the past, the bicycle network has been classified 
according to the traditional Class I, II, nt system which distinguishes bike routes by their decreasing level of 
separation from vehicle traffic. In consultation with the SFMTA, this traditional engineering classification system 

49 San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, "SFMTA Bicycle Strategy." January 2013. Prinl While this document is still a 
draft, SFMTA staff dire'cted the consultant to use it because SFMTA is developing the GIP project list to be put forward for board 
approval in April 2014 based on this document Although no plans exist to take the 2013 Bicycle Strategy to the board for adoption, 
the project list derived from it will be taken to the board for GIP approval in April 2014. 
50 Mode share represents the percentage of all trips made by a particular mode - i.e. 3.5 percent of all trips are made by bicycle. 
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was deemed somewhat inadequate to describe all San Francisco bikeway types, since San Francisco is 

building new types of bikeway infrastructure that do not fit in the traditional classifications.51 

Instead of the traditional classifications,. San Francisco has developed its own Comfort Index to rate the bike 

network.52 The Comfort Index is a four-tiered categorization (L TS 1 to 4) that relates the accessibility of the 

bikeway to different rider skill levels (Figure 6): L TS 1 represents bikeways that any bicyclists would find 

comfortable including young children, seniors, disabled persons, and beginner cyclists; L TS 2 represents 

bikeways comfortable for most adults and experienced children; L TS 3 represents bikeways comfortable for 

intermediate and experienced adult riders, termed "enthw~iastic and confidenf; and LTS 4 represents bikeways 

comfortable only for "strong and fearless" riders. The classification is based on a variety of factors including 

proximity to rail, speed of adjacent traffic, type of existing facility, interaction with express buses, and proximity 

to highway on-ramps. While the existing bicycle network is approximately at full build-oUt, per the 2009 Bicycle 

Master Plan, SFMTA has expressed plans to upgrade existing routes to more "comfortable" class levels. 

A typical measure of bicycle transportation is bicycle mode share. Mode share measures the percentage of all 

transportation trips that use a given "mode" - in this case, the percentage of all trips made by bicycle. As noted 

above, San Francisco currently has a bicycle mode share of approximately 3.5 percent, which it aims to 

increase to between 8 and10 percent by 2018. While useful to evaluate how people are traveling, as a metric, 

mode share has no direct connection to infrastructure. A percentage point of mode share cannot defensibly be 

equated to miles of bikeway. Instead, in the Bike Strategy, SFMTA has identified the bike infrastructure 

necessary to move towards the City's target mode share. Note that the City has met the original planned 

provision of bicycle lanes in the 2009 San Francisco Bicycle Plan and is now working to improve the system 

and facilitate bicycle activity along the existing networks. 

· CASE STUDY cqMPARISON: PROVISION AND METRICS 

A review of LOS metrics and goals for other cities found that cities tend to evaluate their bicycle infrastructure 

provision either through the amount or length of bike lanes, or through a measurement of bicycle mode share 

(Table 20, Table 21). Some cities, such as Boston, Miami, and Philadelphia have also noted the importance of 

having, or \f".Orking 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. 
52 San Francisco's Comfort Index is modeled off of the Level of Traffic Street (LTS) designation developed by the Mineta 
Transportation Institute. 
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designation from 

the League of 

Bicyclists' 

Bicycle Friendly 

Community 
program 

Over 100 miles 

of bike network 

Source: Various city agencies. 

bike network 

• 1.6% of street 
network 

20% of streets 

have bike 

network (2012) 

• 128 miles of bike 

network (2009) 

1. Only select cities are included (see Table 30 for additional cities). 

Table 21. City LOS Goals Comparison - Bicycle Infrastructure 

of bike network 

AECOM 

network 

• 100% of buses 
are bike­

accessible 

· San·Francisco 1
. · :·s~sto~':'. > .... ·.:·, Mi~mi ... '.-- '-·". ~ Pitiiadeipfii~ :- <<'-Portianci. ·: : : -v~ncouve~"-".·.-· --. . . - - .. . ' . . -· . . -· ' .. . 280 miles by . Reduce bike . 3% bike . Increase bike 

2030 (33% of accidents 50% commuting trips mode share 
10% of all trips street network by 2020 630 miles of total Expand "all ages 
by bike by 2025 with bikeways) . Increase bike bike network by and abilities" bike 
Plan to cover the Obtain Bike mode share from 2030 network 
entire city and Friendly City 1.6%to 6.5% • ·All areas must . Provide 
connect to status League of maintain citywide additional bike 
regional network American average for bike parking 

Bicyclists lane miles per . 328 total 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 . 0.36miles of . 1.08 miles of . 0.54 miles of 

·::,_~[i::yc::@-ne .... - bicycle network/ bicycle network/ bicycle network/ bicycle network/ bicycle networik/ 

c.} fao~~~stdJni~i~~ 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, SFMT A prepared a list of infrastructure improvement targets, in line with what has 
been developed as part of the Bicycle Strategy. The following four infrastructure facilities make up the critical 
elements of the most recent Bicycle Strategy: 

• Premium (L TS 1 and 2) network miles 

Upgraded intersections 

• Bicycle parking spaces 

• Bicycle share program (bikes and accompanying stations) 

San Francisco's goal for bicycle transportation is to. achieve 8 to 1 O percent mode share. The Bicycle Strategy, 
created through the diligent and thoughtful. work of the SFMT A. 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 System Build-out 
Scenario, as outlined in the SFMTA Bicycle Strategy,.which represents the full realization of the desired bike · 

network for San Francisco. This scenario would cost over $600 million, increasing bicycle mode share to more 

than 15 percent. The short-term targets are based on the "Bicycle P/an
1
Pfus" Scenario and represent a more 

reasonable goal by 2018. The targets are expected to cost roughly $60 million by 2018, helping to increase 

bicycle mode share to betWeen 8 and 10 percent.53 

53 United States. San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). "SFMTA Bicycle Strategy." SFMTA, Dec. 2012. Print 
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Bicycle Network Provision (2013) 

Total Bicycle Network (Miles) 

LTS 1 
LTS2 

LTS 3 

LTS4 
LOS Metric-% Premium Facilities* within Bike Network 

Current Citywide Average (2013) 

Short-term Target (2018) ** 

Pr.ejected Citywide Shortfall (Miles of Bikeway) 

"'Premium facilities are bikeways of class LTS 1 or LTS 2 

**Percentage accounts for 10 new miles of planned bikeways 

216 

16 

35 

121 
44 

24% 

27% 

10 

LEGEND 
County Boundary 

-- Neighborhoods 
._,.; :... Highways 

~ 
NORTH 

~~;;"if_~~~ Feet 
0 3,000 6,000 

Scale: 1 inch "6,000 feet 

Source: San Francisco MTA 

Comfort Level According to San Francisco's Comfort Index 
LTS 1 (Comfortable for all user groups) 
LTS 2 (Comfortable for most adults/experienced youth) 
LTS 3 (Comfortable for intermediate and experienced adults) 
LTS 4 (Tolerated only by the 'strong and fearless') 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

ONESF 
Building Our Future 

AE'COM 

Figure 6. Bicycle Network Provision by Comfort Index (2013) 
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Table 22 summarizes the individual long-term infra~tructure ·goals and short-term targets for each element 

Table 22. Bicycle Infrastructure - Network Provision and Targets 
-

Infrastructure Measure Value : Source 

Premium Neiv.l~.rk.iilnies· . 
.. ·•. ... . .. . . . . . ···. ' .... .. .· .... • .. . .. . . . . . . 

.. .. ... ... . . . . . . 

Current Citywide Provision . 51 miles . SFMTA Data (see Table 29) 

Long-tenn Aspirational Goal 
. SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, p21, . 251 miles (200 addijional miles) System Build-out Scenario, . SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, p21, 

Short-tenn Target (2018) . 61 miles (10 additional miles) Bicycle Plan Plus Scenario 

Upgraded lnter5ectio1:is ..-: . .. ' .. .. ... ':·, . • ' . .. ·. : :: . . ... ' 

Current Citywide Provision . 3 intersections . SFMTA Bicycle Strategy 

. SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, p21, 
. Long-tenn Aspirational Goal . 203 intersections (200 additional intersections) System Build-out Scenario, . SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, p21, 
Short-tenn Target {2018} . 13 intersections (10 additional intersections) Bicycle Plan Plus Scenario 

·Bicycle Parking Spaces. .. ·: . . ·. .. .. . . . .. 

Current Citywide Provision . 8,800 spaces . SFMTA Bicycle Strategy 

Long-term Aspirational Goal 
. SFMT A Bicycle Strategy, p21, . 58,QOO spaces {50,000 additional spaces) System Build-out Scenario, . SFMTA Bicycle.Strategy, p21, 

Short-tenn Target (20~ 8) . 12,800 spaces (4,000 additional space) Bicycle Plan Plus Scenario 

Bicycle S~aring Program· . : .•· ··. : .. ,. . . . . . .... 
.. . . . ...... .. 

Current Citywide Provision . O bicycles (and sharing stations) . SFMTA Bicycle strategy 

Long-term Aspirational Goal 
. SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, p21, . 3,000 bicycles and 300 sharing stations (all net new) System Build-out Scenario, · 

Short-term Target (2018) 
. SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, p21, . 500 bicycles and 50 sharing stations (all net new) Bicycle Plan Plus Scenario 

Infrastructure Shortfall and Gap Analysis 

Assuming the proposed improvements .take place between now (2013) and 2018, the City will achieve stated 
short-term targets. The city has built all ~f the proposed bike-miles in the 2009 Bicycle Master Plan and will now 
work towards the targets set by the Bicycle Plan Plus scenario in the Bicycle Strategy:. 
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8. TRANSIT· 
INFRA.STRUCTURE 

AECOM 

Like bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure, transit infrastructure 
complements the other transportation modes within the city. San Francisco 
aims to increase transit's mode share.54 The following section provides a 
background on San Francisco's transit infrastructure and reviews 
prev!ously determined metrics and targets for transit network provision. The 
policy referenced in this section is noted in Table 23 below. 

Table 23. Key Transit Infrastructure Guiding Policy Documents 

Policy Document ~!~!~ment : Year : ~fa~~~ent Key Contributions 

San Francisco 

Transportation Sustainability SFMTA 

Fee Nexus Study . 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

BACKGROl,IND 

March 

2012 
Draft report 

• Transit performance metrics and targets 
(both transit crowding and travel time) 

The SFMTA's 2012 San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study is an important guiding· 
document for the evaluation of San Francisco's transit system. The evaluation of transit infrastructure defers to 
this report and its subsequent updates. 

CASE STUDY COMPARISON: PROVISION AND METRICS 

In a review of LOS metrics and goals for other cities, the most common measures of transit provision are. 
percent mode share, ridership counts, transit load (crowding), and travel time (fable 24). 

While these make helpful goals, none of the cities reviewed make their current provisi?n of these metrics 
readily available (fable 24) making it difficult to evaluate how well they are currently providing transit 
infrastructure. In its Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study, SFMTA measures two of these common 
metrics, which are directly applied in this study. 

54 Mode share represents the percentage of all trips made by a particular mode - in this case, the percent of all trips made by 
transit 
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• Approximately 15% of 

transit trips shorter than 

30 minutes (compared 

to 8% current! ) 
·.:· 

• Transit load factor 
greater than 100% 

• Increased ridership and • Increase transit mode 

• 19% transit commuting 
trips 

Source: Various ctty agencies 

having an attractive; 

convenient transit 

system 

share 

1. Only cities with relevant LOS metrics are included (see Table 30 and Table 31 for additional cities). 

TRANSIT LOS METRICS 

The SFMTA's 2012 San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study is an important guiding 

document for the evaluation of San.Francisco's transit system. Two key performance metrics are identified to 
measure the City's success in meeting its target LOS. While these two metrics were specifically applied to 
develop an appropriate nexus, SFMTA supports the use of the metrics for LOS evaluation as well. Because of 

the nature of transit travel in San Francisco, both of these metrics are calculated at the citywide level. The two 
metrics are: 

• Transit crowding 

• . Transit travel time 

Not only are the two metrics quantitatively evaluated by SF-CHAMP, the City's travel demand model, but 

together these two metrics measure the true impact of new development on the City's transit system: 

Transit Crowding 

Table 25. Transit Crowding - NetWork Provision and Targets 

LOS Measure Value Source 

Current Citywide Average • NIA . San Francisco Transportation 
Long-term Aspirational Goal • NIA 

' 
Sustainability Fee Nexus Study, pp. 
3-3 to 3-8; 5-7 to 5-9 

Short-term Target (2018) • 85% transit crowding 

The transit crowding metric - also known as the transit system load factor - measures "transit capacity 

utilization;" calculated as transit demand (ridership) as a percentage of capacity. The capacity of a transit 
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vehicle includes the total number of seats as well as additio.nal 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 1.00 percent.55 

Infrastructure Shortfall and Gap Analysis 

Individual route and existing citywide information is not available for this metric. Additional infor:mation on the 
system-wide shortfall will be available once the transit system evaluation process currently underway is 
completed. 

Transit Travel Time 

SFMTA uses transit travel time as useful metric to evaluate the transit system's performance. The metric helps 
account for impacts of development on the system, and is used in transit policy and planning. The metric is 
calculated by dividing total person transit time by total transit trips. 

Table 26. Transit Travel Time - Network Provision and Targets· 

LOS Measure Value Source 

('.urrent Citywide Average • 33.7 minutes per average travel time . San Francisco Transportation 
Long-term Aspirational Goal • NIA Sustainability Fee Nexus Study, pp. 

3-3 to 3-8; 5-9 to 5-11 
Short-term Target {2018) • 33.6 minutes per average travel time 

As of 2010, the average system-wide transit travel til)le was approximately 33. 7 minutes. This is a door-to-door 
measurement and includes walking to a transit stop, waiting for the vehicle, and walking from the stop to the 
destination. 56 

By 2030, SFMTA is aiming for an average transit travel time ?f 33.6 minutes, roughly the same as it now 
provides. 

Infrastructu.re Shortfall and Gap Analysis 

The transit travel time provided in 2010 was seen as adequate. However, in its 2012 San Francisco 
Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study, SFMTA has identified a number .of projects that must be built in 
order to sustain the LOS target put forth. These projects aim to address expected increased development and 
service population within San Francisco. 

55 United States. City of Portland. Portland Bureau of Transportation. "Transportation System Plan, Chapter 5 - Modal Plans and 
Management Plans." City of Portland, 4 May 2007. Web. 22 Jul. 2013. http://www.portlandoreqon.gov/transportation/article/370479 
56 Cambridge Systematics, Inc., Urban Economics, et al. "San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus study." March 
2012. Print 
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·g. SOCIOECONOMIC. 
VULNERABILITY 

While the metrics presented in this report intend to evaluate LOS and provisional distribution of the various 

infrastructure categories, the metri~ 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 tiave been evaluated at both the tract and neighborhood level: 

1. Unemployment rate 

2. Household income 

3. Age-Youth population (0-14) 

4. Age - Elderly population (65+) · 

5. Minority population (>50% non-white) 

The results of the individual socioeconomic indicators are presented by neighborhood in the Appendix (Table 

32-Table 35). 

In order to measure the overall vulnerability of a tract, these five indicators are consolidated, each receiving 

one point for the following measures. This point distribution assigns equal importance to ·each of the indicators. 

While this may over or under emphasize the importance of one of the indicators, it provides a starting point to 

evaluate neighborhoods. As a result, tracts receive a score from zero to five, zero being.least vulnerable, and 

five being most vulnerable. 

• Unemployment rate- Neighborhoods with civilian unemployment rates above 150 percent of the citywide 

average.57 

• Average household income - Neighborhoods that have a greater share of households under 80 percent 

of the area median income (AMI) than the households in the city on average.58 

• Youth - Neighborhoods whose youth (0-14) population as a percentage of total population is 150 percent 

· of the ratio citywide.59 

571n 2010, the ~itywide unemployment rate was 7 percent. One hundred and fifty percent of the citywide average is 11 percent (201 O 
·ACS) •. 

58 With an average household size of 3.0 people, the citywide 80 percent AMI for 2010 was $71,550. Source: http:l/sf­
moh.org/Modules/ShowDdcument.aspx?documentid=4614 
ss 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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• Elderly- Neighborhoods whose elderly (65+) population as a percentage of total population is 150 percent 

of the ratio citywide.60 

• Minority - Neighborhoods with greater than 50 percent non-white (minority) population by race.61 

As highlighted in Figure 7, the City's most vulnerable tracts are disproportionately concentrated in Bayview, 

Excelsior, Visitacion Valley, and Chinatown neighborhoods. These areas may receive special consideration to 

ensure that their infrastructure needs are met. 

60 In 201 O, the citywide elderly (65+) rate was 14 percent One hundred and fifty percent of the citywide average is 20 percent 
~Source: U.S. Census). 
1 In 201 O, '52 percent of the city's residents were non-white (Source: U.S. Census). 
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Five Socio-Economic Indicators of Vulnerability 

a Unemployment rate 
b Household income 

c Age-youth population (0-14) 
d Age - elderly population (65+) 
e Minority population (>50",{, nori-white) 

LEGEND ~~-~~~~Feet 
0 3,000 6,000 County Boundary 

Neighborhoods NORTH Scale: 1 inch = 6,000 feet 

·~ ·" .. · Highways Source: US Census Bureau, 2010 

Socio-Economic Vulnerability 
C=:l Census tracts omitted from analysis (ACS data gap) 
c:=:J 5 (Most Vulnerable; no tract achieves score of 5) 
,,._._"·) 4 
![,>;t>«d 3 
~ 2 
... 1 SAN FRANCISCO 
- 0 (Least Vulnerable) PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

ONESF 
Building Our Future 

AECOM 

Figure 7. Socio-Economic Vulnerability (2013) 
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10. PROJECT 
PRIORITIZAT·ION, 
FINANCING, AND NEXT 
STEPS 

Findings fro·m Case Studies 

AECOM 

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.62 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 tied to major developm~nt pfojects that cannot 
move forward without infrastructure improvements to support the project.63 These can be performed on a case­
by-case basis or through a development fee program which allows cities to charge development for the 
increase_d demand it will put on city infrastructure. 

Of the reviewed cities, Vancouver, Portland, and San Diego provide examples· of how infrastructure 
improvements are prioritized across agencies at a citywide level. 

• In Vancouver, infrastructure improvements are guided by three key documents: (1) a 10-year capital 
strategic outlook plan, (2) a 3-year capital plan, and (3) an annual capi~al budget. Most interesting is the 
level of public involvement in shaping these documents. The 3-year capital plan involves extensive public 
outreach, including surveys that allow residents to vote on how to spend capital funds and prioritize 

62 Note that cities with a comprehensive"development fee program are required to consider long-range improvements to their capital 
infrastructure in order to develop a nexus between the development fee and future infrastructure needs. This is especially the case 
for expanding cities (e.g. Fairfleld, Vacaville, etc.) which often consider how Mure subdivisions will impact their overall 
infrastructure. Prioritization is based partially in response to existing need but also in tandem with the construction and occupation of 
homes on the edge of their city. For example, roadway enhancements are often planned with the certification of occupancy permits. 
Cities, at their discretion, can allow the developer to build infrastructure as credit towards their development fee. 
63 A development fee program i:an incrementally accumulate capital funds to pay for neighborhood or citywide infrastructure 
shortfalls before certain infrastructure thresholds halt a given project. Rather than one project paying for the expansion of specific 
infrastructure because it was the unfortunate project to be timed with infrastructure at 100 percent of capacity, each project is paying 
its fair share, and then the pool of funds pays to maintain level of service standards. 
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. improvements. This process provides concrete guidance on how funds should be spent and creates a very 
transparent and participatory process. 

• Portland produces an annual Citywide Assets Report, which summarizes the provision and value of key 
infrastructure facilities (transportation, environmental services, water, parks, civil) and shows the funding 
shortfall. The document is intended to help provide a clear overview of Portland's infrastructure and asset 
management. One of the key tasks identified by the Report in 2009 was to develop service level targets for 
each of the participating bureaus - to be adopted, in part, in 2013. Much like San Francisco, it is intended 
that these service levels will be used to help prioritize infrastructure funding. This, however, remains a 
future goal, as bureaus.are still developing and refining their service levels. 

• In San Diego, the Public Facility Financing Fee system is tied to its community plans aryd General Plan 
which require a public process. The public facility financing fee system is reviewed annually by community 
planning groups, the Planning Commission, and City Council. The fees are based on public facilities in the 
community plans, which are based on the General Plan LOS standards. 

For other citie.s that do not employ explicit LOS targets, goals are often woven into development fee programs, 
which set standards for new development. other cities aim to maintain current LOS, although the cities do not 
always define what they. are. · 

It should also be noted that the cities that do not currently use explicit LOS ·metrics or targets expressed 
significant interest in San Francisco's work and progress. Developing such targets and.applying them to 
project prioritization will continue to support San Francisco's position as an innovative planning thought leader. 

BRIEF FINANCING DISCUSSION 

It is clear from the case studies that in other cities, much as i_n San Francisco, funding for infrastructure 
improvements is a constant concern. Projects tend to be financed through a number of sources. Capital 
budget, bonds, user fees, development fees, state and federal programs, private donations and grants, and 
development agreements all play an important rol~ in maintaining adequate infrastructure facilities. State and 
local propositions have funded a number of citywide infrcistructure initiatives in Califomia64

, and local and 
regional sales tax initiatives have provided capital funds for transportation enhancements.65 

Depending on infrastructure type, various funding sources play larger roles. Transportation-related projects 
tend to qualify for more state and national funding sources, while some citres 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 developme,nt to fund existing and projeCted infrastructure shortfalls. 
San Jose has negotiated relatively aggressive development agreements in which it receives a significant 
percentage of the increased land value when parcels are rezoned as part of the agreement. San Jose indicates 
that this is one of the few viable options available to them to support their infrastructure demands. This source 
of funding allows San Jose to apply the money towards existing deficiencies or repairs. Additionally, of cdurse, 
a number of cities rely on development impact fees for incremental infrastructure demand. A comparative 

64 Some recent propositions that have funded infrastructure initiatives are Propositions 1A - the 2008 Safe, Reliable High-Speed 
P'assenger Train Bond Act for the 21st Century; and San Francisco's Proposition 1 B - the Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air 
Quality and Port Security Act. 
65 Three transportation sales taxes in San Jose generate $270 million annually Qn 2013) and are distributed through the Santa Clara 
Valley Transit Authority. United States. Santa Clara Valley Transit Authority 0/TA). "Adopted Biennial Budget- Fiscal Years 2013 
and 2013." VTA, 2011-2013. Web. 22 Jul. 2013. http://www.vta.om/inslde/budoet/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 Cfty & County of San Fr_ancisco Citywide Development Impact Fee Study.66 

Citywi_de impact fees for recreation and open space are most common in the surveyed cities, followed by 
streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure fees. Only one city, Concord, charged impact fees for childcare. As 
impact fees are tied to an implied LOS target, the lack of impact fees for streetscape and childcare provision 
support the findings of this report that LOS targets for provisions other than recreation and open space and, 
occasionally, transit infrastructure are rare. 

It is important to note, that while most impact fees are charged at the citywide level, some cities, like San 
Francisco, have different fees applied at different levels. In San Diego, for examl?le, development impact fees 
are primarily set at the community level and can vary widely across the city. 

NEXT SJEPS & IMPLICATIONS FOR NEXUS ANALYSIS 

The LOS targets developed as part of this report will s_erve as useful starting points for the Nexus study: As 
indicated, while not all of the metrics and targets are appropriate for the Nexus study, setting agreed upon LOS 
helps to manage expectations and increase predictability for the city as well as potential developers. 

The passage of AB 1600 in 1988 resulted in a framework for establishing development impact fees.67 In 
general, there are two important factors to consider in developing any nexus analysis. First, AB 1600 requires 
that development impact fees .only charge new developme.nt with the cost of providing infrastructure services 
required by the additional development. Cities are not allowed to apply developm,ent impact fees to pay for 
existing shortfalls. Where this study identifies infrastructure shortfalls that do not reach citywide LOS goals, the 
City remains responsible for managing those shortfalls. ~s a result, the LOS goals provide guidance for future 
development's ·share of the total infrastructure need. · 

Second, AB 1600 indicates that the City must have a plan for how it is going to reach its proposed LOS target if 
it has not already been met. In other words, if the city is unable to meet the proposed LOS, the city cannot 
charge new development for this standard. Further, development fees should pay specifically for capital . 
improvements and not for the ongoing operations and maintenance of existing facilities, since the fees are 
intended to accommodate the facility demand of the new service population. Fees going to o·perations 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, espeeially in California under Proposition 13, continually struggle with 
the ongoing maintenance of their community facilities and infrastructure assets. General Fund dollars are 
limited, and, during recession periods, cities make hard choices about maintaining, say, adequate police and 
fire services, or. ongoing maintenance/repairs in sidewalks, parks, and street trees. As a caution, setting level of 
service goals too high can ultimately undermine the capital investments as they slowly depreciate and become 

. . 
66 FCS Group. "City & County of San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee Study, Chapter Ill." March 2008. Print 
67 Before AB 1600, the 1975 Quimby Act established the right of cities to require developers to mitigate the impacts of development, 
specifically on neighborhood and community park demand .. 
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deteriorating public assets that don't serve their initial purpose. Modest capital planning in concert with secured 
operation and maintenance revenue provides a more prudent and fiscally-sustainable course. 

Special truces (such as parcel truces, lighting and landscape districts, business improvement districts, and 
community benefits districts) can support the ongoing maintenance of capital facilities, although they can be 
difficult to pass considering the two-thirds voter requirements in California. 
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·11. APPENDICES 

SERVICE POPULATION DEFINITION 

The tenn Service Population Units refers to the number of people, or units, that are served by a given 
infrastructure type. The service population for each infrastructure category is shown below in Table 27. 

AECOM 

Service population units are calculated in this study as one times the resident population plus one-half times 
the employee population, setting up a 1 :0.5 ratio of intensity of use between residents and employees. This 
ratio reflects the fact that both residents and employees require infrastructure, whiie discounting employees 
who typi~lly use infrastructure less intensively than residents. 

For recreation and open space, the service population unit calculation is slightly modified to a 1:0.19 ratio. 
between residents and employees (i.e. service population units are equal to one times the resident population 
plus 0.19 times the employee population). This ratio applies a greater discount to employees, because 
recreation and open space is used much more at home than near work, as analyzed by the Hausrath 
Economics Group in a study entitled "Phoenix Park and Library EDU Factors Study" (September 2008). 

A more detailed discussion of service population can be found in the companion report, the San Francisco 

Citywide Nexus Analysis (March 2014), and its appendix report, San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis­

Service Population Concept Memorandum (Septen:iber 24, 2013). 

Table 27. Service Population PerlnfrastrJcture Category 

Source: AECOM, 2013 
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CITYWIDE AND NEIGHBORHOOD POLICY DOCUMENTS 

The following lists. summarize the citywide and neighborhood-specific policy documents that were reviewed as 
part of the project effort. The policy documents served as a guide for the LOS metric and standard 

development. Full texts for the policy documents are included in a separate appendix file. 

Citywide Policy and Planning Documents: 

• FY 2009-10 Development Impact Fee Report (2009) 

• San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Feed Register (January 2013) 

• City & County of San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee Study (2008) 

• Draft Capital Plan Fiscal Years 2014-2023 (2013) 

• San Francisco Recreation & Open Space Element (2011) 

• San Francisco Recreation and Park Department Acquisition Policy (2011) 
' . 

• Child Care Nexus Study for City of San Francisco (2007) 

• San Francisco Child Care Needs Assessment (2007) 

• San Francisco Cityw,ide Plan for Early Care and Education and Out of School Time (2012) 

• ;San Francisco Better Streets Plan (2010) 

• Walk First (2011} 

Financing San Francisco's Urban Forest (2012) 

• San Francisco Bicycle Plan (2009) 

• San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (2012) 

• San Francisco Transit Impact Development Fee (2011) 

Neighborhood Specific Polity 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 Mark~t and Octavia Draft Community !rnprovements Program Document (2007) 

Rirycon 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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CITYWIDE AGENCY STAKEHOLDERS 

The findings in this report were developed in coordination with the following San Francisco agencies and 
stakeholders. AECOM relied on the agency stakeholders to provide feedback and guidance on the metrics and 
standards that were proposed either in existing policy documents, or based on additional research. All metrics 
and standards were ultimately approved by the agency stakeholders. All of the agencies and their respective 
stakeholders were identified by the client. Additional stakeholders were included as necessary. 

Table 28. San Francisco Agency and Stakeholder Contributors 

: ~!!" Fra.ncisco Agency : . · ;·Infrastructure Type 
·- -. . . ... ·. . . . .- .... 

Recreation and. Open Space Facilities Recreation and Park Department (RPD) 

Childcare Facilities Office of Early Care and Education 
(OECE) 

Streetscape and Pedestrian Planning Department 
Infrastructure 

Department of Public Works (DPW) 

' 

Bicycle and Transit Infrastructure Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 
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.'. !(ey Stakeholders & Contacts 

. . . Karen Mauney-Brodek . Sue Exline (Planning Department) . Taylor Emerson 

. Stacy Bradley . Dawn Kamalanathan 

Graham Dobson 
. . 

. Michelle Rutherford . Child Care Needs Assessment 
Committee 

. Adan:i Varat . Lily Langlois . Kearstin Dischinger 

. Cristina Olea . Ananda Hirsch . John Dennis 

. Ariel McGinnis . Darton Ito . Grahm Satterwhite . Heath Maddox . Seleta Reynolds 
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METRIC AND MAP DATA ~OURCES. 

Data sources used in the metrics and maps presented in this report include: 

Table 29. Metric and Map Data Sources 
.- .·. 

Data . - : Data File Name ·Source Data Year 

~ll~rP'ilt~,~~t~~~~~W'~~ 
Housing, population, arid LUA2012_JHC.lpk 

employment projections 

Average household size 20130508_HHSizeByBuilding 

Size.xlsx 

Census socioeconomic data 201 O _Census _SanFrancisco. 

shp 

Income levels by household size 2010 Maximum Income by 

in San Francisco Household Size 

Parks and Open Space 

Park acreage, location, OpenSpace.mdb 

ownership, and characteristics 

Acreage and active/passive RPD_Parks.shp 

classification for RPO-owned 

parks 

Planning Department (Aksel Olsen, 

Planner/Geographer) 

Planning Department (Aksel Olsen, 

Planner/Geographer) 

Factfinder2.census.gov (Americar.i Fact 

Finder) 

http://sf-

moh.org/Modules/Sho'wDocumentaspx?docu 

mentid=4614 

Planning Department (Mike Webster, 

Geographic Information Systems) 

Planning Department (Mike Webster, 

Geographic Information Systems) 

2012 

Current 

2010 

2010 

Current 

Current 

.chndca~e--.:.:.· · · · ...... : .. . . . .- · - -- -. - -

Licensed center-based childcare 2.1Licensed ChildCare 

information Capacity.xlsx 

Family care center (FCC) 2.2FCCH Capacity.xlsx 

childcare information · 

Streetscape and Pedestrian Infrastructure 

Locations and characteristics of Allsignals.shp 

all traffic signals and flashing 

beacons maintained by SFMTA 

Sidewalk provision and widths Stwid!hs.xls 

Location of non-park trees SFDPW_Trees.shp 

Street classifications Streets_bsp.shp 

Intersection and injury PedVol.shp 

information 

Bicycle 

San Francisco bicycle network, Comfortlndex.shp 

with Comfort Index 

classifications (L TS 1 to 4) 

OECE (Graham Dobson, Administrative 

Analyst for EGE Policy) 

O_ECE (Graham Dobson, Administrative 

Analyst for EGE Policy) . 

SFMTA (Gabriel Ho, Engineer) 

DPW (AnancJ.a Hirsch, Transportation Finance 
Analyst) 

Planning Department (Mike Webster, 

Geographic Information Systems) 

Planning Department (Kearstin Dischinger, 

Senior Community Development Specialist) 

SFMTA (Mari Hunter, Transit Planner) 

SFMTA (Andrew LEE, Senior Transportation 

Planner) 

2011 

2011 

'Current 

Current 

Current 

Current 

2009-2010 

Current 

Bicycle network in San SFMTA Bikeway Network.shp SFMTA (Charlie Ream, Urban Planner) Current 

Francisco, including Class 1-111 
classfficationi;; 

Source: AECOM, 2013 
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CASE ~TUDY TABLES 

Table 30. Summary of Key Existing Quantitative LOS Provision by Case Study City 

Infrastructure San Francisc - -

~:;:~~~~~Yp0~r~~~ ·: .·' .. acres of 

~ · s;soo.acr~s of., open 
<:..~pe·n:sp~ce. ,; · : space 
.. ·. wlthln··:~lt{ . 

~yij~;~1li~1 

area 

devoted to 

open space 
(800 acres) 

residents 

live within 

10 
mlnutes!0.5 
ml of open 

space 

miles offull­
servlce 

community 

center 

• 75% of 

residents 

within Y, 

mile of park 

for neighborhood 

and community 

parks, subject to 

"equlvalencles' as. 
determined at the 

community plan 

level 

Acres/ 1000 • X13~s ·acr~s· /. · 1 · 7 .6 acres I 
':;.\,g~ci-:r~~.ide~ts:.. 1,000 

• 2.6 acres I 
1,000 
residents 

• 13.3 acres I 
1,000 
residents 

• 7.2 acres I 
1,000 
residents 

• 24.6 acres I 
1,000 
residents 

(Intermedlat 

e-Low 

density city) 

35.9acres/1,000 I• 16.5 acres I 
Reslde.nts 
(FY 2011)88 

[Includes cl 

ty, county, 

metro, state, 

or federal 

pub lie 

parkland 

within the 

cltv llmlts] 

··:-:..r:·(per. 'rrust°for. . residents 

<. :, P.,ubi1~"i.~~d >: .". 
:: Data)'· ·· 

• .: 8.1 .. ac,es per. -.. 

'·1 ;006 r~sld~nt~· . 
/ P.er RPD.'data·.:,.. 
. : " .. ;_ ~-. ·::.~::::- : .. :: .... 

... ·. ··.· .. _., 

'1 ••• ; 

residents 
(Intermediate -Low 

density city) 

68 "Acres of Parkland per 1,000 Residents, by City." The Trust for Public Land. The Trust for Public Land, 2011. Web. 22 Jul. 2013 .. 
http://cityparksurvey.tpl.org/reports/report display.asp?rid=4 

San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis 

March 2014 

1,000 
residents 

minutes of green 

space 

• 6.97acres11,000 

reslde.nts (without 

regional parks) 
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per 

Resident 

(FY 2011)69 

[Capital and 

operational 

expenses] 

Childcare 

Streetscap.e 

and. Pedestrian 

Infrastructure 

resident 

• .. :2,951'.)icensacLA· NIA 

'.~,~~~~ 
i~;E) 
•. ':io5,ooif; .>;:. :: I• NIA 

. 1exlstlng street' 

.. .-trees·. 

........ . ._ ...... 

resident resident 

• 3 .daycares I• N/A 

run by P&R 

(grant-
funded) 

• N/A • 92% of 

streets have 
sidewalks 

resident 

• N/A 

• 131,000 

existing 
street trees 
55 trees I 
mile of city 
street 

resident 

• N/A 

• 17% of 
canopy 
coverage 

over streets 
1,900 miles 
of sidewalk 

• N/A 

• 3.5% average 
pedestrian . 
commute mode 
share 

5,000 miles of 
sidewalk 

resident 

• NIA 

• N/A 

• 53 Childcare 
facilities 

• 19% of all children 

have access to 

public care 

• 138,000 street 
trees 
2,400 km of 

sidewalks 

69 
"Total Spending on Parks and Re.creation per Resident by City." The Trust for Public Land. The Trust for Public Land, 2011. Web. 22 Jul. 2013. 

http://cityparksurvey.tpl.org/reports/report display.asp?rid=4http://cityparksurvey.tp1.ora/reports/report dlsplay.asp?rjd=7 

74 San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis 

March 2014 



__. 
c.o 
CJ'1 
c.o 

Bicycle 

Infrastructure 

Miies of 

Bike Lane I 
1,000 

Residents 

(2010 

census) 

Miies of 

Bike Lane I 

1,000 

Residents I 
City Area 

(2010 
census) 

Transit 

Infrastructure 

• .:216 mifes.:Ot:::r· .. • Sliver 

{ blki°i rietw~ri<.:.·; :-.. deslgnatlo 

~:.:·cuii'.~i:it°bi~y~i~;,,: n from-the 

-?rii~ci·~-~h~~e ~r::: League of 

'::(~:~iy.:-::r:_.': :: ._:;:.' American 

.:./; 

t::~~~~:l:i:!~::f :,..~jf.~~f; ;:: I 
8 

;·:::{:_::·:::_/~'.·': .·.';':;::(::·: 

, .. 

Bicyclists' 

Bicycle 

Friendly 

Communlt 

y program 

>100 miles 

of bike 

network 

0.16 

~:·i:.~~o.~(>\<: ... : ... ·:I• 0.003 

·.·:Average 33'.t ·.: · I• NIA 

·, ·:~1ii~t~~:·p~r:; :::·· 
.. transit travel ... : 
ti~e· ·. 
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• 17.12 miles 

of bike 

network 

• 1.6",lo Of 

street 

network 

• 0.04 

• 0.001 

NIA 

• -20% of 

streets have 

bike network 

.(2012) 

• 128 miles of 

bike network 

(2009) 

• 0.33 

• 0.006 

NIA 

• 230 street 

miles of bike 

network 

• 0.15 

• 0.001 

• No citywide 

standard 

• >300 miles 

of bike 

network 

• 0.51 

• 0.004 

• 511 miles of bike 

network 

• 0.39 

• 0.001 

• No citywide 

standard 

AECOM 

• 200 miles of I• 260 miles of bike 

bike network 

• 0.21 

• 0.001 

• NIA 

network 

• 1 oo % of buses are 

bike-accessible 

• "0.47 

• 0.010 

• NIA 
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Table 31. Summary of Key Quantitative LOS Goals by Case Study City (Including San Francisco) 

Recreation 

and Open 

Space 

Childcare 

Streetscape 

and Pedestrian 

Infrastructure 

76 

• .-: 1o·rn1nute'/%:''':'i'I· NIA 

.. : :. riin~ .~.~ces~.~cJ:".:'.:.: 
_open space for · 

_ : all re~ldent~ · _:" .,, 

• -. 0.5 acresf ,: ,, ' 

:" -1',ooo·_res·i~ent~ 
. ::_:·wl~hln -~--~--~'.j~ ·'..· 
.. · radius ... · , · · 

··.·:.:· ·: .... 
.. ·.· .. ··.:· 

::~:E:+~t~'.\( WA 

•·Few · • Few 

.,.- quantitative quantitative 

"'.·~~al~.:'·". :.' ·: · goals 

~"':si~'~m'd~rit ... _ • Complete 

· ::: geslgn. ': ; ,·, >'\- the 

._ ·,,guldelhies ~rid .. '.'; pedestrian 

•· :'': '.q-~ai'it;i!y~ ,.,._.:::". network 

::. "opJ~cti~e.s.~ :::_::; 

~ .. ~:160;.oii"ri Mr~~C 
·;'.'ir~es b/~030:;'.. 

: ... :(.'· 

..... · . . ::: ,;, . ~:.. . . " 

......... ; .... ·: :···· 

• ~mile 

access to 

open space 

• NIA 

• No 

quantitative 

goals 

• No quantitative 

goals 

• NIA 

No quantitative 

standards 

• Qualitative 

objectives, and 

design 

guidelines 

• 1 o minute walk 

for75% of 

residents by 

2025 (0.5ml) 

• Add 500 acres 

by 2015. 

• 10acresI1,000 

residents 

• NIA 

Reduce 

pedestrian 

accidents 50% 

by 2020 

• Increase walk 

mode share 

from 8.6% to. 

12% by 2020 

• Keep 70% of 

assets in good 

repair 

Increase tree 

coverage to 

30% (by adding 

300,000 trees by 

2025) 

• By 2020, 

1,870 more. 

acres of 

park 

• 100%of 

residents 

within 3 

miles of a 

community 

center 

• 100%of 

residents 

wlin Yz mile 

of oark 

NIA 

Nelghborho 

ods must 

maintain 

citywide 

average for 

% of 

arterials with 

sidewalks 

• 35% Of 

canopy 

coverage 

over streets 

• 150 

additional 

mlles of 

trails. 

• 2.8 acres I 

1;000 

residents of 

neighborhood 

and 

community 

parks 

• NIA 

• No 

quantitative 

goals 

• 31 acres I 

1,000 residents 

• 3.5 acres of 

community 

• 100% of 

residents 

within 5 min 

walk to green 

serving parks I I space, by 

1,000 residents 2020 

• NIA 

100% of non­

rural portions 

of San Jose 

should have a 

continuous 

sidewalk 

network 

• Every street 

should be 

complete, 

accommodate 

pedestrian and 

bike 

• Plant 150,000 

new trees by 

2020 

500 new 

spaces by 

2014 

Increase 

pedestrian 

mode share 

(66% of all 

trips to be by 

bike, wal~, or 

transit by 

2040) 

• By 2014, 2km 

of additional 

sidewalk 

Plant 150,000 

new trees by 

2020 
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c.o 
O'> 
....... 

Bicycle 

Infrastructure 

Bicycle 

miles/ 1,000 

Current Res. 

Goai70 

·.:: .. 250 miies'at,; :.1· 417 miles at 1· 280 miles by 1· No current 

.... ·bulld~out, 200. . . buUd-out 2030 (33% LOS goals 

.. 1. being. pren:ii'uni:;·,,. 

: ·::)a~lllt!e~;:.:: · :~. 
• ::.50·,_ooo:bJ)<e :·: ·:. 
:. ·:parking· spaces-.. 1. 

•.:.:Zoa·up~~ad~ct':; 
1 \ lrite~sec!io~s .. :. ... : 
~ ,; 3006+·:~1~y61e);:. 

·tll~~~~ 

10% of all 

trips by bike 

by 2025 

Plan to 

cover the 

entire. city 

and connect 

to regional 

network 

.:i 0,27 ... ; 'I• 0.68 ... -

of street 

network with 

blkeways) 

• Obtain Bike 

Friendly City 

status 

• 0.70 

• Alm to pass 

complete 

Streets Polley 

• Add 183 miles 

wlthln)n 30 

years (= 311 

miles) 

• 0.81 

• Reduce bike 

acc;idents 50% 

by 2020 

• Increase bike 

mode share 

from 1.6% to 

6.5% 

• League of 

American 

Bicyclists 

"Platinum" 

{2013) 

• 70% of assets In 

good repair 

• Reduce VMT by 

10% 

• 0.36 

Transit 

Infrastructure 
•' 85.% transit.: ". · 1 · No 

.. /i~wdi~g~)~i~~t.' quantitative 

• No 

quantitative 

goals 

• No quantitative 1 • No quantitative 

goals goals 

··:.'Average .33:6-: ·: goals 
: ..... ·. 

·;minutes per · · 

;.;: jra.D~l~.!ra~e.i ... 

·'·time .... 

" . 
,:;: 

7° Calculated from proposed bicycle network length and current population. 
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• 3% bike 

commuting 

trips 

• 630 miles of 

total bike 

network by 

2030 

• All areas 

must 

maintain 

citywide 

ayerage for 

bike lane 

mlles per 

1,000 

households 

• 1.08 

• Transit load 

factor< 

100% 

• 19% transit 

commuting 

trips 

• 1,089.9 miles 

of proposed 

total bicycle 

network 

Increased 

bicycle mode 

share 

• 0.83 

• Increased 

ridership, 

and having 

an. attractive, 

convenient 

transit system 

• -15% of 

transit trips 

shorter than 

30 minutes 

(compared to 

8% BAU) 

• 450 miles of 

bike facilities 

proposed 

• o.48 

AECOM 

,, 

• Increase bike 

mode share 

• Expand 'all 

ages and 

abilities' bike 

network 

• Provide 

additional 

bike ~arklng 

• 328 total 

mlles In bike 

network as 

near-term 

goal 

• 0.54 

• No quantitative 1 · Increase 
goals transit mode 

share 
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SOCIOECONOMIC INDICATORS BY NEIGHBORHOOD 

Table 32. Unemployment Rate Among Civilian Workforce by Neighborhood (2010) 

Neighborhood Total% Unemployment /1 
. -

Bernal Heights , 7% 

t\~r Iil~~~;l~)1~:;~~7;:;.;;.i~r~~~*~~~~!2Y??'::·~~t·~rl~IJii'.r~~~~A~ 
Diamond Heights 6% 
Downtown/Civic Center 10% 
Excelsior 9% 
Financial District 7% 
Glen Park 7% 
Golden Gate Park 6% 
Haight Ashbury 5% 
Inner Richmond 7% 
Inner Sunset 4% 
Lakeshore 7% 
Marina 5% 
Mission 6% 
Nob Hill 7% 
Noe Valley 5% 
North Beach 7% 
Ocean View 10% 
Outer Mission 6% 
Outer Richmond 7% 
Outer Sunset 7% 
Pacific Heights 4% 
ParkSide 8% 
Potrero Hill 7% 
Presidio 3% 
Presidio Heights 5% 
Russian Hill 9% 
Sea cliff 7% 
South of Market 6% 

Ei@~ltJ.~jaj~~-dfYJ~C~:~1.s::'.':~:;:~~;c3.~;·~ .. :~::~2.;\-::f::f~'.'i.:;~~Ti~3~¥.:;\ 
Twin Peaks 6% 

. t'\~i'~(t~i~~~v?.i'\;yy~r:;::~;{:~~'.?~~:~,~:::.~\Xz§:;:~1!:~~ .. ~K:I''.·E:·:j~~~.~ 
West of Twin Peaks 5% 
Western Addition 6% 

Citywide Average 7% 

150% of Citywide Average 11% 

Source: 201 O American Community Survey 

1. ~Indicates value above 150 percent of citywide average 
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Table 33. Percentage of Households below 80 Percent of the Citywide Area Median Income (AMI) (2010) 

:. :~e- ~b~rh · 0~ · .- · . · · Total% HH BELOW 80% 
. . 

1
9_ . ~- ·. Citywide AMI 11 

Bernal 1:-leights 41% 
Castro!Upper Market . , 38% 

~:~QhlQ~t£wrBX;'{iiKE~2t;'.;:~:;:y::::::;::,;?'fTii;~:~:.·2J:L:'. •. :j;:;:::~:ff:]ilJi 
Crocker Amazon 50% 
Diamond Heights 42% 

f ~~l[~~1f!'~~ti~l~~l7~~~~fii~l 
Glen Park 40% 
Golden Gate Park 
Haight Ashbury 
Inner Richmond 
Inner Sunset 

f: 2~~-~~iiai~-:~:~ r:::e>; ;\ _;~c ;, . 
Marina · 

47% 
41% 
50%· 
40% 

: ;: ;~;.;~,)~:\Zi?.i~::; 
33% 

f-·~f ~~~i~:-r~i,·:·:=·:-::j:~::'·:·::_ .... :<:[·~~;J~~~~-~:L:·: ~~-:{·~;:}-~:_!}t·~i 
34% Noe Valley 

:~ .~R®.A~~h~·~.:tt: .. : -~:·~> :.::~:~~;~~~~:;_t~~~~~~ ~~·.: :;. :::}:~~: :;~:.::-~~=~~r;s 
Ocean View 
Outer Mission 
Outer Richmond 
Outer Sunset 
Pacific Heights 
Parkside 
Potrero Hill 
Presidio 
Presidio Heights 

49% 
43% 
47% 
49% 
31% 
40% 
33% 
35% 
41% 

Russian Hill 50% 
Seacliff 36% 

r~;iw&trit~~~i§it .};~;~~1-x_·'.~'.~t;I-~v~~;~-1~f:~~}t:i·::~!·;~; 
. Twin Peaks . 37% 

F:Ji~ii~~i~li:Q~1\~j1\X~:::i'~'. .. ~:,~~~:::·?'.:'.:/;~~:-~;};E;;:~~)~~~-;-:21~i.~-.:B.1~41~ 
WestofTwin Peaks 31% 

r wci~l~;:t;'Acici111;;~1/1:F?:·:_:;;?~'~;:.;;~cc,;-:r?'.''.:· .. ::<:':?:x'.'>:~1·573',~ 
Citywide Average 50% · 

Source: 201 O.American Community Survey 

1. )(;is, Indicates value above cilywide average 
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Table 34. Percentage of Children and Elderly j)y Neighborhood (2010) 
·. . . . . 

Neighborhood Population 0-14 /1 · Population 65+ /1 

- . ' . 

Bernal Heights 
11% 
11% 
10% r~6ff~i~W~ify~i?$s.t~~~~:;,7;§. 

14% 
6% 
8% 

15% 
13% 
6% 

t12.~f.-~::~;.·~~i~-i~1'.}i~~~t·:~t~jf:.~i~:;;~~j~~] 
Crocker Amazon 
Diamond Heights 
Downtown/Civic Center 
Excelsior 
Financial District 
Glen Park 
Golden Gate Park 
Haight Ashbury 
Inner Richmond 
Inner Sunset 
Lakeshore 
Marina 
Mission 
Nob Hill 
Noe Valley 
North Beach 
Ocean View 
Outer Mission 
Outer Richmond 
Outer Sunset 

15% 
6% 

14% 
7% 
9% 

11% 
11% 
10% 

8% 
11% 
5% 

12% 

8% 
14% 
15% 
12% 
12% 

Pacific Heights 9% 
Parkside 13% 
Potrero Hill 13% 

r·~~~~ciJ9)~~1:~J~fi.;}:;~::;:::;·:E/-clt-C:i:::r:;;~:L~'.fr':'.::~;:;~~;;ft;:l_~,:~!f9~~:5 
Presidio Heights 13% 
Russian Hill 6% 
Seacliff 14% 
South of Market '6% 
Treasure lslandNBI 14% 
Twin Peaks 8% 

f'.Yii1~?.tjP.Q~y~1i~'fY?;;<<:~'::?P~~:s:~~Y'.'.1:;;:ff·}:~·~:ZD~~y3;1§%'i 
West ofTwin Peaks 15% 
Western Addition 7% 

Citywide Average 11% 

150% Citywide Average 17% 

Source: 2010 U.S. Census 
1. f_?sX Indicates value above 150 percent of citywide average 
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15% 
18% 
13% 
15% 
19% 
14% 
9% 
8% 

14% 
12% 
14% 
13% 
9% 

17% 
10% 
18% 
13% 

14% 
17% 
16% 
14% 

17% 
8% 
4% 

18% 
20% 
20% 
10% 

1% 
19% 
13% 
18% 
16% 
14% 
20% 

San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis 

March 2014 



T!J.ble 35. Percentage of Non-White (Minority) Population by Neighborhood (2010) 
. . . . .. 

. · . · % of Non·White (Minority) 
. . . · Population /1 
. . . . . . . 

Golden Gate Park 
Haight Ashbury 
Inner Richmond 
Inner Sunset 

39% 
23% 
49% 
42% f: [~'.~~~~"'Q~~;Ei~T;;\~·;. :.-:· :,·~f: ,:?.~:X'/~~?~~~:~ 

Marina 
Mission 
Nob Hill 

16% 
43% 
49% 

Noe Valley 23% 
North Beacil 46% 

ttlilif ~~~,}~~~~cif~~~~,~~~f~iil~ 
Pacific Heights 19% 

Le:~as~1~1:~~~~1?~~~=~~~~-~{t01~:~~ -~l~~~f~:~:}!·~0~&1~S .. it~~~~:~~·~:~:~\~:=·~~~~~~i~~~~k~ 
. Potrero Hill 35% 

Presidio 
Presidio Heights 
Russian Hill 

Western Addition 
Citywide Average 

Source: 2010 U.S. Census 

1. f X.t Indicates value above citywide average 
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26% 
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43% 
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CHILDCARE DEMAND CALCULATIONS 

Table 36: Existing (2013) Childcare' Demand for Infant/Toddler Care (0-2) 

Michele Rutherford, Program Manager for San Francisco Human 
A Total resident-children (0-2) 21 •900 Services Agency via email to Harriet Ragozin (KMA) on 11/15/13 

B Total Employed San Francisco Residents 446,800 U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011 American Community Survey; DP03 

c % Employed Residents working outside 
of San Francisco 

D 
Total employed San Francisco Residents 
workin outside San Francisco 

% of total employed San Francisco 

E 
Residents working outside San 
Francisco, who need childcare outside 
San Francisco 

F 
Resident-children needing childcare 
outside of San Francisco 

G % of children ages 0-2 

H 
Resident-children (0-2) needing childcare 
outside of San Francisco 

23% 

100,530 

5% 

5,027 

51% 

2,544 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011 American Cpmmunity Survey; S0801 

B*C 

Based on South San Francisco Child Care Facilities Impact Fee Nexus 
Study and surveys of corporate employees and other child care 
studies, reviewed by Brion·& Associates, including Santa Monica's 
New Child Care Fee Nexus Study (as cited in Table 6 of Child Care 
Nexus Study for San Francisco by Brion· & Associates); assumes one 
child needing care per employee 

D*E 

Michele Rutherford, Program Manager for San Francisco Human 
Services Agency via email to Harriet Ragozin (KMA) on 11/15/13; 
assumes that school age children have care near home or school and 
all resident-children needing care outside of San Francisco are either 
infants/toddlers or preschoolers 

F*G 

. R~sident~Ctiildi-0n-(6~2) Ne"9diil~i .care in scifi F.ranCisc6 . .. :: :·=-».· ... :. •; ··.· ..... .': ....... · . .': : .. . 

Total resident-children (0-2) potentially 
needin childcare 

J Average labor force participation rate of 
a rents 

K Children with working parents 

L 
% children {0-2) with working parents 
needing licensed care 

M Total resident-children (0-2) needing 
licensed care in San Francisco 

19,356 

58% 

11,200 

37%. 

4,144 

A-H 

Bureau of Labor StaUstics (Table 4) 

I* J 
Table 7 of Child Care Nexus Study for San Francisco by Brion & 
Associates (based on a detailed review of 12 child care studies, 
i11cluding impact fee studies; demand factors developed in concert with 
De t of Human Services and DCYP 

K*L 

·~ Ncin-Reside~t Children (0-2) Needing care:rn San i=~ilcisco: · .. " .. : ·,., .. ,,',·/::;·,::. .... . ... . ... . · ,,, ..... :.:··· .. . . "·" ::· :. ':= 

N 
Employees that ltVe elsewhere but work 
in San Francisco 

Estimated % of non-resident employees 
O · needing licensed childcare 

P Children needing licensed childcare 

Q % of children ages 0 - 2 

· San Francisco Planning Department employment projections (as per 
154,000 Aksel Olsen, Geographer/Planner); U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011 

American Community Survey; DP03 

5% As above (E) 

7,700 N *O 

50% 
Department of Finance (Report P-3); assumes that school age children 
have care near home or school and all resident-children needing care 
outside of San Francisco are either infants/toddlers or preschoolers 

R Non-resident employee's children (0-2) 3 861 
needin care in San Francisco ' 

P*Q 

',. Toti\i..Childretj (0·2) Neediri'g Gare in San F.ranci~i:o :. : . , ... 

S Total children (0-2) needing licensed care 
in San Francisco 

.·.Eii~tin!i siippiy:·=:·~:' ... 

T 

82 

·:·t .... : .... · . . . 

1966 

·::::·: . 

.... ::·:: ... 
"~ .· . : ·::· :.:· :' 
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Table 37: Existing (2013) Childcare Demand for Preschooler Care (3-5) 

Total Re'~i~ent-Chili:lren: · :· '·. ·. · 

A Total resident.:children (3-5) 21,300 

. ... ·. . ·.: .... ·~ :: : .. /.:· .. ··. :.·: .. 
:·· ... , .... 

Michele Rutherford, Program Manager-for San Francisco 
Human Services Agency via email to Harriet Ragozin (KMA) on 
11/15/13 

:; Reside"i'1t~Childreri (3-5)"Needing care outside of."San Frarii:isi:i) :::'.:-.:···. · :· . .. ·.-:··: ·~·_; ·: ...... ,,::·· ·· ·;· .:···: :~···:;. • . . :.'.:·: .. · :- :.: ~- > . "... :: .:·.· 
B Total Employed San Francisco Residents 

C % Employed Residents working outside of 
San Francisco · 

D Total employed San Francisco Residents 
workin outside San Francisco 

% of total employed San Francisco 
E Residents working outside San Francisco, 

who need childcare outside San Francisco 

F Resident-children needing childcare·outside 
of San Francisco 

G % of children ages 3-5 

H Resident-children (3-5) needing childcare 
outside of San Francisco . 

446,800 

23% 

100,530 

5% 

5,027 

49% 

2,483 

."·Residifnt~chi1ciren (3-5)-Needirig care in San Francisco;,< • 

Total resident-children (3-5) pote1.1tially 
needin childcare 

J Average labor force participation rate of 
a rents 

K Children with working parents 

L % children (3-5) needing licensed care 

M Total resident-children (3-5) needing 
licensed care in San Francisco 

18,800 

58% 

10,878 

100% 

10,878 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011 American Community Survey; 
DP03 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011 American Community Survey; 
S0801 

B*C 

Based on South San.Francisco Child Care Facilities Impact Fee 
Nexus Study and surveys of corporate employees and other 
child care studies, revlewea by Brion & Associates, including 
Santa Monica's New Child Care Fee Nexus Study (as cited in 
Table 6 of Child Care Nexus Study for San Francisco by Brion & · 
Associates ; assumes one child needing care er em loyee 

D*E 

Michele Rutherford, Program Manager for San Francisco 
Human Services Agency via email to Harriet Ragozin (KMA) on 
11 /15/13; assumes tJ:tat school age children have care near 
home or school and all resident...children needing care outside of 
San Francisco are either infants/toddlers or preschoolers 

F*G 

. ........ .. : : ·:.: . :.:~.: .... . 

A-H 

Bureau of Labor Statistics (Table 4) 

l*J 

Table 7 of Child Care Nexus stUdy for San Francisco by Brion & 
Associates (based on a detailed review of 12 child care studies, 
including impact fee studies; demand factors developed in 
concert with Dept. of Human Services and DCYP) 

K*L 

: Non-Resii:lent Childre~· (3"5) Needing'. care' in S!til: ·i:~n·cisto, · •• : .. z·.·: 

N Employees that live elsewhere but work in 
San Franci.sco 

0 
Estimated % of non-resident employees 
needin licensed childcare 

P Children needing licensed childcare 

Q % of children ages 3-5 

154,0QO 

5% 

7,700 

50% 

San Francisco Planning Department employment projections (as 
per Aksel Olsen, Geographer/Planner); U.S. Census Bureau, 
2009-2011 American Communi Surve · DP03 

As above (see E) 

N*O 
Department of Finance (Report P-3); assumes that school age 
children have care near home or school and all resident-children 
needing care outside of San Francisco are either 
infants/toddlers or reschoolers 

R Non-resident employee's children (3-5) 3 839 p * Q 
needin care in San Francisco ' 

·Total Childfen (3-B:)'Ne.e~li~!fcare in san·Francl#·o'.'E.\. .. .<.':':;·;:·:'·(::'·:;..··.::.:·i:.</i<<:::.:·.; :· .. : .. , . , . ·;-.":·::·., :.:.;. ·. -.. · 
S Total children (3-5) needing licensed care in 

San Francisco 
):ii:!!itfug. Suj:lpJY .. \~· >. ·/ ;.:< · ::: . :··.-.': ,.·:°::,::\':/,: .... :·:··•;:.:; /:·. ": :.:·. ;>;_:::.;::·;. ,-.::.~.:: ;:'::-':':.:: .' 1; .. : ... ;:,\ .<.:.:·. :.';: ·~ ·. ' ... : : .. . :· : 

Michele Rutherford, Program Manager for San Francisco 
T Current available spaces for children (3-5) Human Services Agency via email to Harriet Ragozin (KMA) on 

% of demand met by existing slots 99.6% 
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1967 
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Table 38: Future (2020) Childcare Demand for Infant/Toddler Care (0-2) 

Planning Department population projections (as per Aksel 
A Total resident-children (0-Z) 29,600 Olsen, Geographer/Planner) times proportion of infants/toddlers 

based on Department of Finance projections (Report P-3) 
Residerit~Cfiifdren-(0-2)Needirig.care out5ide·:of s·a.'n· Francisco/:,.' ·· · · · ... · ..... ._ .. 

Employment projections from the San Francisco Planning 
Department (as per Aksel Olsen, Geographer/Planner), 

B Total Employed San Francisco Residents 483,200 assuming the resident/non-resident employment split from the 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011 American Corµmunity Survey; 

c % Employed Residents working outside of 
San Francisco 

D 
Total employed San Francisco Residents 
workin outside San Francisco 

% of total employed San Francisco 
E Residents working outside San Francisco, 

who need childcare outside San Francisco 

F 
Resident-children needing childcare 
outside of San Francisco 

G % of children ages D-2 

H Resident-children (0-2) needing childcare 
mitside of San Francisco 

23% 

108,720 

5% 

5,436 

56% 

3,043 

DP03· . 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011 American Community Survey; 
S0801 

B*C 

Based on South San Francisco Child Care Facilities Impact Fee 
Nexus Study and surveys of corporate employees and other 
child care studies, reviewed by Brion &Associates, including 
Santa Monica's New Child Care Fee Nexus Study (as cited in 
Table 6 of Child Care .Nexus Study for San Francisco by Brion & 
Associates ; assumes one child needing care er em lo ee 

D*E 

Planning Department population projections (as per Aksel 
Olsen, Geographer/Planner) ;Department of Finance projections 
(Report P-3); assumes that school age children have care near 
home or school and all resident-children needing care outside of 
San Francisco are either infants/toddlers or preschoolers 

F*G 

Resident-Ghildreri (0-2) Neeain.g·care in san.Frani:is.ci:) ···:: · .. ,. .. 

J 

K 

L 

Total resident-children (D-2) potentially 
needin childcare 
Average labor force participation rate of 

arents 
Children with working parents 

% children (0-2) with working parents 
needing li~nsed care 

26,600 

58% 

15,391 

37% 

M Total resident-children (0-2) needing 
5 695 

licensed care in San Francisco ' 

A-H 

Bureau of Labor Statistics (Table 4) 

I* J 
Table 7 of Child Care Nexus Study for San Francisco by Brion & 
Associates (based on a detailed review of 12 child care studies, 
including impact fee studies; demand factors developed in 
concert with De t. of Human Services and DCYP 

K*L 

· Noii.~R:e~iililr:ifChilcii-eo '(0~2) Nee'c!irig care:'in San i=ranc.isci>:: .. •. · .• : '.·: ·; :: .. , .·,. . 

N 
Employees that live elsewhere but work in 
San Francisco 

0 
Estimated % of non-resident employees 

. needing licensed childcare 

P Children needing licensed childcare 

Q % of children ages 0 - 2 

San Francisco Planning Department employment projections (as 
194,300 · per Aksel Olsen, Geographer/Planner); U.S. Census Bureau, 

5% 

9,715 

50% 

2009-2011 American Communi Surve DP03 

As above (E) 

N*O 

Department of Finance (Report P-3); assumes that school age 
children have care near home Qr school and all resident-children 
needing care outside of San Francisco are either 
infants/toddlers or preschoolers 

R Non-resident employee's children (0-2) 4,839 p • Q 
needin care in San Francisco . 

S Total children (0-2) needing licensed care 10,534 M + R 
in San Francisco 
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Table 39: Future {2020) Childcare Demand for Preschooler Care (3-5) 

Planning Department population projections (as per Aksel 
A Total resident-children (3-5) 23,300 Olsen) times proportion of infants/toddlers based on Department 

B 

c 

Total Employed San Francisco Residents 

% Employed Residents working outside of 
San Franeisco 

D Total employed San Francisco Residents 
workin outside San Francisco 

% of total employed San Francisco 
E· Residents working outside San Francisco, 

who need childcare outside San Francisco 

F Resident-children needing childcare 
. outside of San Francisco 

G % of children ages 3-5 

H Resident-children (3-5) needing childcare 
outside of San Francisco 

483,200 

23% 

108,720 

5% 

5436 

44% 

2,393 

. of Rnance projections (Report P-3) 

Employment projections from the San Francisco Planning 
Department (as per Aksel Olsen, Geographer/Planner), 
assuming the same split of resident-employees versus non. 
resident-employees as the U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011 
American Commun· Surve ; DP03 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011 American Community Survey; 
S0801 

B*C 

Based on South San Francisco Child Care Facilities Impact Fee 
Nexus Study and surveys ·of corporate employees and other 
child care studies, reviewed by Brion & Associates, including 
Santa Monica's New Child Care Fee Nexus Study (as cited in 
Table 6 of Child Care Nexus Study for San Francisco by Brion & 
Associates}; assumes one child needing care per employee 

D*E 

Planning Department population projections (as per Aksel 
Olsen, Geographer/Planner}; Department of Finance projections 
(Report P-3); assumes that school age children have care near 
home or school and all resident-children needing care outside of 
San Francisco are either infants/toddlers or preschoolers 

F*G 

: Hiisideht-Cbili;lreit(J-5) Needing care in' San f:raiicis~'o .. ::· :._,:_:/.,·,:.-· ·.-:. ··, ....... . .~ .. ~. ·.· ... 
•"•' •• :··.':=·I."::··<:,·:·.•.•'•,.'"' 

Total resident-children (3-5) potentially 
needin childcare 

J Average labor force participation rate of 
arents · 

K . Children with working parents 

L 
% children (3-5) with working parents 
needing licensed care · 

M Total resident-children (3-5) needing 
licensed care in San Francisco 

20,907 

58% 

12,097 

100% 

12,097 

A-H 

Bureau of Labor Statistics (Table 4) 

I* J 
Table 7 of Child Cq.re Nextis Study for San Francisco by Brion & 
Associates (based on a detailed review of 12 child care studies, 
including impact fee studies; demand factors developed in 
concert with Dept of Human Services and DCYP} 

K*L 

· Nor:i~~esident ChilC!re~ (~-~i _N~'i!il_lrl-g-C~i'~iJ1 ~ail Fra~l:-isco'.'>· :. · --,::,:\:-. -- .. · .;·::' _. ,- ... ;.:. ··-: .... ·, ... · .. :·', ,: :: /: :;.::~·: 

N Employees that live elsewhere but work in 
San Francisco 

0 

p 

Q 

Estimated % of non-resident employees 
needing licensed childcare 

Children needing licensed childcare 

% of children ages 3-5 

194,300 

5% 

9,715 

50% 

R Non-resident employee's children (3-5) 4,876 
needin care in San Francisco 

S Total children (3-5) ne!lding licensed care 16,973 
in San Francisco 

San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis 

March 2014 

San Francisco Planning Department employment projections (as 
per Aksel Olsen, Geographer/Planner); U.S. Census Bureau, 
2009-2011 American Communlty Survey; DP03 

As above (s.ee E} 

N*O 

Department o{ Finance (Report P-3); assumes that school age 
children have care near home or school and all resident-children 
needing care outside of San Francisco are either 
infants/toddlers or reschoolers 

P*Q 

M+R 
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Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF}: 
Transmittal ofTSF Projections from Land Use & Transportation Committee I October 26, 2015 

Dear Supervisors, legislative aides, arid Nicole: 

In anticipation of the November 3, 2015 full Board of Supervisors hearing on establishing a new citywide 
Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF), please find enclosed in this transmittal a series of documents that 
staff from the Planning Department, SFMf A, and SFCTA prepared in response to questions raised by 
Supervisors during hearings at the Land Use and Transportation Committee. 

Enclosed are the following: 

• Memo (dated 10/13/15) providing updated fee projections, reflecting the amendments made at the 
October 51h Land Use & Transportation Committee hearing. 

o Appendix: Residential grandfathering projections 

• List (dated 10/14/15) of student housing projects in Institutional Master Plans on file (for non­
profit post-secondary educational uses only). 

• Analysis (dated 10/2/15) providing information on the TSF rates with and without the Area Plan 
fee credit as proposed in the ordinance. 

• Memo (dated 10/2/15) to the Land Use & Transportation Committee and legislation Sponsors, 
responding to questions raised at the September 28th Committee hearing. The memo covers the 
following topics: hospital exemptions based on criterion other than their non-profit status; 
exemptions for post-secondary institutions that provide student housing; additional revenue 
generated by grandfathering amendment; effects on feasibility and revenue generated by 
elimination of the Plan Area fee credit; effect on feasibility ifTSF rates were based on project 
size or construction type; and maximum TSF rates that could be charged based on economic 
feasibility. 

o Appendix: Updates to ~SF feasibility study and TSF fee projections 
o Appendix: Residential grandfathering projections 

Staff are avajlable to discuss any of the enclosed information or to respond to other questions related to 
the pending legislation. Thank you. 

1970 



•• 1 ··-- ! ___ .:_--·:.:--·.·.:_I ··-··- ·-··-···· 

TSP. Impact of October sift land Use & Transportation Committee Amendments {UPDATED 10/ll/15} 

Dear Supervisors Cohen, Kim, Wiener, Avalos, Breed, and Christensen, 

In response to the. October 5th, ZO 15 Land Use and Transportation Committee hearing on establishing a new 
citywide Transportation Sustainability F-ee (TSF}, staff from. the Planning Dep.artment and SFMTAbave 
prepared information an the fiscal impact of the amendments made to the proposM legislation.. Please let us 
know if you would like to discuss any of the inforniation presented below. 

The combined impact mall of thes:e amendments is an increase of approximately $153.0 million over 3ayears. 
or $/i,1 million rmnual~ m1mmarizedhelow. 

This would bring total projm:ted TSF revenues to $1.3 billion over 30 vears. or $19 millfon aminally. This 
represents approximately $S70·million in netnewtransportationrevenue above existirigTIDF. 

TSF Revenue Generation: Land Use & Transportation Committee October 5th Amendments 

Tier by project size: for res >100 units & non-res> 100k sq ft $.55.Smn 

No grandfathering for projects filed after 7 /21/15 $4.9mn 

ElimJ:nate ar~ plan exemption $53.6mn 

fncrease PD R fee trigger to 150G sq ft Negligible Negfigible 

App Iy TSF to hospitals $57.Smn $1.9mn 

Exempt post.secondary edu<:ationaf uses .{$18.8mn) ·{$0.Smn} 

Total TSF Revenue Generation with October- 5th Amendments 

TSF as proposed 

With October 5· · amendments $1.3bn $570mn $44mn $19mn $5.lmn 

1. Amendment: Increase the fee rates for large projem, defined as residential uses >99 units or non." 
residential uses >100ksq ft. For .all.gross square feet over this threshold (i.-e. any"units above 99. 
units and all nonresidential square footage above 100k sq ft), projects would pay an additi<tnal 
$1/sqnare foot, or $8.74 for residential and $19.04 for nonresidential. 

Increasing the fee for large projects would res.ult in an increase of approximately $55 million dollars over 
3llyears, or $1.9 millfon dollars annuaHy, as follows;. 
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TSF: Impact of October 5tlt Land Use & Transportation Committee Amendments (UPDATED 10/13/15} 

TSF Revenue Generation: Fee Increase for large Projects 

Rates as proposed 

Tier hy project sfze: for res >100 
units: and nan-res > 100k sq ft 

$1.2bn $41mn $16mn $L9mn 

2. Antendnient: Alilend grandfal:herin:gsuch thatresid.ential projects th~ filed a 0.evelopm.ent 
application after the introduction date of the Ordinance fiuly21st,2015) would receive no 
grandfathering and would pay 100% .of the TSF ra;te,. · 

Currently, there are 10 residential projects iu the pipeline that filed after July 21~ 2015. If th.ese projects 
were to pay the TSF in ful~ this would result in an additional $4 9 mjllfon above the Ordinance as 
proposed, as follows.. See the append.ix for a list of residential projects in the pipeline. 

TSF Residential Grandfathering (2015 Q2 Development Pipeline}1 

Proposed 
Revenue Proposed 

·Revenue 
Project status rate generation Project Status_ Rate 

generation 
{$/GSF) {$/GSf) 

Entitf~d $0 $0 Entitled $0 $0 

Under review $3.87 $54.0nm Under review, filed $3,87 $49.lmn 
before 7 /2.1/15 
Under review, filed after $7.74 $9.Bmn 
7/11/15 

3. Amendment: Eliminate the Area Plan credit for residential uses, such that projects would pay both 
the TSF and area plan transportation fees in full. 

Based on projected development, removing the area plan creditwonld generatG approximately ru 
. million gnmmf(.Y;. Qr $32, 1 milffon through ZU4fl. 

In addition, projects in the current development pipeline would contribute an additional $21.S mi'Jlian. 
bringing,. the tatrzl ta $53.6 million. · 

J. Based on amended fee rates .flncluamg fee increase for projects > 100 units or 100k sq ftl. 
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TSF: Impact of October 5th Land Use & Transportation Committee Amendments {UPDATED 10/13/15) 

4. Amendment: Increase the PDR fee trigger from 800 GSF to 1500 GSF 

The impact of modifying the PDR fee trigger is ffiinimal. Based on building permit data for completed 
projects over the last 10 years, out of 43 3,000 square feet of PDR development added in the City over this 
period, only one project fell under the 1,~00 square foot threshold. 

Based on the TSF Nexus Study, the City is projected to add 6.1 million square feetofnewPDR 
development through 2040 that would be subject to the TSF, comprising about 1 % of total non­
residential development 

5. [updated: 10 /13 /15] Amendment: Apply the TSF to hospitals 

Based on the TSF Nexus Study, the City is projected to add 3.2 million square feet·ofnew hospital 
development through 2040 that would be subject to the TSF, representing less than 1 % of total non­
residential development Applying the fee to hospitals would raise an additional $57.8 million dollars over 
30 vears. or roughlv$1.9 million annually.Z 

6. [updated: 10 /13 /15] Amendment: Exempt post-secondary educational uses 

The TSF Nexus Study projects thatthe Citywill add roughly 5.8 million square feet of Cultural, 
Institutional, and Educational uses through 2040 that would be subject to the TSF, "representing a little 
over 1 % of nonresidential development Based on completed projects from 2000-2010, private nonprofit 
universities may be expected to account for approximately 18% of this amount, or 1.0 million square feet 

/ 
Exempting these uses from the fee would result in a revenue loss ofapproximatelv $18.8 million dollars 
over 30 vears. or"S630.000 annuallv. 

In addition, these projections do not differentiate between student housing and other types of post­
secondary educational uses, such as instructional spaces. 

2 Please note that previous projections for institutional uses (hospitals and post-secondary institutions) were based 
on data for i.o years of completed projects. In this updated analysis, the TSF projections use the higher figures for 
land use and employment from the TSF Nexus Study, for the sake of consistency. These projections utilize ABAG 
projections combined with Planning Department Land Use AUocation figures. 
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APPENDIX: TSF Residential J>lpetlne Projections {10/8/15) 

Table 1. Residential Projects Under Review: filed after 7 /21/15 
{LU&T Committee Amendment: No Grandfathering) 

63B~64S Fourth St. 427 493,612 $2,0991862 $4,199,71.5 

75 Arkansas street 50 57,800 $223,686 $223,686 

6.03 Tennessee St. 24 2.7,744 $l07,369 

400 PMsadero St. 130 150,ZSO $599))02 $1,199,003 
3620 Cesar Chavez 28 32,368 $125>264 $250,528 

719 Lar:ldn 42 4S,552 $187,896. $375,792. $1$7,896 
830EddySt, !ZO 138,720 $548,984 

793 South Van Ness 54 62.;424 $241..581 $483,162 $241,581 

950 T~nne$See st. 129 1,49,,12.4 $S94A5Q $1,.188,900 . $594,450 

:z91g..2924 Mission SL 38 43.;92& $170r001 

TOTAl. REVENUE 
UNPi:a PROPO.SAt 

NOTES: 

l. TSF vafues are preftminary estimates based on project descriptions in the developm~nt pipeline at time 
of applicatkm filing. and may not reflect the most .current project proposal on file. 
2, Estimated TSF onfy Includes residential square footage and do.es not inclvde any proposed 
nonresidentia;f uses. <:akufat1ons do not take into consideration tredlts for prior uses on site,, which may 
decrease tbe fee amount for some projed;S. 
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AP'PENDDC: TSF Residential Plpetine Projections (10/S/15) 

P1ER48 1~500 1,.734,000 $15,040,716 $7,520,358 

PlER70 1,:tQO 1,2.71,600 $10,999~340 SSA991610 
150 VAN NESS AVE 429 495;924 $4~9,93;! $2,109,996 

1979 MISSJON ST 351 405,756 $3,43~863 $11715,932: 
$00 INDIANA STREET 340 393;040 $3,320,726 $1,660~Ea 

950 MARKET ST 305 3S:Z,580 . $2,967,105 . . $1.,4S3,$53 
1066 MARKET ST 304 3S1!424 $2,957,002 $1,478,501 

5001STST 292 337,552. $2,835,760 $1,.417,$0 

l,30l 16TH STREET 276 319,051) $2,fil 4,ios $l...33c7~053 
2070 SRYAITT ST 2.71. 313,276 $2,623,58& $1,311,794 
1634-1t59() PINE ST Z60 300,560 $.ipl2,450 $1,,256,225 
1395:ZZndSt 2S.1. 290,15~. $2,421,519 $1.~10,760 

1601 MISSION ST 220 254,320 $2,10&,313 $1,054,156 
!800 MISSION ST 207 239,292 $1,97ti;968 $988.t4S4 
12001.7fH smm WO 23.l,200 $1,906,244 $9531122 
975 Bryant Street 195 22SA20 $1,BSS.~ 727 $9l7,863 
75HOWARDST 186 215,015 $1,764,796 $8Bi,398 

1028 MARKEf ST :t.86 215,016. $1,764,796 $sa2~a 
1540 MARKET ST 180 208,080' $1,704,175 $852,0SS 
Z07Q BRYANT ST 177 2.04,612 $1,673,SvS $$6,93:Z 

390-0lSfST 170 196;520 $1,603)141 $801,,570 
1125 MARKET ST 164 189,584 $1,542,S.2.0 $771,26{} 

1515SOUTHVAN NESS AVENUE l:60 184,960 $1,5021106 $7S1,0S9 
950 MASON STREET 1£0 184,960 $1,502,106 $751,053 

88 ARKANSAS ST 146 168,776 $1,360,658 $Gso~a9 
429 Beale Street and 430 Main Street 140 161,840 $1,300£038. $650,019 
1140 FOLSOM STREET 128 147,968 $1,178,796 $539,398 

555 Howard St l27 146,812 $1,168,69.3 $Sa4,34& 
1298 ttOWARO STREET 121 139,&76 $1,108,072 $554~tn6 

2675 FOLSOM ST ·U7 1.35,25Z $1,067,658 $Sa3;JZ9 
z111 nnRo ST 109 126,004 $986,831 $493,415 

155'0 MARKET ST 109 12.6,004 $986,331 $493,415 

1075 MARKET ST 90 ·104,040 $8QS,270 $402,,SS 
750 HARRISON Sf 71 8!},012 $688,953 $344,476. 

1335 FOLSOM ST 65 75,140 $581,584 $290,792 
777TENNESSEE STREET 59 68,2.04 $527,899' $.263,949 

(continued on next page) 
Page2of3 

1975 



APPEl\tDIX: TSF Residential Pipeline Projections {10/8/15) 

(Continued: Residential Projects Under Review: Filed before 7/21/15) 

U4S Polk Street S4 62,,424 $483,162 $24~81 

2444 LOMBARD ST 53 61,2.68 $474.ll.4 $237,107 . 

555 GOLDEN GATE AV. 52 60#112 $465,267 $a2.;a$a 
3314CESAR CHAVEZ ST . 50 57)800 $441,3n $223,686 

807 FRANKLIN ST . 50 57~800 $447,372; $223,686 
651GEARYST 46 53tl76 $411~582 $205,791 

27}.SUTIERST 45 52,020 $402,{;35 $201.,311 
2S007THST 44 50,864 $393.,687 $196~844 

1174 FOLSOM ST 42 48k552 $37S;792 $181,896 

22sa - 2..254 MARKET ST 41 47~396 $366r845 $183.A~ 

S75 CALlfORNiA ST/ 770 POWELL ST · 41 47,396 $366,$4-S $183»~.Zl 

!101 TENNESSEE STREET 39 4S,084 $3481950 $174;475 

915 - 935 Minn.a Street 37 42,m $331kQSS $16SAZS 
2230 3RO STREET 37 42,77Z $33:1,055 $16.S,528 

1726 -1730 Mission Streirt 36 41,616 $322,108 $161,(154 

469EOOYST . 34 39,304 $304,21.S $lS2~1Q6 
49$ CAMBRIDGE ST 32 36,992 $286,318 $143,159 

240 PACIFIC AV 3:t 35,836 $277;&71 $138,685 
475MINNAST 30 34,680 $268,423 . $134,212 

24110THST 28 32,368 $250,528 $125#264 
198 VALENCIA ST 2.S Sz,368 ~50,528 $125..264 

3140l6THST 2a 32,368 $250,.SZS $125 .. 264 
159&BAYsT 28 32,368 $250,528 $125,264 
22 FRANKUN ST 28 32.;368 $250,52.8 $125,.Z64 

2140'"' Zl44 Market Street 2.7 31~l.2 $241,581 $120,790 
OCTAVIA BLVD PARCEL T 26 30,056 $l32,633 $U6.;317 

300 Octavia Street 24 27#744 $214,739 $107.;369 

3355 GEARY BL 23 26,588 $205,791 $1UZ)l96 

2670 Geary Boulevard 21 24,276 $187;89.6 $9~8 

TOTAt.REVENUE 
UNPER PROPOSAL 
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TSP. Exlsttng/Propased Student Houslng. ln Non-profit Private University !MPs 
10/14/15 

2012 
Unfv.ersity 

Art Institute of California I 2009 
- San Francisco 
Babson Colle~e 
California Collage of Arts 
and Crafts 

Californla Institute of 
Integral Studies 

Everest Co.liege 
Golden Gate Universi 
Great Western 
University 
Hu1t lntematlonal 
Business School 
Samuel Merritt 
Univ·e.rsity 

2011 
2013 

No IMP 

2010 
2015 
No IMP· 

2011 

2011 

San Francisco Art I 2004 
institute 
San F:r:ancisco I 2015 
Conservatory o:f Music 
University of I 2011 
Pe.nnsylvania Wharton 
School of Business, West 
Coast Campus · 

UniversityofSan I 2014 
Francisco 
We:>tmont College I San I 2002 
fra.nc:isco Urban 
Program 

None eXis:ting or proposed. 

None existing or propose:cl •. 

None existing; or ·Proposed, 
All &Xist'fng housing located in Oakland. Plans to work with private developers; to :ereate/lease student 
housing in SF, and/or develop college-owned housing in SF, Also plans to develop housing for 250-350· 
beds in SUD, 1321 Mission {entitled)~ and 38 Harriet {completed). 
N/A 

None existin 
N/A 

None ·.existing or propos,ed. 

None existing o.r proposed. 

Existing student ho.using leased from Presidio wtth capacity o;f40. Considerlng partnering with Bovet 
Place for more. 
Existing student ho.using leased from Golden Gate Hall \134 beds} and Columbus. Street Hou:s.ing {25 
beds}. Future housing will be :teas.ad. :from The Panoramic. {200 beds). 
MBA for Executives students housed at Le Me.r1d.ian Hot.el during class sessions, SO room nights per 
weekend. 

Exlstingstudenthouslng :eons1sts of2045 beds on Hilltop Campus and 93 beds. atPedroArru.pa Hal!. 
New :residence haH proposed on Lone Mountain~ 635 housing bedrooms on Hlfltop. Campus.. 
Existing student ho.using consists of 12 bedrooms at 301 Lyon. 
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Proposed Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF} 

TSF Residential Fee Options in Area Plans l Updated 10/2/2015 

Residentlal Transportation & Complete Streets Fees under Proposed TSF - Summary 

Outside area plans 

Inside area plMs 

Outside Ar~ Plans 

EaSt;ern Neighborhoods 

Tier1 

Tier2 

Tier3 

Balboa Park 

Marlcet & Octavia 

Van Ness & Marlcet SU!f 

Visitacion Valley Pfan Are1l 
Rincon Hill Plan A{ea 

Transit Center District Plan2 

Tier 1 (FAR below 1:9} · 

Tier 2 (FAR 1:9 to 1:18} 

Tier 3 (FAR above 1:18} 

No transportation fees 

Area plan fees 
(transit/complete 

Streets components} 

$0.00 

$3.98 

$5.97 

$7.96 

$4.86 

$7.21 

$1201 

$2.50 

$8.25 

$4.39 

$10.97 

$14-26 

TSF 

Area plan fees 
(transit/rompfete 

streets) 
Less: TSFfee reduction 

+ 
TSF 

$0-00 

$0.97 

$1.46 

$1.94 

$1.17 

$2.40 

$4.00 

$0_00 

$0.00 

$0.00 

$0.00 

$0.00 

TSF 

Area plan fees 
{transit/complete 

streets) 
. + 

TSF 

$7.74 Sl.74 

$10.75 $11.72 

$12.25 $B.71 

$13.76 $15.70 

$11.43 $12.60 

$12.54 $14.95 

$15.75 $19.75. 

$ID.24 $10.24 

$15.99 $15.99 

$12..13 $12.13 

$18.71 $18.71 

$22..00 $22.00 
Nm~: . 
L Van Ness & Marl<et SUD projects pay same rate as Market & Octavia for building FAR< 9~1, and the Van Ness 
& Market fee for FAR> 9:1. 
2. Transit Center is not eligible for a fee credit as the Transit Center Transportation & Street Improvement fee 
was established ta deliver projects associated with areas developed to such a high degree of density. A portion 
of the fee is also designated as a CEQA. mitigation measure (the Transft Delay Mitigation fee). 
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Proposed Transportation Sustainability Fee {TSF} . 

TSF Residential Fee Options in Area Plans I Updated l!J/2/2015 

Summary of Current Residential Area Plan Fees 

Ea~rn Neighborhoods 

Tier1 $9.71 $0.97 .$3.01 

Tier2 $14.56 $1.46 $451 

Tier3 $19.42 $1.94 $li02 

Balboa Park $9.71 $1.17 $3Bl 

Market & Octroiia $10.92 $2.40 $4.SQ 

Van Ness & Market sµo $18.20 $4.00 .$8.01 

Visitacion Valley Plan Area $5.56 $0.00 $2.50 

RioconHiU PlanAr:ea $10.44 $0.00 $8.25 

Transit Cent~r District Plan1 

Tier1 {FAR bdow 1:9} $4.39 $4.3!1 $0.00 

Tter 2 {FAR 1:9to1:18) $10..97 $10.971. $0.00 
Tmr 3 (FAR above 1:18} $14.26 $14.261 $0.00 

NPtes: 
1. The Transit Center Transportation & Street improvement F.ee does not specify a perrent alfocatlon to transit & 
complete streets components, so the full amount of the fee is shown here asaJ.located to transit for illustrative 
purposes only. 

Sample Calculation: Area Plan Fee Reduction in Market & Octavia Area Piao {in Ordinance as 

Proposed) 

MARKET AND OCTAVIA IMPACT FEE 

NSIT PORTION OF MARKET AND OCTAVIA FEE {22%) 
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Proposed Transportation Sustalnabliity Fee {TSF} 

TSF Res:identiat Fee Optlons in Area Plans I Updated 10/2/2015 

Sample TSF Residential Calculations: Area Plan Fee Credit 

l'SOI Mission Street I 200 I 229,705 Market & Octavia 22% 

13011,Gth Stragt I 234 I 210,504 Eastern 10% $7.74 $9.71 -$0.97 $2,093, 701 $2,625,594 -s2s2,659 I S4,4s1,s3s 
Neighborhoods TI er 1 

..... 1140 Folsom 128 147;968 Ea stem I 10% I s1.14.I $14.56 I -s1.46 I s1,14s,2n I s2,1s4,414 I -sns,441 I ss,oa4,z45 
c.o Nei hborhoods Tier 2 
~ 3620 Cesar Clhavaz 28 24,500 Eastern 1- ~io%l- --$7.741 . · $14.56 I -Sl.46 I $190,404 I . $358,17£ l · .... s3s,s1a 1 

Neighborhoods Tier 2 

Notes: 
1. TSF values are preliminary estimates based on project descriptions in the development pipeline ·at tlme of application filing, and may not 

reflect the most currant project proposal on file. 
2. TSF calc.ufations above: are for illustrative purposes only, to explain the residential Area PJan Fee Credit as proposed. They tlo not consider a 

er.edit for prio.r uses on site,. no.r take into i:onsideration the proposed grandfathe:ring fee rates as proposed in the ordina·nce. 
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Supervisors Cohen, Kim, Wiener and Avalos, 

Thank you for your thoughtful comments atthe September 28th, 2015 Land Use and Transportation 
Committee hearing on establishing a new citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF). Staff has 
prepared additional information in response to key questions raised at this hearing. Please let us know if you 
would like to discuss any of the information presented below. 

1. Would it be possible to exempt hospitals from the TSF based on some criterion other than their 
non-profit status? 

During the drafting of the TSF Ordinance, staff worked with the San Francisco Department of Public 
Health (SFDPH) to create an exemption that would apply to medical uses primarily serving vulnerable 
populations including but not limited to: Medi-Cal beneficiaries, uninsured residents, limited English 
speakers, and populations with documented high rates of health disparities, as defined in the Health Care 
Services Master Plan. Below is an outline of the process that would allow for such an exemption. 

Review Process for Medical Uses 
When a medical service provider submits an application to the Planning Department for a development 
project, there are two separate processes through which the project could be found to be exempt from 
the TSF. A project may satisfy the requirements of one or both in order to receive an exemption. 

• Charitable Exemption Process: The project is exempt from TSF if both of the following are 
satisfied: (1) the medical service provider is a non-profit organization dev~loping on land that is 
tax-exempt1; and, (2) the medical service provider occupies <50,000 sf of site area or <100,000 sf 
of site area in C-3 districts (the minimum threshold for requiring a full Institutional Master Plan). 
In other words, if the project does not require a full Institutional Master Plan, it would not need 
to pay the TSF. If, however, the project does require a full Institutional Master Plan, certain 
medical use projects would be exempt from the. TSF as outlined in #2 below. 

• Healthcare Services Master Plan Consistency Determination Process: A TSF exemption will 
be granted to projects that the SF Health Commission or SFDPH staff (as applicable) find to be: 
(1) Consistent with the Health Care Services Master Plan Health Care Services; and, (2) Eligible 
for Development Incentives under such plan. The process varies depending on project size: 

a. Projects requiring HCSMP review(> 10,000 GSF ofnew construction, or >5,000 GSF 
change of use): These projects will undergo the usual HCSMP Consistency Determination 
process. The Planning Department will grant a TSF exemption if the SF Health 
Commission issues a "Finding of Consistency'' with the HCSMP, together with the 
determination that the use is "Eligible for Development Incentives" under such plan. 

b .. Administrative review for smaller projects ( <10,000 GSF of new construction, or 
<5,000 GSF change of use): These projects are not currently required to undergo the 
HCSMP Consistency Determination process. The project sponsor must file an exemption 
application with the Planning Department The Planning Department will grant a TSF 
exemption if SFDPH staff issue a "Finding of Consistency'' with the HCSMP, together with 
the determination thatthe use is "Eligible for Development Inc::entives" under such plan. 

The :rsF ordinance coUld be amended to state that any project that requires an Institutional Master 
Plan under Section 304.5 of the Planning Code shall not be eligible for charitable exemptions except if 
it is a medic;al use that is found by the SF Health Commission or the SFDPH to be consistent with the 
Health Care Services Master Plan and eligible for Development Incentives under this Plan. Projects 
would be required to remain eligible for Development Incentives for at least 10 years. If the property 

1 Projects will need to submit an application for a Charitable Exemption in order to verif/non-profit status (or undergo a similar · 
process, to be deterolined). · 
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or portion thereof ceases to be eligible for Development Incentives within the 10-year period, the 
property owner will be required to paythe TSF. 

2. What is the best way to treat post-secondary educational institutions when they are providing 
student housing? · 

As currently proposed, the TSF would apply to all projects of non-profit post-secondary educational 
institutions that require an Institutional Master Plan under Section 304. 5 of the Planning Code. Given the 
recent legislation that encourages universities to create new student housing, the TSF Ordinance could be 
amended to exempt student housing proposed by non-profit post-secondary educational institutions 
from the fee. Section 411.A.3(b) of the ordinance already sets forth a number of proposed exemptions in 
support of existing City policies. The Section could be amended to include an exemption for non-profit 
student housing as defined in Article 2 of the Planning Code. 

Planning Code Definition of Student Housing: A Residential Use characteristic defined as a 
living space for students of accredited Post:secondary Educational Institutions that may take 
the form of Dwelling Units, Group Housing, or SRO Unit and is owned, operated, or otherwise 

. controlled by an accredited Post-Secondary Educational Institution. Unless expressly 
provided for elsewhere in this Code, the use of Student Housing is permitted, where the form 
of housing is permitted in the underlying Zoning Distrfct in which it is located. Student 
Hou5ing may consist of all or part of a building, and Student Housing owned, operated, or 
controlled by more than one Post-Secondary Educational Institution may be located in one 
building. 

3. How would incorporating the grandfathering provisions recommended by the Planning 
Commission affected the projected revenue? In addition, how would revenue be affected if 
projects that were filed after the introduction date of the Ordinance Quly 21st, 2015) received no 
grandfathering? 

The Planning Commission recommendations on TSF grandfathering were as follows: 

• Residential projects: 
a Entitled projects: 100% grandfathering (as proposed) 
b. Projects under review: 

• Filed before 7 /1/14: 50% rate 
• Filed after 7 /1/14: 75% rate 

• Nonresidential projects: Fully grandfathered; pays TIDF rates (as proposed) 

The impact of these proposed changes is as shown in the table below. Amending the proposed ordinance 
would generate an additional $17.5 million. 
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lSF Residential Grandfathering 

Proposed 
Revenue Proposed 

Revenue 
Project status rate genemion Project status Rate 

generatipn 
($/GSF} ($/GSF} 

Entitled $0 $0 Entitled $0 $D 

Under review $3.87 $50.0mn Under review, filed $3.87 $37.Smn 
before 7/1/14 
Under review, filed after $5.81 $30.0mn 

7/1/14 

At the Land Use & Transporta:tion Committee hearing, Supervisors expressed interest in exploring 
additional grroidfathering options; 

• Residential projects: Same as above, but do not grandfather projects that were filed after the date 
of Ordinance introduction (fuly 21,. 2015) 

C'IJI'.['gn,tly, there are 14 projects ht tlie pipeline that filed after July 21"\2015. If th~ projects w·ere to 
pay the TSP in full, this would result in rm additional $Z1 milljop above the Ordinance as proposed (ia 
50% TSP rate for residential; TIDF rates for non-residential). These projects were added after the 
grandfathering analysis was completed, and thus do notover1apwith the amounts above. 

[UPDATED 1fl/2/1S: Non-residential grandfathering.] At the September 2sm Land Use & 
Transportation hearing. Supervisors expressed interest in potentially applying a tiered grandfathering 
stroctnre for non-residential uses as wcll. similar to the Planning (:ommissfon recommendation for 
residential uses (50% of the fee diffurence forunentitled projects that filed before 7 /1/14, 75% of the fee 
difference thereafter). MOOifying tlie proposal would potentially generate an additional $10 million in 
revenues, as follows. 

Entitled 

Under revim.v 

Rate 
($/GSF} 

Non-Residential Grandfathering 

Revenue 
generation Project status 

$45.3mn Entitled 

$66.7mn 
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&i.te 
{$/GSF} 

Revenue 
generation 

$45.3mn 

$72.Smn 

$4.timn 



4. What is the effect on feasibility if the Plan Area credit were to be eliminated? How much TSF 
revenue would this generate? 

(See Appendix B for additional information on updates to the feasibility ana(ysis in response to questions 4-
6. Please note that some updates may have caused changes in feasibility as compared to the published study 

. on the TSFwebsite.) 

Three prototypes evaluated TSF Economic Feasibility Study were residential prototypes that would 
receive an Area Plan fee credit under the proposed TSF ordinance. We also analyzed an additional large 
residential prototype studied under the Central So Ma draft feasibility study (which falls under the 
Eastern Neighborhoods area plan). 

lfthe credit were to be eliminated. all 4JJrotozypeswould continue to remain feasible. as measured by 
percent change in residual land value (RLV). The change in RLV would range from 1-2%. 

5. · What is the effect on feasibility if TSF rates were tiered based on project size and/ or construction 
type (i.e. mid-rise vs. high-rise construction)? · 

In order to help answer this question, staff made adjustmentS to the findings of the feasibility study to 
evaluate whether there is a clear relationship between project size, economic feasibility, and the ability to 
absorb higher fee levels. Our findings indicate: 

• Residential: Based on analysis of 8 residential prototypes, we found no clear correlation between 
residential project size (whether measured by unit count or square footage] and economic 
feasibilifJ!. Charging variable rates would have uneven impacts on project feasibility. Even 
though high-rise projects can charge higher rents and sales prices, they also incur higher 
construction and other costs, so they may not be more feasible nor more profitable on a per 
square footage basis than medium- or low-rise construction. 

• Non-residential: Staff examined the 2 large office prototypes in the TSF Feasibility Study, as 
well as a medium office prototype from the Central So Ma draft feasibility study. We found that 
the two larger office prototypes (400' and 160') performed similarly well, while the medium 
office project was more sensitive to the impact of higher fees. 

o This is consistent with the findings of the TSF and Central SoMa feasibility studies, which 
indicate that large office projects are more feasible and prevalent than smaller projects. 
This is reflected in the current development pipeline, fo which 89% of nonresidential 
development is > 100k square feet Given the predominance ofla:rger office projects, a 
single fee rate may make more logical sense. 

See Appendix B for additional information on project sizes in the current development pipeline, as well as 
TSF revenue projections based on different tiered proposals. 

6. What are the maximum TSF rates that could be charged based on economic feasibility? What 
would be the impact on feasibility if the TSF rates were increased to 33% of the nexus? 

The prototypes indicate that project feasibility is determined by a number of related factors, including 

but not limited to: lot size, land use controls (particularly height and density limits), geographic location, 

and project size. No single factor explains the variability in project feasibility. 
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Supportable TSF rat.es for each proto1;YPe are listed :in tlie tables below. The supportable rate 1.'\TaS 

determined by examining the impactofthe fee on a number of financial indicators, the primary one being 
impact onRLV:.;a The keyfindingsinclude 

• The majority(7. of 8) of residential proto1YPes could rnpportafoe of $'7.74/GSFwith elimination 

of the area plan credit. If the fee were increased to $8.75/GSF~ half of the prot.otf!?es could · 

become infeasible. 

• The 2 large office projects could support a fee of$21.65/GSF.. The smaller project: could support a 
fee of$19:.04/GSF

0 
. 

• 33% of the TSP Na~ mtewcmld represent$1-0-Z1/GSF for residential and $28.SS /GSF for non~ 
residential projects. Fees at these leV'els could be ~porte.d by :Z out Qfthe 8 rmderttial 
prototypes, and (J out of the 3 non-residential protot;vpes. 

TSF Economic Feasibllty: Residential Prototypes 

4.Mission 15units 21,264sf 50' High $188 
$10.21/GSF 

+ no area pfan credit 

Project infeastofe due to 

3. Outer Mission 24-units 4t,800sf low $27 low revenues relative to 
costs: fee not 
supportable 

2 Van Ness Ave . -60units 86,000sf Medi am $101 . $7.74/GSF 

6 .. EastSoMa 60units 60,550sf 85' Medium $132 
$9.29/GSF. 

+ no area plan er.edit 

&.EastSoMa 128units 161,000sf 160' Medium $108 
$7.74/GSF 

+no area pl;:1n aedit 

5, Cenual Waterfront 156units 154,700sf 65' Hi~ '$185 $10.21/GSF 
+nd area plan credit 

(NEW) Central S<>Ma 217units 315,{}lOsf 400'. Medium $133 $8.74/GSF 
+ no area plan credit 

9. Transit Center 229units 332,SOOsf 400' Medium $ID7 $7.74/GSF 

2 SupportabkTSFrnte&:velopedbll5edon~foilowingfinancialindicato.rs:%~inResidualLandV.alue{RLV),RLVpi:r 
unit,.Retumon Cost, and Developer Margin as% of Tot.al Costs. 
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{NEW) Central SoM~ 

7. EastSoMa 

10. TransitCenter 

TSF Eton.omic Feasibility: Non-residential Prototypes 

15,000 sf 92,000 sf 

35,000 sf 249-,300sf 

20,000 sf 384~700 sf 

851 

160' 

400' 
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M~ditml $87 

High $128 

$132 

$19.-04/GSF 

$21.65/GSF 

$2L65fGSF 



Appendix: Updates to TSF Feasibility Analysis to Evaluate Recommendations of the Planning 

Commission & Board of Supervisors (Updated 10/2/2015) I 

Notes on updates to feasibility study: 

• In order to facilitate more consistent comp~rison across prototypes and fee scenarios, Staff 

updated the TSF economic feasibility analysis as follows: 

o Prototypes were re-ordered by project size (ascending based on# of units or building 

square footage). 

o The analysis eliminated the fee credit for prior uses on site (i.e. an existing retail or 

warehouse building). Each. prototype now reflects a development project on vacant . . 
land under current market conditions. For some prototypes, this meant that 

development feasibility worsened. 

• For ease of comparison, some of the fee scenarios discussed at the Commission and at the Land 

Use & Transportation Committee were consolidated. 

• Additional prototypes from draft Central SoMa feasibility study were added to illustrate the 

impact cif the fee on project types not represented in the TSF feasibility study. 

Residential prototypes: Staff evaluated the following TSF fee scenarios, in order of cost: 

• $6.19/GSF +eliminate area plan credit 

• $7.74/GSF (AS PROPOSED) 

• $7.74/GSF +eliminate area plan credit (COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION) 

• $8.74/GSF +eliminate area plan credit 

• $9.29/GSF +eliminate area plan credit 

• $10.21/GSF +eliminate area plan credit (33% of nexus; COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION) 

• $15.48/GSF +eliminate area plan credit 

Non-residential prototypes: Staff evaluated the following TSF fee scenarios: 

• $14.43/GSF . 

• $18.04/GSF (AS PROPOSED) 

• $19.04/GSF 

• $21.65/GSF 

• $28.85/GSF (33% of nexus; CQMMISSION RECOMMENDATION) 

• $36.08/GSF 
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Appendix: Updates to !SF Faaslblllty Analysis to Evaluate Recommendations of tha Planning Commission & Board of Supervisors {Updatad 10/2/2015) I 

TSF ECONOMIC FEASJBILITY STUDY - Updated 9/30/2015 

Key to shading~ < 5% change Jn RLV 
··:·:;\;.::;;~{ 5-9% change Jn RLY 

'W "!!'<WW' iJ~i { 1;u1r.'\ > 10% changeln RLV 

Impact ofTSF on Residual Land Value: Residential 

It s.f 
50 feet Hlgh 

un s ..................... , ... " ...... , ... .,, .. , ... -. _ _ .. 
'l~~liljlMJf!lM)'! ilFI !1l'Jl'Wl"!ilttjli' llj1litj'!ff llj'lil:fi~b Jl/'Tili'~i<ilj1lf'ltli 1pi'JiiTllH!flW!'f1 i;tJW5Wl!JWfti'l!fi'. r·llft.'lljfi1J'lj1-J!i Project infeasible 

3
• Outer Mission I 

14
A

00 
sf I u~~ 41~~00 65 

feet Low $i
7 !t~_' j~J~l11':l;_1~l~l}~!II ~lti t_1\i1f~li~_'.1iitl~il! 1!i1tlt11~1~tilll_WI~: !~lfitI1~1t~ll!1!!1~t~· 1~t1_.il[l_1lf l'1ill111ll!l~#11 r)fut_Jl!ll!1~!~l1tM~ !1~f l}~~~ltt!f 11111 d~:1!~i~:~~~:~su~s 

lt>i:'f\h .i!.F:t2:Z%• '<\J'',f.\',!J.,~ill·~3s%,;: 1fti~rLn~\1~1/,:3-5%•1 r\I r.r;1h.>~.l:1)lj41r,,:,· ;.,J,_'11r.11Fl ~H1l4%. 9(\f•lhl1H1iJ.-so%!' di.;r~1.l~1,1~7~~il fee not support<1ble 
so -86 ooo '.·::::::.:':,:.\·'.:_,': ·::·:,:.::;.,.:: .. :.;,-;-:; ... :,,-,,:::":·"'"··>:,. i[li"i'lil/['l'"fll!ilif l'iifliiFl:'ij'f!llf;j·'li !rl1ji'ilj'~filll!llJ''!''1~'"w!·~U'Wfl·tfi'i' 

2. Van Ness Ave I 24 300sf I ' -BO feet Meclium $101 )':;;•{::'i;::;:::·;:;; ''!.<:.i>::.:;;:;::;: ;::;:i·:,;':;:;;: ==i·:,, f!lll ,,<11/fi!l,l,[Jl.\Ji JtlfW-i:l ll-._Jiftf_ i lfJ!Jljtllt1;j _-, j[,/ 11)f~ JV\[ ~(lt1llrl:h!\'\ll $7.74/GSF 
' units sf ::: 1

:: : ;:;;:: '~'7% :: :,>·. ;,·;;.~% :::: :::: '.' .:":,1% J1Jil /1)1;1?tf~10%1 MlH~1-~.\ibn~i ~i. 1Jlll! ... lHar.,I :~ tlH1. n!!t~zo~' 
so 00 550 .o:.:: ,,,::•::::::.:,::.;::; !ri''IPJ"Hl-~i-G"'l[lt!inF ~·il~'Flij~t\htlHfijln $9 29/GSF 

6.EastSoMa I 10,000sf I . Jf 85feet Medium $132 ,/:::;::::;;;:;:,::::;:1.11HJ!l1_ lf)i·_~_m~1' r_. 1_l_1l)J1J_lr1' • I - d" 
t1nits s :":::"·:1::·:»::-11~•' ,_ r~1, 1 ~0 • ,,-1!)%\I, J !,I"!,< ,,;i:s~M +no area pan-ere 1t 

·1fi·l''~!'~·')t·{t~t
1

jl~jfllll' "lllHm· illl1il!~ lltt'uij''r'~lliffil!Umt : :m-~lillljl~"jtl~'!fJ s. E.astSoMa 15,000sf 
12

Jts
8 16

01,ofo 160feet Medium $108 : r_. fi rfl_tl¥ h1tl1!.l,J. "
1
:\.lllJq 11· lV)riJ 1_! )fig j 1 _ il11H!l! ~~-" I - 4 ~ul!U\r\1J + $

7
•
74f1GSF dit 

un s .t.~tnHfu,10,%.f ,,11!111.L ,Mil .. ~. 1i1•J. 1.!r~:i-1 .. ~.!·~.L At l'.,1:9% noareapancre 
5 I 15 ::1;.-;;.,.: ... 1,,._,,,;,.: .. .:·: ,1:;::.::::1:::;. 'i'''""""fl>l"U"fIDi'Hl'!ll11j-I' $ 11 'Centr.a 35,000 sf 6 154•70 ii5 feet High $185 :i:.:, 1·::,.::;;:;~:iJJ.'.H i1.:·'!': ·,::::·::,::t:;;:: :11.t·_!i J j'n Jfi !1 10•2 GSF 
Waterfront unJts Osf :::· :::-::_:.::_::16.% :;::,::•;,·;;:;;,;::.7%:' <r .,'1 ct.i'1%'l +noareaplancredit . .. . .. . . ' ' '' ' - '· - -··- ·~' "' - ,.' 

{NEwJ<:entrai 15 ooo f 211 . 315,-01 4oof t M di $133 t.lftm_1!l~[_-f..Ull __ Jffilll}J!H'!flttfmin1~iur.~l.H $8.74/GsF 
SoMa , s units 0 sf ee e um (1,im~ HW~ieo/.1: .HJilllil\fH ~rs~;; +no area plan credit 

s. Transit center 15,000 .sf 
22

it.
9 3

:
2
'
8
f

0 
400 faet Medium $101 J}~&\\l!!H1mmmm lln11·l·1'.jt1~1tl!U(l{!Uitt 1~11J!lljf.1\!.fi11'tlll11t1l!: illillri1

1lillW!tffli[~~ $7.7
4J

1
GsF d. 

un s vs ;:.~r1,!J:1· .. ~?.~1:~.;.11 o/n.~ u· .. J. t· li;i. .,.1!1·1%~ d.L:H .n~1 .11.:1~.,.. .. "t f~1fk ~ .. :r~:.l'.Jno/r. .. +no area pan tre it 
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Appendix: Updatas to TSF Fsaslblllty Analysis to Evaluata Recommendations of the Planning ·Commission & Board of Supervisors [Updated 10/2/2015) ( 

Impact ofTSf on Residual land Value: Non-residential Projects 

s2,ooo sf I as• 

7. EastSoMa 35,000 sf I 249,300 sf I 160' High $128 $21.65/GSF 

10. Transit Cent~r 20,000 sf I 384, 700 sf I 400' High $132 :$21.65/GSF 
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Appendix: Updates to TSF Faaslbllity Analysis to Evaluate Recommendations of tb1> Planning Commission & Board of .Supervisors {Updated 10/2/2015) ( 

ProjectedTSF Revenues: Alternative Fee Scenarios: Summary {UPDATED 10/2/15) 

· .. ·· .. ~' . .. .. : ' .. . : ; ...... . ... ~ 
3. !:ommlsslon rec.omrnemlatlon: Eliminate area plan credit 

4.'.Com111lsslon'recommendaUon! il3% of Nexus .' . -:. · 

5. Tier by pr.eject size: for re:; >WO units and non-res >lOOk sq ft 
· :•::· a: Fee Increase= $1"->" :" · ·,' :"" 

b. Fee Increase= $3 
·· .. tt, Fee Increase=. $5 · : "· 

d. fee lncrease = 36% of nexus 
_6: Tier by proJei;t height I coiisttUctlon. type '·, " :. "•·.' 

.a. ll.elo\I/ 55' (base); 55'-85' {+$1); 85' and up (+$2) 
. . : " b. Below 55' (base);:ss•~ss• (:i-$3); 85'.and up.,(+$5).- .'···'' .. 

7. Thrnetlersby project~lze (UPDATED 10/2/15} 
Residential: 21-50 unit$ [$7.74), 51-.99 units {$8.9SJ, 100+imits ($10.21) 
Non-res: <40k GSF {$21.86), 40·10Dk GSF {$25.36), >100,000 GSF {$28.85 

.. ·, ., ; .. ~.' 

:, $7.74=$s.84'·· 
$7.74-$10.84 

.. $.7.,74,· $12.84 . 

$7 .74- $1-0.21 

$7.74-$10.74 
:$7.74. ~'$12..84 .. 

$7.74-.$10.21 

·' $18.04. $19.04 . "· .: .$1.2bn · $497rnn 
$18.04 - $21.04 $1.4bn $652mn 

.. : $,18.04,: $23.04 . . ' ·$1.Gbn' > · '.$B07rnn ·~·: .... 

:$18 .• 04- $28.85 $1.6bn $884mn 
: .. :.· ' .. ' :·:.~ .: . ;. .... '.; ' . " :' ~ . ....... 

$18.04 - $20.04 $1.3bn $535mn 

, · . $18.04 ~ $Z3.04 " .. $1.Sbn " .. "'· $722mn · : .. 
$21.86 - $28.85 $1.7bn $948mn 
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.. $17mn ·· $3.lm.n · .. .,,-

$15mn $1.0mn 
$57mn .. $32mn · · "' $1?.Bmn ... :: " 

... " $42mn .... :· .'" .... ,. ·:.. $1?mn .. !'.'.' :" · ."·:· · $2.Gmn' 
$47mn $22mn $7.7mn 

.",·'.$52mn ·.;··,'· ·, $271)ln.!':' "'": ·:·, $12.9mn 

$54mn $29mn $15.Smn 
. ·. .•: .~· ::.:.' . , . ' ~ ,,; . . ~ .• ··'· 
$43mn $1Bmn $3.Bmn 

'-:· $51mn · $24.nin ."' $10.1mn·" ·" 

$S7mn $32mn $17.Gmn 
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Appendix: Upda:tes to TSF Feaslblllty Analysis to Evaluate Recommsndatlons of tha Planning Commission& ·Board of Supervisors (Updated 10/2/2015) I 

Projactad TSF Revenues: Alternative Fae Scan.arias: Detallad [UPDATED 10/2/15} 

Residential $7.74 $391,457,000 $359,357.000 $13,049,000 

Non-re5fdentia/ $18.04 $740,524,000 $59,839,000 . $24,684,000 $1,994,000 

;:f,;J.u~~.e~1t~~JJ~~~1~rii2am1~mt~i'W!N~~,11a~1*~[flill~l:WJY~l1lliW.tJMm~iM~z,l~s,~~im~a•1~~-m ~~-~-~}'.~i'lJ.~lf'~l?ill'llll*i~l!tlra}a~•~~l~mr~ 
Residential $8.1!4 $445,370,000 $413,270,000 $14,846,000 . $13,776,000 $1,7!17,000 

Ntm-res/rfen.tlal $19.04 $778,547,000 $97,709,000 $25,952,000 $3,257,000 $1,263,000 

~~~IDJHl~lili;~WJJl.~R~fi9.~~W.~;iii;~rn:~~1--~1~~~~liB'l1itl/ili~.~~~™1•mtru~:OO~Y~-lm@~'ll)ij~.filll.31~~miMl 
Residenaol $7.74 $402,l!ll,OOO $370,091,000 $13,406,000 $12,336,000 $357,000 
Nan-residential $18.04 $760,829,000 $81.205,000 $25,361,000 $2.707,000 $713,000 

iil1~~~~sg,"filW_lfil!~1~~~wt~?r~!Jf!tlli~•~m~llJ}JLr.t~•1l~?iflnig:j [i1.t••~M:r~~4!am t~w'ti!~~ 
Resident/a/ $10.21 $504,74.9,000 $472,649;000 $16,825,000 $15, 755,000 $3;775,000 

Non-residential .$28.1l5 $1,157,441,000 $480,854,000 $38,581,000 $16,028,000 $14,034,000 

Na,,-res/rfen.tfa/ $3,198,000 $1,204,000 

R•sldantial 57.74-$10.84 $515,4.62,000 $433,362,000 $17,182,000 $16,112,000 $4,133,000 

Non-resldentla/ $18.04-$21.04 $849,30.5,000 $1611,252,000 $28,310,000 $5,608,000 $3,614,000 

Residential $7-74 -$12.84 $572,470,000 $540,370,000 . $19,082,000 $18,012,000 $6,033,000 

Non-resldeatfa/ $18.ll4-$Z3.04 $943,235,000 $265,423,000 $31,441,000 $8,881,,000 $5,887,000 

Non-residenlfa/ $18.04" $28.85 $1,110,675,DOO $429,143,000 $37,023,000 $14,305,000 $12,311,000 
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Appendix: Updates to TSF feasfblllty Analysis to Evaluate Recomm.endatlons of the .Plann1ng Commission & Board of Supervlsors {Updated 

10/2/2015} f 

PROJECT Sl'Zlj; 

:Jpv~i'M.~~V~i~~n~ .... '· .~~,~·~~1~1;:~~~;n;~~~;~f;: 
Proie·cts < 100 units 4,170,000 15% 

Proiects > 100 units 23,62KOOO 85% 

TOTAL 27,798;000 100.00% 

Nonre$ldentlal Prolect Size In Current Pipeline [2015 Q2: 
...... , .. '"'''"''"'•;•iir=·,,,., .. ir· ""''"'"'"'!'T'r >'~f'"""1" l"}' "'fN''''ll'""'''""'""""j"•1l"<'" ""i"'l"""l 
·Mr.Viir.~'~tl~ii~~1~11~HH1~11~11.1~wrnu11Mrllfl1f~l1in11t!1W1ili111ll'!l!i~fllf:g1~11!is'F'.ii1n1m11#l .ll~WJ~~~~li~l~~-~~~r~~·~~'.~h:~~~ 
Prniects < 100k 2,571,000 11% 

Proiects > 1001k i0,42:8,00 89% 

TOTAL 22,999,000 100.-00% 

PROJECT HHGHT {CONSTRUCTION TYPE: 

upto55' 35 ·6,25::l,OOO 22% 6,253 179 21 450 

55'-85' 69 10,267 ,.000 37% 10,267 149 24 550 

Above85' 51 11,278,000 41% 11,2:78 221 26 688 

TOTAL 155 27,798,,000 100.0% 27,798 

55'-85' 33% 

Above85' 81 12,306,000 56% 152,000 
TOTAL 245 22,096,000 lOf}.{)% 
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TSF: RESIDENTIAL PIPELINE& ESTIMA. ;RANDFATHERING RATES W/2/15 

Table L Residential Projects Under Review: Filed after 7/21/15 

636-648- Fourth St. 427 493,612 3,165 $1,746,360 . $3,877,653 $2,131,294 

75 Arkansas. Street so 56,SSZ B,179 $195,860 $587,816 $391,956 

603 Tennessee St. 2;4. 27,744 0 $107,369 $214,739 $107,369 

400 Oivisadero St. 130 148,000 8,000 $616)130 $1,289,840 $573,310 

3620 Ce'<'lr Chave:i: zg 24,600 0 $36,842 $190,404 $153,562 

719 Larkin. 42 48,552 1,500 $209,781 $402,852 $193,071 

830 EddySt. 120 13!t,720 0 $536,846 $1,073,693 $536,846 

793 South Van Ness 54 62,41.4 4,867 $312,590 $570,962 $258,372 

950 Tennessee St. 129 87,777 0 $70,406 $679,394 $608,988 

2918-2924 Mission St. 38 36,600 7,400 $211,674 $416,780 $205,106 . 

TOTAL $4,044,259 $9,304,134 ":W:',):·$,s;Fi$~~~ · 

Table 2. Residential Projects Under Review: Filed 7 /1/14-7 /21/15 (Commission Recommendation: 75% of TSF rate} 

PlER70 1,100 1,z11,600 ! 2,492,oso I $7,413,142 $9,873,688 $2,460,54li 

2070 BRYANT ST 2n. 313,2.76 0 $512,86Q $1,119,059 $606,18!! 

1601 MISSION ST 220 254,320 i 9,900 t $930,208 $1,422,317 $492,10!! 

975 Bryant Street 195 225,420 0 $404,742 $840,930 $436,188 
390-0lSTST 170 196,520 0 $772,394 $1,152,660 $38Q,266 

1515 soura VAN NESS AVENUE 160 184,960 j 1,024 f $259,677 $617,574 $357,898 

88- ARKANSAS ST 146 168,776 i 3;z:1S! $367,867 $694,449 $326,582 

429 8eale Street and 430 Main Street 140 161,840 0 $891,897 $1,205,057 $313,160 

555 Howard St 127 146,812 0 $209,072 $493,153 $2.ll4,081 

2675 FOISOM ST 117 135,252 0 $688,373 $950,08& $251,713< 

1145 !'Olk.Street 54 62,42.4 0 $0 $61,087 $61,087 
2444 LOMBARD Sf 53 61,2611 I. 2,000 I s10i,m $220,330 $118,554 

555 GOLDEN GATE AV 52 61),112 ! 1,000 ! $2,753 $119,070 $116,317 

3314 CESAR CHAVgST so 57,800 i 0 $36,096 $147,939 $111,843 

27251.JTTER_ST 45 52,020 l 16,000 I $112,700 $213,359 $10ct,659 

23007IHST 44 so,s64 ! 415 I $303,414 $401,836 $98,422 

22.38 - 2254 MARKET ST 41 47,396 i 5,573 ! $135,41!9 $227,200 $91,711 

s75 CALIFORNIA ST/ 770 POWElLST 41 47,396 0 $323,387 $415,098 $91,711 

915 - 935 Minna Street 37 42,m 0 $165,528 $248,291 $82,764 

1.726 - 1730 Mission Street 36 41,616 0 $222,226 $302,753 $80,527 
469EDDYST 34 39,304 I 2,600 t $154,706. $230,760 $76,053' 

240 PAOFfCAV 31 35,836" 2,018 $122,045 $191,388 $69,343' 

475MINNAST 30 34,6!t0 0 $134,212 $201,317 $67,106 

24110THST 28 32,368 18,130 $0 $58,999 $58,999 
198VALENOAST 28 32,36!1 0 $94,961 $157,593 $62,632. 

31.4016THST 28 32,368 6,715 $131,979 $194,611 $62,632. 

1598BAYST 28 32,368 0 $12!t,S47 $191,179 $62,632 

2140 - 2144 Market Street 2J 31,212 1,150. $19,487 $79,883 $60,395 

OCTAVIA BLVD P-ARCEl T (Centraf 26 30,056 0 $116,317 $174,475 $511,J.58 
Freewa J 

· 300 Octavia Street 24 27,744 1,606 $108,975 $162,660 $53,685 

3355 GEARY Bt 23 26,588 0 $48",264 $99,711 $51,448 

2670 Geary Boulevard 21 24)76 0 $37,974 $84,948 $46,974 

TOTAL $14,951,079 $22,553,462 :~:;:;'::;~\~i::~$7 ;6o2,3ii3 

NOTES: 

1. TSF values are preliminary estimates based on project destriptions in the rlevelopment pipeline at time of application filinir, and may
0

not reflect the most 
current project proposal on file. 1993 
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TSF: RESIDENTIAL PIPELINE & ESTIMA JRANDFATHERlNG RATES 10/2/35 

Table 3. Residential Projects Under Review: Filed before 7/1/14 (Commission Rec:ommen.dation: 50% of TSF rate) 

PlER48 1500 1734000 1950000, $34,849,0SO 

lSOVANNESSAVE 429 495924 -127558 $78,564 

1979 MISSION ST 351 405756 a- $1,57D,27.6 

800 INDIANASTREET 340 393040 0 $937,394 

950 MARKET ST 305 352580 169834 $3,815,189 

1066 MARKET ST 304 351424 -SW $1,352,421 

5ll01STST 292 337552 1704000 $25,895,046 

130116TH STREU 276 319056 0 $946,791 

1534-1690 PINE ST 260 300560 6656 $1,259,358 

1395 22nd St 251 290156 0 $1,122,904 

1l!OO· MISSION ST 207 239292 Q $0 

1200 17TH STREET 20[) 231200 171013 $2,579,!62 

75 HOWARD ST 186 215016 17900 $1,090,409 

1028 MARKET ST 186 2.15016 9075 $971,722 

1540 MARKET ST 180 208080 -13252 $614,043 

2ll70 BRYANT ST 177 204512 a $418,84$ 

1125 MARKET ST 164 189584 3005 $777,DS2 

950: MASON STREET 160 184960 -295000 $0 
1140 FOLSOM STREET 12S 147968 -9081 $441,597 

1298 HOWARD STREET 121 139876 10050 $681l,342 

2171 THIRD ST 109 126004 314:3:° $356,530 

155Q MARKET ST 109 120004 -16928 $243,364 

1075 MARKET ST 90 104040 -lSsOo $178,970 

750 HARRISON ST 77 89012 2826 $345,539 

1335 fQLSOM ST 65 75140 0 $248,270 

777 TENNESSEE STREET 59 68204 0 $148,319 

807 FRANKUN ST so 57800 0 $223,686 

651GEARYST ·45 53176 -8010 $90,207 

1174 FOLSOM ST 42 48552 7901 $318,170 

901 TENNESSEESTREET 39 .45084 (} $107,335 

2230 3RD STREET 37 42772 -3201 $119,337 

495 CAMBRIDGE ST 32 :?,6992 0 $143,159 

22 FRAN KUN ST 28 32368 4323 $187,645 

233-237 SHIPLEY ST 22 25432 a $84,434 

TOTAL ~tf:?:,/,;! ,./ sstio{i6ii 

NOTES: 

1. TSFvalues are preliminary estimates based on project descriptions. in the development pipeline at time of application filing, and may not reflect the most: 
current project proposal on file. 
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m Hospital Council 
of Northern & Central California 

Excellence Through Leadership & Collaboration 

December 1, 2015 

~-.... c· . 
Angela Calvillo, Clerk 
Office of Clerk for the Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, California 94102 

: ... ·~·~··: 

I= ... 
' :.::.:: 
\ r':'? 

Subject: File No. 151121 duplicated from 150790 . , 
Establishing a New Citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee 

·-
~ c:. 

Dear Clerk Calvillo: 

::· :.,.,; - ··~ 

: .~ ::;.; ~:;~ 
~~: 1./: -~ l :. 
. ·-----

-. ;_ 

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

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

Specifically, with respect ~o charitable Hospital uses, the Board's current proposal would 
assess a TSF of $18. 7 4 for additional gross square footage associated with net new licensed 

· inpatient beds for the hospital operator. For example: 

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

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

In this situation, the TSF will be calculated based on the net new beds: 
25 increase of licensed inpatient beds 

$18. 7 4 TSF x 300,000 gross square feet x 250 total · tin. li d · · ti. t b d exis g cense. mpa e~ e s 
= $18.74 TSF x 30,000 gross .square feet 
= $562,200 total TSF due 

1995 
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If, on the other hand, Hospital Operator A does not increase its number of licensed 
inpatient beds, we understand that it would not be required to pay any TSF. Also, we understand 
that if the new construction was on a site adjacent to Hospital 1, the square footage of Hospital 1 
would be subtracted from the new square footage to arrive at the additional gross square footage 
that would then be subject to the above-described formula. 

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

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

fu~ 
David Serrano Sewell; Regional ic esi 
Hospital Council ofNortb.em Central Califorrua 

cc: Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco Hospital CEOs 
Art Sponseller, President & CEO, Hospital Council . 
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Chen, Lisa (CPC) 

From: 
Sent 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject 

Attachments:. 

Chen, Lisa (CPQ 
Tuesday, October 13, 2015 5.:16 PM 
Cohen, Malia (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Wiener, Scott; Avalos, John (BOS); Christensen, 
Julie (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Johnston, Conor (BOS); Power, Andres; Tugbenyoh, 
Mawuli (BOS); Pollock, Jeremy (BOS); Yadegar, Danny (BOS); Burns, Kanishka (BOS); 
Wheaton, Nicole (MYR) 
Ruiz-Esquide, Andrea (CAT); Wise, Viktoriya (MTA); Bose, Sonali (MTA); Michael 
Schwartz (michael.schwartz@sfcta.org); Teague, Corey (CPC); Auyoung, Dillon 
Revised: TSF - Revenue projections for October 5th Land Use & Transportation 
Committee Amendments ( 
TSF Response to BOS_LUT Committee Amendments 10 13 15.pdf; TSF Response to 
BOS_LUT Committee Amendments 10 13 lS_track changes.pdf; Appendix_TSF 
Residential Pipeline projections_lO 08 15.pdf 

Good afternoon Supervisors, legislative aides, and Nk:ole, 

There has been a request that the Planning Department provide more detailed projections on the potential impact of modifying the 
TSF fee applicability for institutions (hospitals and universities), so in response please find attached a revised version of the memos 

ili . 
on the October 5 TSF amendments. 

As always, please let us know if you have further questions. Thank you. 

Kind regards, 

Lisa Chen 
P!annerr Citywide Planning Division 

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Phone: 415-575-9124 Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email:lisa.chen@sfgov.org 
Web:www.sfplanning.org 

.,_,._,._", ti!~ ~:~~; ;~~;. r::~~ . 
From: Chen, Lisa (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, October 08, 2015 11:57 PM . 
To: Cohen, Malia (BOS); Kim,· Jane (BOS); Wiener, Scott; Avalos, John (BOS); Christensen, Julie (BOS); Breed, London 
(BOS); Johnston, Conor (BOS); Power, Andres; Tugbenyoh, Mawuli (BOS); Pollock, Jeremy (BOS); Yadegar, Danny 
(BOS); Burns, Kanishka (BOS); Wheaton, Nicole (MYR) 
Cc: Ruiz-Esquide, Andrea (CAT); Wise, Viktoriya (MTA); Bose, Sonali (MTA); Michael Schwartz 
(michael.schwartz@sfcta.org); Teague, Corey (CPC); Auyoung, Dillon 
Subject: TSF - Revenue projections for October 5th Land Use & Transportation Committee Amendments (ATIORNEY­
_CUENT PRNILEGE) 

Dear Supervisors, legislative aides, an'd Nicole, 

In ri=sponse to the October 5th Land Use and Transportation Committee hearing on establishing a new citywide Transportation 
Sustainability Fee (TSF), staff from the Planning Department and SFMTA have prepared information on the fiscal impact of the 
amendments made to the proposed legislation, attached. Also attached is an updated list of residential pipeline projects and 
projected revenues. 
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Please let us know if you have any further questions or would like to discuss any of the findings. Thank you. 

Kind regards, 

Lisa .Chen 
Planner, Citywide Planning Division 

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Phone: 415-575-9124 Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email:lisa.chen@sfoov.org 
Web:www.sfplanning.org 

~~'. j'.S~:!: r~~. f~,. t~'.J 
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Chen, Lisa {CPC) 

From: Chen, Lisa (CPQ 
Sent 
To: 

Tuesday, October 13, 2015 5:37 PM 
Johnston, Conor (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Wiener, Scott; Avalos, 
John (BOS); Christensen, Julie (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Power, Andres; Tugbenyoh,. 
Mawuli (BOS); Pollock, Jeremy (BOS); Vadegar, Danny (BOS); Burns, Kanishka (BOS); 
Wheaton, Nicole (MYR) 

Cc: Ruiz-:-Esquide, Andrea (CAn; Wise, Viktoriya (MTA); Bose, Sonali (MTA); Michael 
Schwartz (michael.schwartz@sfcta.org); Teague, Corey (CPC); Auyoung, Dillon 

Subject: RE: .Revised: TSF - Revenue projections for October 5th Land Use &. Transportation 
Committee Amendments ( 

Hi Conor, 

The previous numbers from Oct 8th are from the TSF Nexus Study, which combined all Cultural, Institutional, and 
Educational uses - in other words, it overestimated the amount of revenue loss from universities. We were asked to 
refine the analysis to separate out just the universities, hence the lower value. The revised numbers are reasonably close 
to what we would exp.ect, based on 10 years of prior development. 

Let me know if you have further questions. Thank you. 

Best, 

Lisa Chen 
Planner, Citywide Planning Division 

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Phone: 415-575-9124 Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email:lisa.chen@sfoov.org 
Web:www.sfplanning.org 

~It t~:~:; i.tl N~j; i:~J 

From: Johnston, Conor (BOS) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2015 5:25 PM 
To: Chen, Lisa (CPC); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Kim,· Jane (BOS); Wiener, Scott; Avalos, John (BOS); Christensen, Julie (BOS); 
Breed, London (BOS); Power, Andres; Tugbenyoh, Mawuli (BOS); Pollock, Jeremy (BOS); Yadegar, Danny (BOS); Burns, 
Kanishka (BOS); Wheaton, Nicole (MYR) 
Cc: Ruiz-Esquide, Andrea (CAT); Wise, Viktoriya (MTA); Bose, Sonali (MTA); Michael Schwartz 
(michael.schwartz@sfcta.org); Teague, Corey (CPC); Auyoung, Dillon 
Subject: RE: Revised: TSF- Revenue projections for.October 5th Land Use & Transportation Committee Amendments 
( . 

Lisa, why are the numbers changing so much on these items, e.g. $3M annual drop on universities? 

Conor Johnston 
· Office of Supervisor London Breed 
President of the B.oard of Supervisors 
415-554-6783 
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Sign up for Supervisor Breed's newsletter here 
or visit her website here. 

From: Chen, Lisa (CPC} 
Sent:Tuesday, October 13, 2015 5:16 PM 
To: Cohen, Malia (BOS} <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS} <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott 
<scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS} <john.avalos@sfgov.org>; Christensen, Julie (BOS} 
<Julie.Christensen@sfgov.org>; Breed, London (BOS} <london.breed@sfgov.org>; Johnston, Conor (BOS) 
<conor.johnston@sfgov.org>; Power, Andres <andres.power@sfgov.org>; Tugbenyoh; Mawuli (BOS} 
<mawuli.tugbenyoh@sfgov.org>; Pollock, Jeremy (BOS} <jeremy.pollock@sfgov.org>; Yadegar, Danny (BOS} 
<danny.yadegar@sfgov.org>; Burns,,Kanishka (BOS} <kanishka.burns@sfgov.org>; Wheaton, Nicole (MYR}. 
<nicole.wheaton@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Ruiz-Esquide, Andrea (CAT) <andrea.ruiz-esquide@sfgov.org>; Wise, Viktoriya (MTA) <viktoriya.a.wise@sfmta.com>; 
Bose, Sonali (MTA) <sonali.bose@sfmta.com>; Michael Schwartz (michael.schwartz@sfcta.org} 
<michael.schwartz@sfcta.org>; Teague, Corey (CPC} <corey.teague@sfgov.org>; Auyoung, Dillon 
<Dillon.Auyoung@sfmta.com> 
Subject: Revised: TSF - Revenue projections for October 5th Land Use & Transportation Committee Amendments 
(ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE} . 

Good afternoon Supervisors, legislative aides, and Nicole, 

There has been a request that the Planning Department provide more detailed projections on the potential impact of modifying the 
TSF fee applicability for institutions (hospitals and universities), so in response please find attached a revised version of the memos 
on the October 5th TSF amendments. 

As always, please let us know if you have further questions. Thank you. 

Kind regards, 

Lisa Chen 
· Plannerr Cityvlfide Planning Division 

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Phone: 415-575-9124 Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email:lisa.chen@sfgov.om 
Web:www.sfplanning.org 

[IJ~ I~*~ ~~1 (~~; !:~~ 
From: Chen, Lisa (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, October 08, 2015 11_:57 PM 
To: Cohen, Malia (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Wiener, Scott; Avalos, John (BOS); Christensen, Julie (BOS); Breed, London 
(BOS); Johnston, Conor (BOS); Power, Andres; Tugbenyoh, Mawuli (BOS); Pollock, Jeremy (BOS); Yadegar, Danny 
(BOS); Bums, Kanishka (BOS); Wheaton, Nicole (MY.R) 
Cc: Ruiz-Esquide, Andrea (CAT); Wise, Viktoriya (MTA); Bose, Sonali (MTA); Michael Schwartz 
(michael.schwartz@sfcta.org); Teague, Corey (CPC); Auyoung, Dillon 
Subject: TSF - Revenue projections for October 5th Land Use & Transportation Committee Amendments (ATTORNEY­
CUENT PRIVILEGE) 

Dear Supervisors, legislative aides, and Nicole, 
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In response to the October 5th Land Use and Transportation Committee hearing on establishing a new citywide Transportation 
su·stainability Fee (TSF), staff from the Planning Department and SFMTA have prepared information on the fiscal impact of the 
amendments made to the proposed legislation, attached. Also attached is an updated list of residential pipeline projects and 
projected revenues. 

Please let us know if you have any further questions or would like to discuss any of the findings. Thank you. 

Kind regards, 

Lisa Chen 
Planner, Citywide Planning Division 

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94l03 
Phone: 415-575-9124 Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email:lisa.chen@sfgov.org 
Web:www.sfolanninq.org 

~~~;. t~~ ;';~: t~~;; [~ 

·3 

2001 



TSF: Impact of October 5ffl Land Use & Transportation Committee Amendments {UPDATED 10/13./15} 

Dear Supervisors Cohen, Kim, Wiener, Avalos, Breed, and Chrisrensen, 

In response tu the October 51'&., ZOlS Land Use and Tnmsportation Committee hearing on~stablishing a new 
citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF}, staff from the Planning Department andSFMTAhave 
prepared information on the fiscal impact of the amendments made to the proposed legislation. Please let us 
know if you would like t.o discuss any of the information presented below. 

The co:mbinedimpact: of ;ill of these amendments is auinixeasenf apprmdm.ately $153..0 ~illfon over 30 
yearn ar $5,t.W million qnnr1aJ1;!.. summarized below, 

This would bringtntal projected TSF revenues to $1.3 billion over 30 years. or $19million annually. This 
represents m:mroxhnately $570 rm1fum in net newtransportatirm revenue above existini: TIDF.. sammEEFiced 
as fullaw.e · 

TSF Revenue Generation: Land Use & Transportation Committee October 5lb Amendments 

Tier by project siz:e: forres .>100 units & non-res >100ksq ft $l.9mn 
No grandfathering for projects fifed after 7/2.1/15 $0.2mn 
Eliminate area plan exemption $53.Gmn $L8mn 
Increase PDR fea trigger 1n 1500 sq ft Negligible Negligible 
AppfyTSFto hospitals $57.~n $~mn 
Exempt post-secondary educational uses 

Total TSF Revenue Generation with October 5.th Ame~dments 

TSF as prpposed $1.2bn $14mn 

With October 5tn amendments $1.J,~n $1g;tmn $~.lmn · 
n 

. . 
1. Amendment: Increase the fee rates fllr large projects, defined as residential uses >99 units or nun­

residential us.es >100k sq ft. For all gross square feet over this thre.shuld Q .. e. any units abo.ve 99 
units and an nonresidential square footage above 100ksq ft1 pr-0jects w.onld pay an additional 
$1/square foot, or $8.74 for residential and $19.04 for nonresidential. 

Page I of3 
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TSF: Impact of October 5th Land Use & Transportation C~mmittee Amendments {UPDATED 10/13/15) 

Increasing the fee fur large projects would result in an :increase of approximately $SS millian dollars over 
30 vears: or $1.9 million dollars annuallv. as follows. 

TSF Revenue Generation: Fee Increase for large Projeos 

Rates as pro.posed 

Tier by project size: for res> 100 
units and non-res >100k sq ft 

$1.2bn $420rnn $39r:nn 

$1.2bn $475mn $41mn 

$14mn 

$1Gmn $1.9mn 

2. Amendment: Amend grandfathering such that residential projects that filed a development 
application after the introduction date ofthe Ordinance Quly 21:<1:, 2015) womd receive no 
grandfathering and would pay 100% of the TSFrate. 

Currently, there are 10 residential projects in the pipeline that filed after July 21~. 2015. If these projects 
were ta pay the TSF in full, :this would resnlt'in an additional $4..9 mfllian above the Ordinance as 
!}ropo~ed.as folluws. See 1he appendix for a list of residential projects in 1he pipeline. 

TSF Residential Grandfathering (201S Qi. Developml'lnt Pipeline}1 

Proposed 
Revenue 

Project status ·rate 
generation Praject Status 

{$iGSF) 

Proposed 
Revenue 

Rat~ 

{$/GSF) 
.g~eration 

Entitled $0. $0 Entitled $0 $0 

Under review $3.87 $~.Omn Under review, filed $3.87 $49.lmn 
before 7 /21/15 

$7.74 $9.8mn 

3. Amendment: Eliminate the Area Plan.credit for residential uses, such that projects would pay both 
the TSF and~ pJantransporta.tiPn fees in full. r 

;1. Based on amended fee rates \mcludfng fee increase fur projects > 100 units or 100k sq ft}. 

Page2of3 
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TSF: Impact of October 5th Land Use & Transportation Committee Amendments {UPDATED 10/13/15) 

Based on projected development. removing the area plan credit would generate approximately $1.1 
million annuallv. or $32.1 million through 2040. 

In addition, projects in the current development pipeline would contribute an additional $21.5 million. 
bringing the total to $53.6 million. 

4. Amendment: Increase the PDR fee trigger from ~00 GSF to 1500 GSF 

The impact of modifying the PDR fee trigger is minimal. Based on building permit data for completed 
projects over the last 10 years, out of 433,000 square feet of PDR development added in the City over this 
period, only one project fell under the 1,500 square foot threshold. · 

Based on the TSF Nexus Study, the City is projected to add&..76.1 million square feet of new PDR 
development through 2040 that would be subject to the TSF. comprising about 1 % of total non­
residential development 

5. [updated: 10/13/15] Amendment:ApplytheTSFtohospitals 

Based on the TSF Nexus Study, the City is projected to add ll.e.&-million square feet of new hospital 
development through 2040 that would be subject to the TSF. M-representing less than 1 % of total non­
residential development Applying the fee to hospitals would raise an additional $BJ±$57.8 million 
dollars over 30 vears. or roughlv$ib!J-$1.9 million annuallv.Z. 

6. [updated: 10 /13 /15] Amendment: Exempt post-secondary educational uses 

The TSF Nexus Study projects that the City will add roughly +..2-5.8 million square feet of Cultural, 
Institutional, and Educational uses through 2040 that would be subject to the TSF. representing a little 
over 1 % of nonresidential development Based on completed projects from 2000-2010. private nonprofit 
universities may be eXlJected to account for approximately 18% of this amount or 1.0 .million square feet 

Exempting these uses from the fee wc,mld result in a revenue loss ofapproximatelv $18.8 $1f!7..a-.million 
dollars over 30 vears. or $630.0003. 6 millioR annuallv. 

Please note that this category combines post secondary educational uses 'Ni.th other uses that would also 
be exempt, such as museums and private schools. Thus, this figure likely overestimates the impact of the 
post secondary edHcation meemption. · 

In addition, these projections do not differentiate between student housing and other types of post­
secondary educational uses, such as instructional spaces. 

2 Please note that previous projections for institutional uses (hospitals and post-secondary institutions) were based 
on data for 10 years of completed projects. In this updated analysis, the TSF projections use the higher figures for 
land use and employment from the TSF Ne)\US Study, for the sake of consistency. These projections utilize ABAG 
projections combined with Planning Department Land Use Allocation figures. 
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Chen, Lisa (CPC) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject. 
Attachments: 

C~en, Lisa (CPQ 
Friday, October 02, 2015 10:49 AM 
'Malia.Cohen@sfgovl.onmicroso~com'; 'Jane.Kim@sfgovl.onmicroso~com'; 

'Scott.Wiener@sfgovl.onmicroso~com'; Avalos, John (BOS); Power, Andres; 
'Mawuli.Tugbenyoh@sfgovl.onmicroso~com'; 

'Jeremy.Pollock@sfgovl.onmicroso~com'; Yadegar, Danny (BOS); 
'Nicole.Wheaton@sfgovl.onrnicroso~com' 

Teague, Corey (CPQ; Wise, Viktoriya (MTA); 'Andrea Ruiz-Esquide' 
TSF - Responses to Land Use Committee Questions ( 
TSF Response to BOS LU Committee Questions 10_2_15_update_final.pdf; 
Appendix_TSF Updates to Feasibility Study 10_2_15 update_fin.pdf; TSF Residential 

. grandfathering_lO 05 lS_ATTY-CUENT PRIVILEGE_final.pdf 

Dear Supervisors, legislative aides, and Nicole, 

As a follow up to the materials transmitted yesterday, Planning Department and SFMTA staff have prepared additional 
information in response to questions raised at Monday's Land Use Committee hearing on the Transportation Sustainability 
Fe·e (TSF). Please see the revised documents attached, which include: 

• An updated response to questions, with added information on the potential impact of tiered Non-residential 
grandfathering rates. (page 3) 

• An updated appendix, with added information on the projected TSF revenues for an additional 3-tier fee structure. 
(pages 4-5) 

• A list of residential projects in the pipeline that fall under the grandfathering triggers. 

Please let me know if you have any questions. Thank you. 

Regards, 

Lisa Chen 
Planner, Citywide Planning Division 

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Phone: 415-575-9124 Fax: 415-558-6409 
Ernail:lisa.chen@sfgov.org 
Web:www.sfplanning.org 

tt! i~!~ {_:~~ t~;; l'.'~l 

From: Andrea Ruiz-Esquide fmailto:Andrea.Ruiz-Esguide@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, October 01, 2015 10:17 AM 
To: Chen, Lisa (CPC); Teague, Corey (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (MTA) 
Subject: Fw: TSF - Responses to Land Use c;:ommittee Questions 

FYI 
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Andrea Ruiz-Esquide 
Deputy City Attorney 
City Hall Room 375 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Tel: (415) 554-4618 
Fax: (415) 554-4757 
email: andrea.ruiz-esquide@sfgov.org 
- Forwarded by Andrea Ruiz-Esquide/CTYATT on 10/01/2015 10:16 AM -

From: Andrea Ruiz-Esquide/CTYATT 
To: Malia.Cohen@sfgov1.onmicrosoft.com. Jane.Kim@sfuov1.onmicrosoft.com. Scott. Wiener@sfuov1.onmicrosoft.com. 
Mawuli.Tuqbenyoh@sfgov1.onmicrosoft.com. Jeremy Pollock@sfgov1 .onmicrosoftcom, Danny.Yadegar@sfgov.oro. Nicole.Wheaton@sfuov1.onmicrosoft.com 
Cc: Sonali.Bose@sfmta.com 
Date: 10/01/201510:16 AM 
Subject TSF - Responses to Land Use Committee Questions 

Dear Supervisors, legislative aides, and Nicole, . 

Planning Department and SFMT A staff have prepared answers to the questions you posed during last Monday's Land 
Use Committee hearing on the Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF). Please see the documents attached. 

We are still working· to provide you some information on other questions you have posed, specifically: 

• additional information on grandfathering; 
• list of projects that fall under the grandfathering triggers; 
• list of projects that would be subject. to the TSF triggers if the initial date was moved to date of introduction; 
• different iteration of fee projections. 

Supplemental materials wit(l answers to these questions will be sent to you this afternoon. 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Andrea 

Andrea Ruiz-Esquide 
Deputy City Attorney 
City Hall Room 375 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Tel: (415) 554-4618 
Fax: (415) 554-4757 
email: andrea.ruiz-esguide@sfgov.org 
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Supervisors Cohen, Kim, Wiener and Avalos, 

Thank you for your thoughtful comments at the September 28th, 2015 Land Use and Transportation 
Committee hearing on establishing a new citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF). Staff has 
prepared additional information in response to key questions raised at this hearing. Please let us know if you 
would like to discuss any of the information presented below. · 

1. Would it be possible to exempt hospitals from the TSF based on some criterion other than their 
non-profit status? 

During the 9.rafting of the TSF Ordinance, staff worked with the San Francisco Departrpent of Public . 
Health (SFDPH) to create an exemption that would apply to medical uses primarily serving vulnerable 
populations including but not limited to: Medi-Cal beneficiaries, uninsured residents, limited English 
speakers, and populations with documented high rates of health disparities, as defined in the Health Care 
Services Master Plan. Below is an outline of the process that would allow for such an exemption.. 

Review Process for Medical Uses ; 
When a medical service provider submits an application to the Pla,nnirig Department for a development 
project, there are two separate processes through which the project could be found to be exempt from 
the TSF. A project may satisfy the requiiements of one or both in order to receive an exemption. 

• Charitable Exemption Process: The project is exempt from TSF if both of the following are 
satisfied: (1) the medical service provider is a non-profit organization develciping on land that is 
tax-exemptl; and, (2) the medical service provider occupies <50,000 sf of site area or <100,000 sf 
of site area in C-3 districts (the minimum threshold for requiring a full Institutional Master Plan). 
In other words, if the project does not require a full Institutional Master Plan, it would not need 
to pay the TSF. I~ however, the project does require a full Institutional Master Plan, certain 
medical use projects would be exempt from the TSF as outlined in #2 below. 

• Healthcare Services Master Plan Consistency Determination Process: A TSF exemption will 
be granted to projects that the SF Health Commission or SFDPH staff (as applicable) find to be: 
(1) Consistent with the Health Care Services Master Plan Health Care Services; and, (2) Eligible 

· for Development Incentives under such plan. The process varies depending on project size: 

a. Projects requiring HCSMP review(> 10,000 GSF ofnew construction, or >5,000 GSF 
change of use): These projects will undergo the usual HCSMP Consistency Determination 
process. The Planning Department will grant a TSF exemption if the SF Health 
Commissi.on issues a "Finding of Consistency" with the HCSMP, together with the 
determination that the use is "Eligible for Development Incentives" under such plan. 

. b. Administrative review for smaller projects ( <10,000 GSF of new construction, or 
<5,000 GSF change of use): These projects are not currently required to undergo the 
HCSMP Consistency Determination process. The project sponsor must file an exemption 
application with the Planning Department The Planning Department will grant a TSF 
exemption if SFDPH staff i~sue a "Finding of Consistency" with the HCSMP, together with · 
the determination thatthe use is "Eligible for Development Incentives" under such plan. 

The TSF ordinance could be amended to state that any project that requires an Institutional Master 
Plan under Section 304.5 of the Planning Code shall not be eligible for charitable exemptions except if 
it is a medical use that is found by the SF Health Commission or the SFDPH to be consistent with tb,e 
Health Care Services Master Plan and eligible for Development Incentives under this Plan. Projects 
would be required to remain eligible for Development Incentives for at least 10 years. If the property 

1 Projects will need to submit an application for a Charitable Exemption in order to verify non-profit status (or undergo a similar 
process, to be determined). 
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or portion thereof ceases to be eligible for Development Incentives wJthin the 10-year period, the 
property owner will be required to pay the TSF. 

i. What is the best way to treat post-secondary educational institutions when they are providing 
student housing? 

As currently proposed, the TSF would apply to all projects of non-profit post-secondary educational 
institutions that require an Institutional Master Plan under Section 3 04. 5 of the Planning Code. Given the 
recent legislation that encourages universities to create new student housing, the TSF Ordinance could be 
amended to exempt student housing proposed by non-profit post-secondary educational institutions 
from the fee. Section 411.A.3(b) of the ordinance already sets forth a number of proposed exemptions in 
support of existing City policies. The Section could be amended to include an exemption for non-profit 
student h01,1.Sing as defined in Article 2 of the Planning Code. 

Planning Code Definition of Student Housing: A Residential Use characteristic defined as a 
living space for students of accredited Post-Secondary Educational Institutions that may take 
the form of Dwelling Units, Group Housing, or SRO Unit and is owned, operated, or otherwise 
controlled by an accredited Post-Secondary Educational .Institution. Unless expressly 
provided for elsewhere in this Code, the use of Student Housing is permitted where the form 
of housing is permitted in the underlying Zoning District in which it is located. Student 
Housing may consist of all or part of a building, and Student Housing owned, operated, or 
controlled by more than one Post-Secondary EducationaUnstitution may be located in one 
building. 

3. . How would incorporating the grandfathering provis~ons recommended by the Planning 
Commission affected the projected revenue? In addition, how would revenu~ be affected if 
projects that were filed after the introduction date of the Ordinance (July 21st, 2015) received no 
grandfathering? 

The Planning Commission re.commendations on TSF grandfathering were as follows: 

• Residential projects: 
a. Entitled projects: 100% grandfathering (as proposed) 
b. Projects under review: 

• Filed before 7 /1/14: 50% rate 
• File.ct after 7 /1/14: 75% rate 

• Nonresidential projects: Fully grandfathered; pays TIDF rates (as proposed) 

The impact of these proposed changes is as shown in the table below. Amending the proposed ordinance 
would generate an additional $1 ZS million. 
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TSF Residential Grandfathering 

Proposed 
Revenue Proposed 

Revenue 
Project status: rate 

~i::newiPn 
Project Status Rate 

g$eration 
($/GSF) {$/GSF} 

Entitled $0 $0 Entitled $0 $0 

Under review $3.$7 $50.0mn Under review, filed $3..87 $37.Smn 
before 7/1/14 
Under review, filed after $5.81 $30 . .0mn 
7/1/14 

At the Land Use& Transportation Committee hearing, Supervisow expressed interest in exploring 
additional grandfathering options: 

• Residential projects; Smue as above, but do nut grandfather projects that were filed after the date 
· of Ordinanee introduction {July Zl, 2015) 

C~ntly, there .are 14 projemdn. tlie pipeline thatfiledafterJuly .Zl"\ 2;015. If these proj~wereto 
paythe TSF in full, this would result in an additional $7.1 million-above the Ordinance as proposed (ie. 
50% TSF rate for residential; TIDF rates for non~re$dential}. Th~ projects were added after the 
grandfathering analysis was complet.ed, and tlms do not overlap with the amounts above. 

[UPDATED 10/Z/15: Non-residerrtialgrontffathering.] Atthe September 28'h Land Use & 
Transportation hearing. Supervisors expressed interest in potentially applying a tiered grandfathering 
structure forn011~residential uses as well,·similartn the Planning Commission recommendation fur 
residential uses (50% of the fee difference forunentltled projects that filed befure 7 /l/14, 75% of the fee 
differenc:e thereafter). :Modifyjng the proposal would potentially generate an additiona1$10 million in 
revenues, as follows. 

Projed: statllll 
RSte 

($/GSF) 

Entitled TIDFrates 
{$12.12-

$1459· 
Under review 

'Non-Residential Grandfathering 

Revenui:r 
Proje:;t status 

generation 

$45.3mn Entitled 

$66.7mn Under review, filed before 
7 /1/14 {50% of difference} · 
Under review., filed after 
7/1114 iJf difference} 
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4. What is the effect on feasibility if the Plan Area credit were to be eliminated? How much TSF 
revenue would this generate? 

(See Appendix B for additional information on updates to the feasibility analysis in response to questions 4-
6. Please note that some updates may haw; caused changes in feasibility as compared to the published study 

·on the TSF website.) 

Three prototypes evaluated TSF Economic Feasibility Study were residential prototypes that would 
receive an Area Plan fee credit under the proposed TSF ordinance. We also analyzed an additional large 
residential prototype studied under the Central So Ma draft feasibility study (which falls under the 
Eastern Neighborhoods area plan). · 

{fthe credit were to be eliminated. all4 protofJlpes would continue to remain feasible. as measured by 
percent change in residual land value (RLV). The change in RLVwould range from 1-2%. 

5. What is the effect on feasibility if TSF rates were tiered based on project size and/ or construction 
type (i.e. mid-rise vs. high-rise construction)? 

In order to help answer this question, staff made adjustments to the findings of the feasibility study to 
evaluate whether there is a clear relationship between project size, economic feasibility, and the ability to 
absorb higher fee levels. Our findings indicate: 

• Reside:qtial: Based on analysis of 8 residential prototypes, we found no clear correlation between 
residential project size (whether measured bv unit count or square footage] and economic 
feasibility. Charging variable rates would have uneven impacts on project feasibility. Even 
though high-rise projects can charge higher rents and sales prices, they also incur higher 
construction and other costs, so they may not be more feasible nor more profitable on a per 
square footage basis than medium- or low-rise construction. 

• Non-residential: Staff examined the 2 large office prototypes in the TSF Feasibility Study, as 
well as a medium office prototype from the Central SoMa draft feasibility study. We found that 
the two larger office prototypes ( 400' and 160') performed similarly well, while the medium 
office project was more sensitive to the impact of higher.fees. 

o This is consistent with the findings of the TSF and Central SoMa feasibility studies, which 
indicate that large offic~ projects are more feasible and prevalent than smaller projects. 
This is reflected in the current development pipeline, in which 89% of nonresideD:tial 
development is > 100k square feet Given the predominance oflarger office projects, a 
single fee rate may make more logical sense. 

See Appendix B for additional information on project sizes in the current development pipeline, as well as 
TSF revenue projections based on different tiered proposals. 

6. What are the maxim.um TSF rates that could be charged based on economic feasibility? What 
would be the impact on feasibility if the TSF rates were .increased to 33% of the nexus? 

The prototypes indicate that project feasibility is· determined by a number of related factors, including 
but not limited to: lot size, land use controls (particularly height and density limits), geographic location, 
and project size. No single factor explains the variability in project fe?Sibility. · 
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Supportable TSF rat~ for each protolype are listed:in tlie tahl$ below. The supportable :rate~ 
deter.mined by examining the impact of the fee on a number of financial indicators, the primary one being 
:impact onRLV.2 The keyfimlingsinclnde: 

• The majority {7 of 8) ofr.esidential prototypes could support a f.ee of $7, 74/GSFwith elimination 

of the area plan credit.. If the fee were increased to $R75 /GSF,. half of the prntotypes; could 

become infeasible. 

• The 2 large office projects could support a fee of $21.65/GSF.. The smaller project could support a 
fee of $1.'J..04/GSF. 

• . 33% of the TSF Na"US rate would represent $10.21/GSF for residential ;md $28.85/GSF fo.r non­

residential projects. Fees at these levels could be supported by Z out gfthe B residential 
prowtvpes. and .O out: of the 3 ncm-residential protot;ypes. 

TSF Economic Feasibility: R~dential Prototypes 

4. Mission 15units 22,264sf 50' High $188 
$10.21/GSF 

+ nP area plan credit 

Project infeasibfe due to 

3. Outer Mission 24uni:ts 41,BOOsf low Sn low mvenues rdative :to 
costs= fee not 
supportable 

2. Van Ness.Ave 60units 86,000sf Medium ·$101 $7.74/GSF 

6.EastSoMa 00 units 60,SSOsf 85' Medium $132 
$9.29/GSf 

+no area plan credit 

S.EastSoMa 128units 161,000sf 160', Medium $1-08 
$7.74/GSf 

+no area plan credit 

5. Central Waterfront 156units 154,700sf 65" High $185 $10.21/GSF 
+no area ptan credit 

{NEW) Central SoMa 217units 315.,0lOsf 400' Medium $133 
$S.74/GSF 

+no area plan credit· 

9. Transit Center 229units 332,800sf 400' Medium $107 $7.74jGSf 

2 SupportableTSFratedevelapedbased.Pnthefullowingfinancialindicators:%clcmgeinResidualLandYalue{IU..V),RLVpea­
unit,Rctumon. Cost, andDevdopcr:Mai:ginas %ofTotal Casts.. 
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.· .. · ... · .. _ _. .; ,,-;-::,;.-.. .I 

(NEW} Central SoMa 

7. EastSoMa 

10_ Transit Center 

TSF Econ.6mic Feasibility: Non-residential Prototypes 

15,000 sf 92,000 sf 

35,000 sf 249,300 sf 

20,000 sf 384,700 sf 

85' 

160' 

400' 
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High $128 

High $132 
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$19.04/GSF 

$21.65/GSF 

$21.65/GSF 



- I ,_, .. , I . . . . ·.' _:;-.::~ ' 

Appendix: Updates to TSF Feasibility Analysis to Evaluate Recommendations of the Planning 

Commission & Board of Supervisors (Updated 10/2/2015} I 

Notes on updates to feasibility study: 

• In order to facilitate more consistent comparison across prototypes and fee scenarios, Staff 

updated the TSF economic feasibility analysis as follows: 

o Prototypes were re-ordered by project size (ascending based on# of units or building 

square footage), 

o The analysis eliminated the fee credit for prior uses on site (i.e. an existing retail or 

warehouse building}. Each prototype now reflects a development project on vacant 

land un_der current market conditions. For some prototypes, this meant that 

development feasibility worsened. 

• For ease of comparison, some of the fee scenarios discussed at the Commission and at the Land 

Use & Transportation Committee were consolidated. 

• Additional prototypes from draft Central So Ma feasibility study were added to illustrate the 

impact of the fee on project types not represented in the TSF feasibility study. 

Residential prototypes: Staff evaluated the following TSF fee scenarios, in order of cost: 

• $6.19/GSF +eliminate area plan credit 

• $7.74/GSF (AS PROPOSED} 

• $7.74/GSF +eliminate area plan credit (COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION} 

• $8.74/GSF +eliminate area plan credit 

• $9.29/GSF +eliminate area plan credit 

• $10.21/GSF +eliminate area plan credit (33% of nexus; COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION} 

• $15.48/GSF +eliminate area plan credit 

Non-residential prototypes: Staff evaluated the following TSF fee scenarios: 

• $14.43/GSF 

• $18.04/GSF (AS PROPOSED} 

• $19.04/GSF 

• $21.65/GSF 

• $28.85/GSF (33% of nexus; COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION} 

• $36.08/GSF 
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Appendix: Updates to TSF Feulblllty Analysis to Evaluate Recommendations of the Planning Commission & :Board of Supervisors {Updated 10/2/2015) ( 

TSF ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY STUDY - Updated 9/30/2015 

Key to shading~ <i:iti'fj;;i'f3..%.~ < 5% change Jn RLV 

.... /'~&% 5-9%i:hangelnRLV 

l'lW'jHl"'"'r'iJ' !1.H\! !~!!fr•~, > 10% change Jn RLV 

Impact of TSF on Residual Land Value: Residential 

Prajeds 

6,000 sf I u;ts J ---;- · J 50 feet J 

3. Outer Mission I 14 400 sf I 2~ I 41,800 
' units sf 

65 feet 

60 86,000 
SD feet 2. Van Ness Ave I 24,300 sf I unlts sf 

S.£astSoMa I 10,000 sf I 6? .60,550 
85feet 

units sf 

8, EastSoMa 15,0DOsf 
128 161,00 

160feet 
units Osf 

5. Central 156 154,70 
35,000sJ 65feet 

Waterfront units Osf 

{NEWJ <:entral 217. 315,01 
15,000sf 400feet 

So Ma units Osf 

9, Transit Center 15,000~f 
22.9 332,80 

400feet 
units Osf 

High 

Low 

Medlum 

Medium 

Medium 

High 

Medium 

Medium 

I s18s :!, :'•/:'."::"~~~ 1 ::.' ;:,::.::i=''.~~'r:•' ;,:,::;:,::::~J :· ';,'::'(:;:~~3; m~umrHtmrur~~~' 

$27 

$101 

$132. 

$108 

$185 

$133 

$107 
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Appendix: Updates to TSF Feasibility Analysis to Evaluata Recommendations of th& Planning Commission & Board of Supervisors (Updated 10/2/2015) I 

Impact ofTSF on Residual land Value: Non-residential Projects 

7. EastSoMa 

10. Transit Center 

N 
0 ..... 
CJ'1 

35,000 sf I .2.49,300 sf I 160' High 

20,000 sf \ 384,700 sf I 400' High $132 
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Appendix: Updates to TSF Feasibility .Analysis to Evaluate Recommendations of th1> Planning Commission & .Board ofSupervbors (Updated 10/2/2015) I 

Projected TSF Revenues: Alternative Fee Scenarios: Summary {UPDATED 10/2/151 

. : :j,.: •• : "'.:: ! :;.. . :. .: " .. " ~::: . ....... :. '·" : $8.84 .. :: .... 
3. Cvrnmlsslon rec.ommendatlo.o: Eliminate area plan cr<idit $7.74 
4.;'Comrrilsslon·recornmendatrori: 33% of Nexus . ;'. . " . •: .. ' . :~:: '$10.21 ": 

' ' 

·5, Tier by pr.eject size: for res:o.100 units and non-res >100k sq ft 
;:;::hi .. Fee Increase 7' $L< \c'.i.::;\,.' '"" · ,: .... , .... ":" .:, : •·; $7,.74-~B.84 :· · '· •· $18~04-$19.oC 

b. Fee Increase= $3 $7.74-$10.84 $18.04 -$21.04 
: ;., : .,c" fee Increase= $5 : . .. ., j .. : ::: : . · ... ,.,.,,. .... " ... ·:·. '' $7,~4-$12.84,,'. ''"' :.$18.04•$23.04' ~-

d. Fee Increase= 33% of nexus 

,G .. Tl~r by p,foJect h~!gbt·/ construction type'" · ,, 

a. Below 55' (base); 55'-85' (+$1); 85' and up (+$2) 

·:~ .. b~·Below 55'·(base); 55'-a5'. (+$3); !l:S'and.up (+$SJ 
7. Three tler.s by project 5fze (UPDATED 10/2/15) 

N> I Residential: 21-50 tinits ($7.74151-99 units ($8.98), 10o+ uillts ($10.21) 
· 0 Non-res: <:40k GSF ($21.8ti), 40-lOOk {;Sf {$25.36), >100,000 GSF {$28.85 ...... 

O") 

$7 .74-$10.21 
··. • .. .·,.• 

'$7.74-$1-0.74 
$7.74'~ $12,84 

$7.74-.$10.21 

$18.04- $28,85 
;;,, ·;: .... 

$18.04- $20.04 
· . $18.04 e $23;04 ,,. 

$21.RG - $28.85 
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.'.$T;21Jn·; "·" : ." $4.9.7mn--;-;, --

$1.4bn $652mn 

"$.1.Gbn..: •.·. · '·· .,. $B07rnn; ... " .. "· 

$1.Gbn $884mn 

$1.3bn $535rnn 
. $1.Sbn .. ".$722mn· 

$1.7bn $948mn 

:;J\iet lncr~ase•aboiie .. 

:~'f,t~,€.~fi~~(~~~~~.11::; 
.... I .. $3;ltnll 

$1.0mn 
. ~$a 2.n;, · · . ~r~-: $11 .amn. 

: $42mn ." _;~::, :·_. ,1$16mn. ·o' '· :. i $2:.fitnn·: "> · 
$47tnn $22mn $7.7mn 

.'\·;: $5;!mn ·: · :·',".":-. $27rin ' .. , . "" $12.9mn· .. 

$54mn $29mn $15.Smn 
_ .. :.·. 

:,: 

$43mn $18mn $~.smn I 
·$51mn .. • · • ' $24mn " · "" • ·,.· $10.lmn 

$57mn $32mn $17.6mn · 
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Appendix: Updates to TSF Feaslblllt:< Analysis to £valuate Recommendations of th<> Planning C:ommlsslon & Board of Supervisors .(Updated 10/2/2015] I 

Projected T.SF Revenues: Alternative :Fea Scenarios:. Detalled _(UPDATED 10/2/15) 

Residential $7.741 $391,457,000 $359,357,000 I $13,049,000 $11,979,000 
Non-residential $18.04 $740,524,000 $59,839,000 $24,084,000 $1,994,000 

\''liJf f1!ereasefiifiis''iliE$'.11.'lllmr!lllli11111JiiiA!!IBttw.lll~":;w5i\il1tr$»1~111:u1wl11,1~ililll'i!\il~l>/~11~~1111'ifoJ'!f.<1<w.,t )'111flilf!Pi€i!ill\1Wirli>i>i•~'1tl"1l'7.i'j)."1JJlff,lfllWNj•$1!1;il;0 ~lillin&'1''lil!llim$5il.Ifi.lH~ 'ili!r.i* ~)Wifi.E'Jv~1r-1<&;"""m~im1~$·Ar•'tf !1'111'*1oi'l!Mu1wiJ1·~·1'1i\if.il ·~~"'VJ1.1it>:.D10~311, ··· ''l · J;t~~"ifi1Jll)!'':ll?il~'llT\Sl"71JM<~~IM~~bMf~\t1$l~~.RfWlliAlfitm"i$A~'M~ij'if1~..!!ll2il.1f'.fff*,W..i~87WW~il.M~IYf.i~'~liJj;tl)l.iffi( L~f/J/,\'l~.hf~if)h)~jV;;lfiil:!WtiifJtth\ff, !WJ:tf~~li~ .lr~'fl!lfll"1'1J'•""11\lil/;/i~J\i'J¥;§f,41t.l:/;f,-M)lw~j'UiC,f1!~l;1'-l;Tl"/t )~~~~~jl1~~;{/:ii\;~1J~J,tiit~11GJ~~'JJi'~~lW~J,~(11F'i!~;J.:~,~fi~~~i~lil'..ir..'f1~1/j\l,pii,•~J~ l#IP):~iWMiw.~tJ·~:O • .tJ,, 
Residential $8.84 $445,370,000 $413,270,000 514,846,000 $13,770,000 $1,797,000 

Non-resldentrar $19.04 $778,547,000 . $97,709,000 $25,952,000 $3,257,000 $1,263,000 

~~M1lilrJre.l!JJ]IJji.9jlJ!liJfufill~IJ;ii~~'if.'.~LPJfil:IS£~..eJMi\~im!'!iJT~~~~~ -~!UR\\Jii!~N&ff~t~~iii\~~1i~ti1W•~'llo'1l;t1 .. ~~.fi\ti,\ ~U.\\!illitw~U~5NPA.9.w~~jh~mtll lli1l!JB~~l!l&~U!.\ 
Resident/a{ $7.74 $402,191,000 $370,091,000 $13,406,000 $12,.336,000 $357,000 

Non-resicfGntiar $18.0~ $760,829,DOO $81,205,000 $25,361,DOO $1,707,000 $713,000 

m~!KflP.E!riWElfil!~Jllilli~W.l.~~--i"fi~V~~ffr;l(~Wj§ffil~1m~i~~if}t~•~i~~~~-~~.~!m~~ i~-~JM~mm~lmil~~*1#l~tif~Jilfij ~~tl,~~hi 
Rl!S/dentfa/ · $10.21 $504,749,000 $472,649;000 $16,825,000 $15,755,000 $3,775,000 

Non·resldentla/ $28.85 $1,157,441,000 $480,854,000 $38,581,000 $10,0Ul,OOO $14,034,000 

$1,384,ooo· 

$77.6,764,000 $95,950,000 1 · $Z5,892,0UO $3,198,000 1 · $1,204,000 

Non-residential $11!.04 - $2L04 $849,305,000 . $Ili8,252,000 $28,310,000 $5,1'08,000 $3,514,000 

Non-resldea.tlal $18.04- 523-04 $943,235,000 $260,423,000 $3.1,44.1,000 $8,881,000 $0,887,000 

Non-resideutial $13.04- 528.85 $1,110,675,000 $429,143,000 $37,023,000 $14,305,000 $12,311,000 

Non-residential $1,187,980,DOQ $39,599,000 $14,947,000 

/ 
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Appendix:: Updates to TSF Feasibility Analysis to Evaluate Re-commendations 1ofthe Plann1ng 'Commlsslon & Board of Supervisors {Updated 

10/Z/2015) l 

PROJECT Sl!zt: 

Res1dentlal Pro ect Size: In Current Ptpellne (2015 Q2} 

:1:m1gr~~~1r1 
Proiects < 100 units 4,170,000 15% 

Prolects > 100 units 23,628,-000 85% 

TOTAL 27,798,'{)0(} 100.00% 

Wt~·ng.~B.lf~~~t:a~~tj:il~., 1~1~
1

~m~~iili 
Proiects < 10-0k Z,571,000 11% 

Proiects > lUOk 20,428,-00 89% 

TOTAL 22,999,000 10CWO% 

PROJECT HEIGHT r c;oNSTRUCTION TYPE: 

upto551 
· 35 6;253,000 22% 6,253 179 L1. 450 

55'-85' fi9 10,267,000 37% 10,267 149 24 560 

Above85' 51 11,278,000 41% 11,278 221 26 688 

TOTAL 155 27,798_.000 100.0% 27,798 

up to 55' 83 2,550,000 12% 31,000 475 71,856 
55'-85' .81 7240000 33% 89000 415 700456 

Above85' &1 12,306,000 56% 152,000 210 1,970,000 
TOTAL 245 22,096,000 10CUl% 
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TSF: RESIDENTIAL PIPELINE & ESTIMA ,RANDFATHERING RATES 10/2/15 

Table 1, Residential Projects Under Revi11w: Filed after 7/21/15 

636-64& Fourth St. 427 493,612 3,165 $1,746,360 $3,877,653 $2,131,294 

7S Arkansa~Street SQ 56,8&2; B,l.79 $195,860 $5&7,S16 $391,956 

603 Tennessee St. 2.4 27,744 0 $107,369 $214,739 $107,369 

400 Divfaadero St. 130 14&,000 8,000 $616,530 $1,289,840 $673,310 

3620 Cesar Chavez 28 24,600 O· $36,842 $190,404 $153,562 

719 E.arkill 42 4&,552 l,SOO $209,781 $402,B52 $193,071 

830EddySt. 120 138,720 0 $536,846 $1,073,693' $536,846 

793 South V<in Ness 54 62.,42.4 4,867 $312,590 $570,962; $25B,3n 

95tn ennessee St. 129 87,m 0 $70,406 $679,394 $508,988 

2918.-2924 Mission St. 38. 36,600 7,400 $211,674 $416,780 $205,106 

T9TAt $4,044,259 $9,304,134 ~'::.:,::;;:y~,:z!i~,azs. 

Table 2. Residential Projects Under Review: Filed 7 fli14-7 /21/15 (Commission Recommendation: 75% ofTSFrate) 

PIER70 1,100 1,271,600 l 2,492,050 ~ $7,413,142 $9,873,688 $2.460,546 

2070 SRYANT ST 271 313,27fi 0 $512,869 $1,119,059 $606,189 

1601 MISSION ST 220 254,320 ! 9,900 I $.930,208 $1,422,317 $492,109 

975 Bryant Street 195 225,420 0 $40:4,742 $840,930 $436,181:1 

390--0lST ST 170- 196,520 0 $772,394 $1,152.,660 . $380,266 

l51S SOUTH VAN NESS AVENUE 160 184,960 i 1,024 f $259,577 $6V,574 $357,ll98 

88' ARKANSAS ST 146 168,776 i 3,275 f $31>7,867 $694,449 $326,582 

429 Beale Street and 430 Main Street 140" 161,840 0 $891,897 $1,205,057 $313,160 

555 Howard St 127 146,812 0 $209,072 $493,153 $284,081 

267S FQLSOMST 117 135,252 0 $688,373 $950,081> $261,713 

1145 Polk Street 54 62.,424 Q $0- $51,087 $61,087 
2444 LOMBARD ST 53 61,268 l 2,000 i $101,777 $220,330 $118,554 

5S5 GOLDEN GATE AV 52 6Cl,112l 1,Q[)O ~ $2,753 $119,070 $116,317 

3314 CESAR CHAVEZST SO: 57,800 I ot $36,096 $147,939. $1ll,ll43 

272 SUITER ST 45 52,020 i 16,000 I $112,700 $213,359 $100,659 

23007rHST 44 50,864 i 415 t $303,414 $401,836 $98,422 

223!1 - 2254 MARKET ST 41 47,396 I 5,573 / $13S,4l!9 $22.7,200 $91,711 

875 CAUFORNIAST I no POWEtlST 41 47,396 Q $323,387 $41S,ll98. $91,711 

915 -935 Minna Street 3'7 lf1.,7n 0 $165,528 $248,291 $82,764 

1126 - 1730 Mission Street 36 41,616 0 $222,226 $302.,753 $80,527 

469EDOYST 34 39,304 i 2,600 f $154,706 $230,760 $76,053 

24D-PAOFICAV 31 35,836 2,018 $122,045 $191,388 $69,341 

475MWNAST 90- 34,680 0 $134,212 $201,317 $67,106 

24110lHST 28 32,368 1.B,130 $0 $58999 $58,999 
198VALENOAST 28 32,368 0 $94,961 $157,593 $62,632 

314016TH ST 28 32,368 6,71S $131,979 $194,611 $62,632 
1598 BAY ST 28 32.,368 0 $128,547 $191,179 $62,632 -

2140-2144Market Street 27 31,212 1,150. $19,487 $79,8B3 $60,395 

OCTAVIA BLVD PARCEL T (Centrat 2.6 30,056' a $115,317 $174,475 $58,158 
Freewa } 
300 Octavia Street 24 27,744 1,605 $108,975 $162,6W $53,685 

3355 GEARY Bl ~ 26,SllB 0 $4B,264 $99,711 $Sl,44$ 

2570 Geary Boulevard 21 24,275 0 $37,974 $84,948 $46,974 

TOTA!. $14,951,0J!f $22,553,462 :i:.:r:n~-$7~so~~si 

NOTES: 

1. TSF values are preliminary estimates based on project descriptions in the deve!Qment pipeline at time of application firtng, and may not re!fect the most 
current project proposal on file. 2 1 9 
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TSF: RESIDENTIAL PIPELINE & ESTIMA .:iRANDFATHERING RATES 10/2/15 

Table 3:. Residential Projects Under Review: Filed before 7 /1/14 (Commission Recommendation~ 50% of TSF rate) 

.PIER48 1500 1734000 1950000 $34,849,080 

150 VAN NESS AVE 429 495924 -127558 $78,564 

1979 MISSION ST 351 405756 a $1,570,276 

800 INDIANA Sll\EEf 340 393o4o 0 $937,394 

950 MARKET ST 305 352580. 169834 $3,815,189 

1066 MARKET ST 304 351424 -526 $1,352,421 

51l01STST 292 337552 1704000 $25;895,046 

130116TH STREU 276 3.19056 a $946,791 

1634-1690 PINE ST 260 300560 6666 $1,259,358 

1395 22nd St 251 290156 0 $1,122,904 

lSOQMISS!Of'lST 207 239292 0 $0 
120017TH STREET 200 231200 171013 $2,579,162 

75HOWARDST 186 215016 17900 $1,090,409 

102.l! MARKET ST 186 215016 9675 $971,722 

1540 MARKET ST 180 208080 -13252 $614,043 

2070 BRYANT ST 177 204Ql2 a $418,843 

1125 MARKET ST 164 189584 3005 $777,052 

950 MASON STREET 160 184960 -295000 $D 

1140 FOLSOM STREET 12!1' 147968 -9081 $441,597 

.1298 HOWARD STREET 121 139876 10050 $686,342 

2171 THIRD ST 109 126004 3143 $356,530 

1550 MARKET ST loS 126004 -16928 $243,364 

1075 MARKET ST go 104040 -.15500 $178,970 

75U HARRISON ST 77 89012 2826 $345,539 

1335 FOLSOM.ST 65 7514(} 0 $248,270 

777lENNESSEESTREET 59 68204 a $148,319 

807 FRANi<LIN ST 50 57800 0 .$223,686 

651GEARYST 45 53176 -8010 $90,207 

' ll74FOLSOMST 42 48552 79(}1 $318,l7D 

901 TENNESSEE STREET 39 45084 a $1117,335 

2230 3RD STREET 37 4V72 -32D1 $119,337 

495 CAMBRIDGE ST ;!2 36992 0 $143,159 

22. FRANKLIN ST 28 32368 4323 $187,64S 

233-237 SHIPLEY ST 22 25432 0 $84,434 

TOTAL · ?);;,::;:~.i':f'.<'$8~;i6h64. 

NOTES: 

1. TSFvalues are preliminary estimates based on project desaiptians. in tne development pipeline at time of application filing, and may not reflect the most 
current project proposal on file. 
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Chen, Lisa (CPC) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject 
Attachments: 

Chen, Lisa (CPq 
Friday, October 02, 2015 3:03 PM 
'Malia.Cohen@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com'; 'Jane.Kim@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com'; 
'ScottWiener@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com'; Avalos, John (BOS); Christensen, Julie (BOS); 
Power, Andres; 'Mawuli.Tugbenyoh@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com'; 
'Jeremy.Pollock@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com'; Yadegar, Danny (BOS); Burns, Kanishka 
(BOS); 'Nicole.Wheaton@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com' 
'Andrea Ruiz-Esquide' 
TSF - Additional information on area plan credits ( 
TSF residential area plan fee credit examples_lO 02 15.pdf 

Dear Supervisors, legislative aides, and Nicole, 

The Planning Department and SFMTA have received an additional request for more information on the area plan credit 
as currently proposed in the TSF. In response, please find attached a document that outlines what the credit would be in 
each area plan, as well as example calculations for a few projects currently in the pipeline. 

Thank you. 

Best, 

Lisa Chen 
Planner, Citywide Planning Division 

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Phone: 415-575-9124 Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email:lisa.chen@sfgov.orci 
Web:www.sfplanning.org 

(It :.~!~ [~ t~; ri¥l·J 

From: Chen, Lisa (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, October 02, 2015 10:49 AM 
To: 'Malia.Cohen@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com'; 'Jane.Kim@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com'; 
'Scott.Wiener@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com'; Avalos, John (BOS); Power, Andres; 
'Mawuli.Tugbenyoh@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com'; 'Jeremy.Pollock@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com'; Yadegar, Danny (BOS); 
'Nicole.Wheaton@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com' · 
Cc: Teague, Corey (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (MTA); 'Andrea Rui:z-Esquide' 
Subject: TSF - Responses to Land Use Committee Questions ( 
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Dear Supervisors, legislative aides, and Nicole, 

As a follow up to the materials transmitted yesterday, Planning Department and SFMTA staff have prepared additional 
information in response to questions raised at Monday's Land Use Committee hearing on the Transportation Sustainability 
Fee (TSF). Please see the revised documents attached, whic~ include: 

• An updated response to questions, with added information on the potential impact of tiered Non-residential 
grandfathering rates. (page 3) 

• An updated appendix, with added information on the projected TSF revenues for an additional 3-tier fee structure. 
(pages 4-5) · 

• A list of residential projects in the pipeline that fall under the grandfathering triggers. 

·Please let me know if you have any questions. Thank you. 

Regards, 

Lisa Chen 
Pianner, Citywide Planning Division 

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Phone: 415-575-9124 Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email:lisa.chen@sfgov.org 
Web:www.sfplanning.org 

·,~f ;';;'. ::'r"'lil f'M···i" ;'~:I 
~~;;: ~~~:,:; ~-~~ ~Ji!i~.....;: ·._5:5} 

From: Andrea Ruiz-Esquide [mailto:Andrea.Ruiz-Esguide@sfqov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, October. 01, 2015 10:17 AM 
To: Chen, Lisa (CPC); Teague, Corey (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (MTA) 
Subject: Fw: TSF - Responses to Land Use Committee Questions 

FYI 

Andrea Ruiz-Esquide 
Deputy City Attorney 
City Hall Roon:i 375 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Tel: (415) 554-4618 
Fax: (415) 554-4757 
email: andrea.ruiz-esguide@sfgov.org 
- Forwarded by Andrea Ruiz-Esquide/CTYATT on 10/01/2015 10:16 AM -

From: Andrea Ruiz-Esquide/CTYATT 
To: Malia.Cohen@sfgov1 .onmicrosoflcom. Jane.Kim@sfuov1.onmicrosoft.com. Scott Wiener@sfgov1.onmicrosoft.com. 
Mawuli.Tuqbenyoh@sfgov1 .onmicrosoft_com. Jeremy.Pollock@sfgov1 .onmicrosoflcom. Danny.Yadeqar@sfqov.org. Nicole.Wheaton@sfQov1 .onmicrosoflcom. 
Cc: SonalLBose@sfm!a.com 
Date: 10/01/201510:16AM 
Subject: TSF - Responses to Land Use Committee Questions 

Dear Supervisors, legislative aides, and Nicole, 

Planning Department and SFMTA staff have prepared answers to the questions you posed during last Monday's Land 
Use Committee hearing on the Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF). Please see the documents attached. 
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We are still.working to provide you some information on other questions you have posed, specifically: 

• additional information on grandfathering; 
• list of projects that fall under the grandfathering triggers; 
• list of projects that would be subject to the TSF triggers if the initial date was moved to date of introduction; 
• different iteration of fee projections. · 

Supplemental materialswith answers to these questions will be sent to you this afternoon. 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Andrea 

Andrea Ruiz-Esquide 
Deputy City Attorney 
City Hall Room 375 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Tel: (415) 554-4618 
Fax: (415) 554-4757 
email: andrea.ruiz-esquide@sfgov.ord 
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Proposed Transportation Sustainability fee (TSF} 

TSF Res'idential Fee Options in Area Plans I Updated 10/2/2015 

Outside area plans No. transportation fees. 15F TSf 

Area plan fees 
Areaplanf~ 

Ar.ea plan fees 
{transit/complete 

{transit/complete 
lnsid~ area pfanr< (transit/mmplete 

streets) 
streets) 

less: lSF fee. reduction 
streets components) + 

+ 
TSF TSF 

Outside Area: Plans $0.00 $ROG $7.74 '57.74 

J;astem Neighh<;>rhoods 

Tierl $3.98 $0.97 $10.75 $11.72 

Tier2 . $5.97 $1.46 $1225 $13.71 

Tier3 $7.96 $1.94 $13.76 $15.70 

Balboa Parle $4.86 $1.17 $11.43 $12.60 

Market & Octavia $7..21 $2.40 $1254 $14.95 

Van Ness& Maiket SUD1 $12.01 $4.00 $15.75 $19.75 

V"tSitacion Valley Pfan Area $250 $0.iJO $10.24 $10.24 

Rinion Hill Plan Area $8.25 $0.00 $15.99 $15.9~ 

Tran~t Center District Plan2 

Tier 1 {FAR below 1.-!J} $439 $tl.OO $12.13 $12.13 

Tier 2 (FAR 1:9 to 1:18.) $10.97 $0.00 $18.71 $18.71 

Tier 3 (FAR obove 1:18] $14.26 $0.00 $22.00 $22.00 
Notes: 
1. Van Ness & Market SUD projects pay same rate as Market & Octavia for building FAR< 9:1, and the Van Ness 
& Market.fee for fAR > 9:1. 
2. Transit Center is not eligible for a fee credit as the Transit Center Transportation & Street Improvement Fee 
was e>tablished to deliver projects associated with areas d_evefopedto such a high degree of density~ A portion 
of the fee is afso designated as a CEQA mitigation measure (the Transit Delay Miti tion fee). 
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Proposed Transportation Sustainability Fee {lSF} 

TSF Residential Fee Options in Area Plans I Updated 10/2/2015 

Summary of Current Residentiaf Area Plan Fees 

Ea~ N~hborhoods 

rrer1 $9-71 $0.97 .$3.01 

Tier2 $1456 $1.46 $451 

Tier3 $19.42. $1.94 $6.02 

Balboa Parle: $9.71 $1.17 $3.69 

Market & rfotavia $10.92 $2.40 $4.80 

Van Ness&. Market SUD $18.20 $4.00 $8.01 

Visitacion Valley Plan Area $556 $£J.OO $150 

Rincon Hilt Pfon Ar~ $10.44 $0,00 $8.25 

Transit Center District Plan1 

Tier 1 (FAR below 1.::9) $4.39 S4.3r $0.00 

rrer 2 (FAR 1:9ta1:18} $10.97 $10.971 $Q.00 

Tier 3 (FAR above 1:18} $14.26 $14.261 $0.00 
Notes: 
L The Transit Center Transportation & Street fmprovement Fee does not specify a perrent :allocation t-o transit & 
-complete streets components, so the full amoont of the fee is shown here as allocated to transit for illustrative 
purposes only. 

Sample calculation: Area Plan foe Redu~on in Market & Octavia Area Plan {in Ordinanc~ as 

Proposed) 

MARKET AND ocrAVIA IMPACT FfE 

ff PORTION O.FMARKEf AND OCTAVIA FEE (22.%} 

Page2 
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Proposed Transportation Sustalnab!Uty Fee {TSF} 

TSF Residential Fee Options in Area Plans l Updated 10/2/2015 

.Sample TSF Resfdentlal talculatlons: Area Plan Fee Credit 

11601 Mission Street I 1QD I 229,705 Market & Octavla 2:1% 

13011,Gth Street I .234 I 270,504 Eastern 10% $7.74 I $9.71 I -$0.97 I s2,093,101 I . s2,626,s94 I -S262,6ss I S4,4s1,s1s 
Neighborhoods Tier 1 

1140 Fola.om I 128 I · 147,968 I Eastern 10% $7.74 $14.56 -$1.46 $1,145,272 s2,154,414 1 -$215,441 I $:S,OB4,24-S 
Neighborhoods Tier 2 

.31620 Cesar Chavez j 28 I 24,600 I Eastern 10% $7.74 $14.56 -$1.46 . $190,404 S3ss,116 1 -$3-5,818 I 
Neighborhoods Tie·r 2 

Notes; 

1. TSF values: are preliminary estimates based on project descriptions in the development plpe11ne attlme of application filing, and may not 

reflect the most current project proposal on file. . 

2. TSF ~lcuiations above ar:e for Ulustrative purposes only, to ,explain the residential Area Plan fee Credit as proposed. They do not cons:lder a 

credit for prior us.es en slt·e,. nor take into <:onsiderati:on the p.roposad grandfathering fee rates as proposed in the ordinance. 
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FROM: 
Mary Miles, Attorney at Law (SB #230395) 
364 Page St., #36 . 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 863-2310 

TO: 
Chair Malia Cohen, Jane Kim, Scott Wiener, Members, and Andrea Aus berry, Clerk of the 

. San Francisco Board of Supervisors Land Use and Transportation Committee ("LUC") 
Legislative Chamber, Room 244, City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goo.dlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

DATE: September 28, 2015 

RE: Public Comment: LUC Meeting of September 28, 2015, Agenda Item 2 [File No. 150790 
Establishing a New Citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee ("TSF")] . 

This letter is public comment opposing adoption of the proposed ordinance legislating a 
"Transportation Sustainability Fee" ("the Project"). Please distribute this letter to Members of 
the Land Use and Transportation Committee and place a copy in all applicable files on the 
Project. The ·propo~ed ordinance should be rejected for the following reasons, along with those 
described in my previous comments. 

1. The TSF Is a Project Under CEQA and NEPA. 
The proposed legislation incorrectly concludes that the TSP is not a "project" under the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA, Pub. Res. Code ["PRC"] §21000 et seq.; 14 Cal. 
Code Regs. ["Guidelines"] § 15378(b )( 4) ["The cre.ation of government funding mechanisms or 
other government fiscal activities which do not involve any commitment to any specific project 
which may result in a potentially significant physical impact on the environ.inent"]. ) 

The proposed TSF does not fall within an exception in Guidelines §15378(b)(4); because 
it is targeted toward specific projects and categories of projects in San Francisco ("City"), and 
proposes using funding for selected neighborhood projects and·grandfathering other specific 
projects already approved. In fact, the proposed TSF is a project under Guidelines §15378(a), 
since it proposes to partially "mitigate" the admitted transportation impacts of City's deregulated 
overdevelopment. (Ibid.; California Native Plant Society v. County of El Dorado ["CNPS'') 
(2009) 170 Cal.App.4th 1026, 1030, 1049 [fee mitigation program must "pass CEQA muster"]; 
and 1055 ["must be tied to a functioning mitigation program"]; Center jo·r Sierra Nevada 
Conservation v'. County of El Dorado (2012) 202 Cal.App.4th 1156, 1180 [fee program must be 
reviewed under CEQA].) 

The Project clearly has a potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the 
environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment and is an 
activity directly undertaken by a public agency, since it proposes physical changes to City streets 
that will increase traffic congestion, lessen roadway capacity. The Project will clearly have 
significant tmpacts on traffic, transit, parking, air quality, and land use by collecting a 
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"mitigation fee" from developers to fund projects that increase traffic congestion and eliminate 
parking. Since the proposed fee does not mitigate the transportation and other impacts of 
unregulated development throughout the City, it violates both CEQA and the National 
Environmental Policy Act ("NEPA"). (Ibid., and, e.g., City of San Diego v. Board of Trustees of 
the California State University ["City of San Diego''] (2015) 61Cal.4th945) · 

2. The Project Violates the Requirements of Nollan!Dolan and Ehrlich. 
The Project also violates the nexus and rough proportionality requirements of the 

California and United States Constitutions set out in Nollan v. California Coastal Commission 
(1987) [''Nollan"] 483 U.S. B25; Dolan v. City of Tigard [''Dolan''} (1994) 512 U.S; 374; and 
Ehrlich v. City of Culver City ["Ehrlich''](1996) 12 Cal.4th 854.) 

The Project proposes impo~ing a selective development fee generating $1.2 billion over 
30 years, including $430 million in "net new revenue," plus "an additional $14 million a year in 
rev~nue." (9/10/15 "Planning Commission Executive Summary," p. 11.) The Project is not 
applied with an even hand. to all developments, since it exempts some projects, requires 
additional fees from developments within areas with "community plans," and proposes spending 
the fees collected in different proportions in various areas. (Proposed Ordinance §§411.4, 
411A.3, 411A.5, 411A.64, 411A.6B, 411A.7; "San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee 
(TSF) Nexus Study," May 2015 ["Nexus Study"], p. 12-13.) 

The $1.2 billion development fee imposed on residential projects and other developments 
citywide would be spent on "transit," ineluding the Geary Boulevard Bus Rapid Transit ("BRT") 
project and other BRT projects , and the "Complete Streets (Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Improvements)" of the Municipal Transportation Agency ("MTA") (Nexus Study, p.32-35, 57, 
60-066), an open-ended menu of selected anti-car projects designed to eliminate traffic lanes and 
parking, and create physical obstructions to vehicle travel on· City streets. (Id.) 

Here, not a penny of the spending of the TSF millions is proposed to mitigate the real 
impacts of City's deregulated overdevelopment. Instead, City proposes another windfall to the 
MTA for more of the same projects that do nothing to mitigate the obvious transportation 
impacts of growth and development on City streets and the air quality, GHG, and noise impacts 
of increased congestion. 

The Project also unlawfully eliminates accounting requirements for the additional 
developer fees in areas with "community plai:is" such as City's "Market-Octavia Plan" project, 
which includes the "Van Ness Downtown Residential SUD." It does not do away with the 
development fees legislated with those projects but adds-the TSF as an additional fee .. 
(Ordinance, §§411A.3, 421.7,422 - 424.1; see, e.g., CNPS, supra, 170 Cal.App.4th at p.1050; 
Gov. Code §66006. City would thus require no accounting of developer fees collected for the 
deregulated, uncontrolled development of the Market-Octavia Plan area, even though that project 
has led to 24-hour congestion and peak hour gridlock on Octavia Boulevard, freeway ·ingress and 
egress, and many neighborhood streets. The Market-Octavia development "mitigation" fee did 
nothing to mitigate the transportation impacts from the Market-Octavia Plan, and none of the 
required annual or five-year reports has shed light on money collected or spent from that fee. 

3. The Transportation Sustainability Program ("TSP") of which the TSF Is Part, Proposes 
Eliminating Analysis and Mitigation of Transportation Impacts 

The TSF Project is part of the .greater Transportation Sustainability Program ("TSP"), 
which proposes eliminating the critical need to analyze and mitigate the significant 
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transportation, air quality, noise, iand use, and other impacts from unregulated development 
under CEQA. Thus the TSF's claimed purpose of collecting fees to mitigate transportation 
impacts is a sham and contradicts City's purported goal of such mitigation, since it actually plans 
on exempting itself from mitigating the transportation impacts of City's runaway growth and 
development. 

Accordingto the September 10, 2015 Planning Commission "Executive Summary" 
("ES") and the "Transportation Sustainabiljty Fee: Economic Feasibility Study, Spring 2015" 
("EFS "), the TSP proposes replacing the Level of Service (LOS) analysis of transportation 
impacts with a Vehicle Miles Traveled ("VMT") methodology. That action would effectively 
exempt San Francisco. from all analysis and mitigation <?f transportation impacts, since VMT on 
projects in San Francisco would be less than a "regional average" arbitrarily set as the standard 
for a significant transportation impact under the proposed VMT methodology. (EFS, pp.19-20)' 1 

By eliminating analysis and mitigation of transportation impacts of all development in 
the City, the TSP would also unlawfully insulate City from analyzing the cumulativy 
transportation impacts of development projects that generate commuter and other traffic to and 
from areas outside the City. Since the larger TSP involves the proposed elimination of effective 
standards for me~suring transportation impacts, it violates CEQA and NEPA. (See also, this 
commenter's September 10, 2015 Public Comment to the Planning Commission, which is 
missing from the packet transmitted to this Committee.) 

The proposed changes to the CEQA Guidelines have not yet been approved at the state 
level, and the TSF thus proceeds based on unsupported speculation that the CEQA Guidelines 
may someday authorize the TSP and its proposed exemption of all projects from CEQA. The 
City does not have authority to change CEQA's requirements. Further, City may not retroactively 
apply amendments of the CEQA Guidelines to residential development projects with 
development or environmental review applications filed before the effective date of the 
ordinance (e.g., proposed Ordinance §411A.3(d-f)), or to any other project not previously 
authorized by a state amendment to the CEQA Guidelines. (Guidelines, §15007 ["Amendments 
to the guidelines apply prospectively only."l) · 

By segregating the TSP from other features of the TSP, especially the VMT strategy, City 
hopes to escape the requirements of Nollan, Dolan, Ehrlich, CEQA, and NEPA, but it cannot: 

1 In the larger TSP, City proposes to substitute a VMT me.thodology for the standard Level of Service 
("LOS") methodology for measuring traffic impacts of private dev~lopment and its own projects. Even if 

. such authority existed, analyzing only a project's VMT would result in a piecemealed and evasive . 
analysis that completely ignores a project's cumulative transportation impacts when combined with other 
projects. Public transportation projects would also be improperly exempted from environmental review, 
since they would not generate any VMT, regardless of how much congestion they cause, including "road 
diets," traffic lane and parking elimination, "bicycle improvem,ents," "pedestrian improvements," BRT's, 
and other public projects with significant impacts on traffic, transit, parking, air quality, and noise. Not 
coincidentally, the TSF proposes to fund such projects without CEQA review, even though they are 
already lavishly funded. While San Francisco proposes to abnegate its greater regional responsibility by 
ignoring cumulative impacts, it may not lawfully do so under CEQA and NEPA. Further, CEQA's 
statutory revision at PRC §21099 on which City relies does not excuse City from accurately analyzing 
transportation impacts and indeed reinforces CEQA's requirements to analyze and mitigate transportation 
impacts, including the impacts of congestion on air quality, noise, safety, "or any other impact associated 
with transportation." City's scheme thus plainly fails to comply with CEQA's provision that it claims 
supports its strategy. (See also, e.g., Cal. Gov. Code §11342.2.) 
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The proposed legislation before you is not reasonably related to the actual transportation impacts 
oi: mitigation of transportation impacts from development arid does not comply with the 
requirements of Nollan, Dolan, and Ehrlich. 

4. The MTA's TDM Program Excludes the Vast Majority of Travelers Who Travel by Car 
Public agencies have a duty under both CEQA and NEPA to avoid or minimize 

environmental damage, not cause niore of it. (e.g., Guidelines, §15021.) 
Here, "[flee revenues would be collected by the Planning Department and then routed to 

the SFMTA to be allocated through an interagency process that will be outlined in a 
Memorandum of Understanding, currently being developed." (9/10/15 Planning Commission ES, 
p.12.) The proposed "key" expenditures are described as "Transit capital and operational 
investments (Central Subway, Muni Forward, Bus Rapid Transit Projects, etc.)"; "Bicycle 
infrastructure (protected lanes, parking, etc.)"; and "Pedestrian safety (Vision Zero, Walk First, 
etc.)." (Id, p.2.) · . 

Under the proposal adopted by the MTA Board on September 1, 2015, the TSF, which is 
suddenly shifted to the "Transportation Demand Management" ["TDM"] Program, proposes 
allowing developers to choose from a menu of "TDM options" when "designing their projects." 
(9/1/15 MTA Board Packet, p.5.) Someone not identified would then quantify the "efficacy or 
effectiveness of some these [sic] options at different locations in San Francisco." (Id.) Someone 
also not identified would then determine "that developers are implementing the measure th~y 
committed to and the program is effective." (Id) 

· The "menu options" would include such ineffective measures as "Subsidize Transit 
Passes," "Subsidize Bike Share or Car Share Membership," "Hire TDM Coordinator," "Shuttle or 
Vanpool Service," Reduce On-site Parking Supply," "Provide Delivery Service," "Sponsor Bike­
share Stations, 11 "Commute Reduction Programs," and "Charge for Parking/Parking Pricing." 
(9/1/15 MTA Board Packet, p.5.) The 9/1/15 MTA Board packet admits that the city is still 
"working on the technical details of the program, including quantifying the efficacy of some of 
the above-listed measures." (Id.) 

The TSF should not be approved without quantifying the efficacy of all of the proposed 
measures, and without those "technical details" about that "efficacy" of all of the proposed 
"measures," since such approval would violate both CEQA and NEPA. City may not use alleged 
mitigation measures.to exempt itself from CEQA. Moreover, the measures described for 
mitigating significant impacts must be effective and enforceable, with those features supported 
by substantial evidence. 

Further, City may not selectively allocate public funding for bicycle and other projects 
that benefit only a small percentage of travelers using existing infrastructure, since such funding 
would not satisfy CEQA, NEPA, or the California and United States Constitutions. (Nollan, 
supra, 483 U.S. 825; Dolan, supra, 512 U.S. 374; Ehrlich, supra, 12 Cal.4th 854.)" · 

5. The TSF May Not Selectively Use Developer Fee Revenue, or Ignore Mitigating 
Transportation Impacts on the Vast Majority of City Travelers and Infrastructure Users 

CEQA limits any agency applying fees to the nexus and tough proportionality 
requirements of the California and United States Constitqtions. (Guidelines §15041; Nollan, 
supra, 483 U.S. 825; Dolan, supra, 512 U.S. 374; Ehrlich, supra, 12 Cal.4th 854.) The TSF 
clearly does not comply with these requirements, sin.ce City's proposed fees do not meet the 
nexus and rough proportionality requirements that apply to any developer fee imposed to 
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mitigate the impacts of development, including those purportedly to remedy transportation 
impacts caused by development in the City. (Nollan, supra, 483 U.S. 825; Dolan, supra, 512 
U.S. 374; Ehrlich, supra, 12 Cal.4th at pp. 865, 874-885, 899-901, 907, 912; San Remo Hotel v. 
City and County of San Francisco (2002) 27 Cal.4th 643, 671; Koontz v. St. Johns River Water 
Mgmt. Dist. (2013) 133 S.Ct. 2586; California Building Industry Assn. v. City of San Jose (2015) 
61 Cal.4th 435, 458 [under Koontz, the Nollan-Dolan test applies not only when the government 
conditions approval of a land use pennit on the property owner's dedication of a portion of the 
property for public use but also when it conditions approval of such a permit on the owner's·. 
payment of money.].) 

· The proposed uses of the TSF fees are not rationally .related to the transportation impacts 
from development, and they are disproportionate to.those impacts. For example, no mitigation is 
proposed for impacts on traffic for those who use the mode of travel chosen by the vast majority 
of City commuters, residents, and travelers, the automobile. Instead, the TSF Project proposes 
using its fees to degrade traffic and vehicle travel or to force people to not travel by car. The 

· fees also bear no rational relation to mitigating air quality impacts, since they instead propose 
increasing congestion, thus also degrading air quality and increasing GHG impacts. There is no 
evidence of any impacts on bicycling from development; yet millions are proposed to "mitigate" 
such nonexistent impacts. (Home Builders Assn. of Tulare/Kings Counties, Inc. v. City of 
Lemoore (2010) 185 Cal.App.4th 554, 572 [invalidating fees imposed as not reasonably related 
to impacts of development.) 

6. No Evidence Supports More Funding for MTA's Irresponsible and Unaccountable 
Performance 

The MTA has never met the transit performance measures legislated in the Proposition A 
(November, 1999) Charter Amendment as a condition of giving that agency complete control of 
transportation in San Francisco. In spite of the billions it has recently received in bonds and 
other funding, the MTA cannot live up to its own standards for transit, much less accommodate 
the needs of another 100,000 or more new residents invited to reside and commute to an~ from 
San Francisco by City's unregulated development. Indeed, the MTA recently announced·that it 
needed another $123 billion just to keep buses running. The TSF contains no mention of 
repairing or improving the City's third-world pitted streets for the more than two million daily · 
drivers. Again, not a penny of the TSF before you is proposed to improve conditions or mitigate 
impacts of increased traffic from .development on the vast majority of travelers. (Nollan, supra, 
483 U.S. 825; Dolan, supra, 512 U.S. 374; Ehrlich, supra, 12 Cal.4th 854.) · 

City's unsupported fantasy that pouring more- money into the MTA trough for bicycle and 
pedestrian "improvements" that hinder and obstruct motorized traffic will motivate people to 
abandon cars has proven futile for the entire 44 years of City's "Transit Fir.st" rhetoric. 
According to City's own data and the United States census, the vast majority of travelers still use 
automobiles as their preferred mode of travel in.San Francisco and the greater :Bay Area and will 
continue to do so. (Nollan, supra, 483 U.S. 825; Dolan, supra, 51.2 U.S. 374; Ehrlich, 12 
Cal.4th 854.) 

The City's deregulation of residential development is transforming San Francisco into an 
overcrowded bedroom -community for tech industries with those employees often commuting 50 
miles or more daily to live in unregulated, densified residential structures in overdeveloped are~s 
of the City. At the same time, employment hubs in overdeveloped downtown, Civic Center, 
mid-Market, and other areas generate massively increased commuter traffic and transit use. 
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Even though the Project Nexus Study acknowledges some of the real transportation impacts of 
City's unregulated development, the TSF does nothing to actually mitigate those impacts. 

The duty of the Board of Supervisors and this committee is to serve the public, meaning all of 
the public, including the majority of travelers who use automobiles, not just small, special 
interest groups like bicyclists who comprise less than four percent of San Francisco travelers. 
The TSF is of regional and statewide importance, since it will significantly affect traffic 
throughout the City and the region. · 

The proposed legislation should be rejected. 

Mary Miles 
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INVESTMENT PRIORITIES 

TRANSPORTATION TASK FORCE 2030 . 
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PROPOSE-D TRANSPORTATION su-sTAINABILITY 
FEE 

• Citywide transportation fee to ensure that new · 
. . 

dev-elopment pays its fair share for impacts on the 
transportation system 

• Replaces existing- citywide_ Trans.it ·Impact Develo.pment 
Fee (TIDF) and expands a·pplicability to include market­
rat~ residential develppment and· certai"n large · · 
institutions* 

~ No change to status quo for nonprofits . · 

*Exemptions apply 



NEXUS & ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY STUDIES 

The fee proposal was crafted to strike a balance 
between two te.chnical studies:· 

• ·TsF Nexus- Study: Analyzed the total .cost to the City of 
providing transportat_ion infrastructure to serve the · 

~ · demand ·generat~d by new grovvth . 
..j::o 
....... 

"' () 

.• TSF .Economic ~easib.ility Stud~t: Evaluated how high 
·fees could be· set vviU10L~t ·making new development 
projects_ too costly to build. 
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PROPOSED FEE APPllCABILln(. 

Applies to: 

• Most non-residential ·c~eve~opment (gerteraUy 
. . . 

same as existing 1-ransit lrnp·act Developmer1t 

. Fee)· 

• Market-rate residential. d~veloprnent creating 

21 or more· units 

• Large non-profit private tJniversitijes with­
.... Institutional rvlaster Plan 
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PROPOSED FEE EXEMPTIONS 

Does not a.pply to: 

• Deed-restricted affordable" units (80o/o AMI) 8t 1 OOo/o middle­
.. income housing (150o/o AMI) projects 

»·Required inclusionary units are not exempt 

• ·Residential developm~nt creating 20 or fevver units 

• Small pusiness changes of use ( <5,000 sf), except fo·rmula 
retail · 

• Nonprofits (same rules as existirig i·10F, except for large non-· 
profit private universities) 

, '1 
I' 

» Nonprofit hospitals continue to be exernpt The Board of Supervisors 
·may vote to apply TSF when California's· Seismic Safety Law 
requirements are e.xhausted (currently 2030). 
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PROJECTS IN THE PIPELINE -- PROPOSED 

• Project~ with· P~an1ning entit~erilents:· wou!d not 

pay TSF, put would pay existing .TiDF·(which does 

not app;y to residenUa!) 

• Residential projects with development. 
applications StJbmitted: woLtlci p~y 50% of TSF 

• Non .. residentmal' projects vvith ~deve~opment · 
applications sybmitted: wo·,Jld pay existing TIDF 
rates 
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. EXPENDITURE PLAN: OUTCOMES .. 

·over $400mn in NEW transportation funding .over 30 years 

• More Muni buses and trains . 

. • Faster and more ·reliable local transit 

• Roomier and faster regional transit (e.g·. BART, Caltrain) 

• Safer walking ·and· ·bicycling 



OU.TREACH TO AFFECTED STAKEHOLDER 

• Community Advisory Committees 

• Small businesses 

• Develop~}lent community 

~ • Transportation advocates 
.{:::. 
00 

• Housing a·dvocates 

• Boards and Commissions 
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BOARD· & COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS 

SFMTA Board and Small Business Cornn1ission: unanirriou 
rec.ommend a·pproval 

. Plann;ng Commission: unanimously r:ecommend approval with 
the following amendments for the Board to consider: 

• Apply a 50o/o grandfathering discount to projects with Planning applications. 
prior to July.1, 2014; 25°/o discount for projects with, applications after this 
date · 

• Exempt post-secondary institut_ions 'fron-1 the fee 

• Remove the fee exemption for hospita,ls 

• Consider graduated fee rates up to 33o/o o'f nexus, based on project · 
f~asib,ility and/or remove.the area plan fee credit 

.. 

• Require an updated feasibility study every 3 years, or as requested by 
Mayor, Board, or Planning· Commission · 
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TSf Amendments 
Currently proposed fees: . 

Gl Small residential fee is $7.74 (25% of the nexus) 
Q Large residential fee is $8.74 for units above 100: (27% of the nexus for a 

200-unitbuilding) 
Ci Small non-residential fee is $18.04 (only 20.6% of nexus) 
1a ~arge·non-residential foe is $19.04 (only 21.2% of nexus for 200,000 sq ft) 

(;') increase non-residential TSF: . 
\_/Ci Non-residential 800-99,99.9 sf: raise fee $0.50 to $18.54 

ca This is still only 21.2 % of the nexus 
Ci Non-residential all sf over 99,999: raise fee $4.00 to $23.04 

o This is still only 23.8% of the nexus. 
Rationale: 

a The current proposal charges residential uses a significantly higher 
percentage of the fee justified by the nexus compared to non-residential. 

s The nexus study shows that commercial developments generate almost three 
times the impacts on our transportation system. . 

GI The Planning Commission analyzed the fiscal feasibility of these proposed fee 
increases combined with Supervisor Yee' s 'childcare impact fee, and found 
that the th.ree commercial prototypes would still be feasible. 

(;'\ Tiered grandfathering residential 
V Q Projects submitted between 7 /1/14 and 7 /21/15 pay 75% of the TSF. 

Q (Currently they would pay 50% of the TSF.) 
Rationale: 

Q This was recommended by the Planning Commission. 
Q Projects that submitted application after July 1, 2014 knew that the City was 

in the process of implementing the TSF. 

ered grandfathering non-residential · · 
~ Projects submitted before 7 /1/14 pay 50% of the difference between the 
-~ TIDF and the TSF. · · 

R_ 'Y Projects· submitted between 7 /1/14 and 7 /21/15 pay 75% of the difference 
'6 ~0 between.the TIDF and TSF. . 

Ci Projects submitted after 7 /21/15 would pay the full TSF. 
o (Currently all of these projects would pay only the TIDF, $14.43 /sf) 

Rationale: 
• This would make the grandfathering equitable for non-residential projects: 

t.)Study Geographic-Based Fee Structure . L.:J 11 Add new Subsection 411A.9. 
Q This was the ameD;dment Avalos intended to make at committee, but it was 

not fully incorporated. 
SEC. 411 A.9. FURTHER STUDY OF ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY. 
The Board of Supervisors hereby requests that the Controller and the 

Planning Departrnent·study the feasibility of creating a variable impact fee structure 
based on the economic feasibility of projects in different areas of the Citv. and report 
back to the Board within six months of the effective date of this Ordinance. 
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% Change In Residual Land Valu.e - Updated 10/30/15 
Kev to shadlnP:: 
< 5% change In RLV -3% 
5-9% change In RLV ·6% 
> 10% change in R.LV ~ 

TSF ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY STUDY: NON-RESIDENTIAL PROTOTYPES 
FEASIBILITY OF TSF COMBINED WITH CHILD CARE FEE 

Project Size TSF Fee Scenario:% Change In Residual Lar.id Value (RLVJ 

AS PROPOSED 

Prototype Description 
Height 

for less than 
GSF 

100,000 sf: 
::: $18.04/GSF -
J 
" {NEW} Central SoMa* 92,000 sf 85' 

-5% 

7. EastSoMa 249,300sf 160' --
10. Transit Center · 384,700 sf 400' --

AS PROPOSED 

for more than 

100,000 sf: 
$19.04/GSF 

--
-4% 

-5% 

$19.61 .$20.61 

($18.04T5F {$_1 Increase on 

+$1.57 Child TSF with Child 
care fee} care fee} 

.. 7% -9% 

·- ..... 

-- --

+ 
Avalos proposal: 

800-99,999 sf: $18.54 TSF 

$.20.61 $21.61 $22.61 
($19.04T5F ($1 increase 'on {$2 increase on 

+ $1.~7 Child TSF with Child TSF with Child 
care fee} Care fee} Care fee} 

-- -- --
-6% -6% -7% 

-6% -7% -7% 

$23.61 $24.61 $25,61 

($3 increase ($4 increase on ($5 increase on 

onTSF with TSF with Child TSF With Child 
Child Care fee} ·Care fee} ·Care fee} 

-- -- --
·7% ·8% -8% 

-8170 -9% -9% 

+ 
Avalos proposal: 

100,000+ sf: $23.04 TSF . 



Amendment by Supervisor Cohen 
File No 150790 
Agenda Item 3 
Planning Code - Establishing a New Citywide TSF 

Removal of Hospital Exemption 

Page 8 

Charitable Exemptions.' The TSF shall not apply to anv portion ofa project located on a 
property or portion of a property that will be exempt from real property.taxation or possessory 
interest taxation under California Constitution, Artide XIIL Section 4, as implemented by 
California Revenue and Taxation Code Section 214. However, aAY: Hospitals and Po:St­
Secondarv Educational Institutions that require& an Institutional Master Plan.under Section 
304.5 ofthe Planning Code shall not be eligible fat this charitable' exemption. 
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TSF Amendments 

1. Eliminate area plan exemption 

2; Eliminate hospital ex~mption 

3. Create a three-tiered structure for the overall TSF 
• Residential: 

• 21:50 units: $7.74/square fC?ot (25% of the nexus) 
• 51-99 units: $8.98/square foot (29% of the nexus) 
• 100+ units: $10.21/square foot (33% of the nexus) 

• Non-residential: 
• 800-39,999 GSF: $21.86 /square foot (25% of the nexus) 
• 40,000-99,999 GSF: $25.36/square foot (29% of the nexus) 
• 100,000+ GSF: $28.85/square foot (33% of the nexus) 

4. Tiered grandfathering residential . 
• Projects submitted before 7 /1/14 would pay 50% of the TSF. 
• Projects submitted after 7 /1/14 would pay 75% of the TSF. 

5. Tiered grandfathering non-residential 
• Projects submitted before 7 /1/14 would pay 50% of the difference between 

the TIDF and the TSF. 
• Projects submitted after 7 /1/14 would pay 75% of the difference between 

the TIDF and TSF. 

6. Study Geographic-Based Fee Structure 
• Direct the Planning Department and the Controller to study the feasibility of 

making impact fees variable based on the economic feasibility of different 
areas of town. 
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Land 

All Parcels at $175k/door 
Total Land 

Hard Construction Costs 

Estimated Based on Current Market Conditions 
Total Hard Costs 

Soft Costs 
A&E 

Insurance 
Construction Interest 
Soft Costs - Other 

Total Soft Costs (excludes Government Fees) 

Planning Fees 
Planning Department 
DBI Fees 
Escalation 

Total Planning Fees 

Impact Fees 

Downtown C-3 Artwork 

lnclusionary Affordable Housing Prog~am 
Market & Octavia Community Infrastructure Impact Fee 

Market & Octavia lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee 
School Impact Fee 
Wastewater Capacity Charge (old method) 
Water Capacity Charge (old method) 

Van Ness and Market lnclusionary Affordable Housing Fee 
Escalation 
Total Impact Fees 

Total Government Fees (As-ls) 

Total Development Costs (As-ls) 

Additional Proposed Fees 

Water Reuse Ordinance (estimate) 
Transportation Sustainability Fee (as proposed) 
Total Additional Proposed Fees 

Total Development Costs (As Proposed by Current Legislation) 

CCHO Proposed Fees 
Transportation Sustainability Fee (as proposed by CCHO) 

less Transportation Sustainability Fee (as proposed) 
Total Additional Fees (as proposed by CCHO) 

Total Development Costs (As Proposed by CCHO) 

Total Per Unit 
357,887 400 

70,000,000 175,000 
70,000,000 175,000 

166,000,000 415,000 
166,000,000 415,000 

6,640,000 16,600 
4,150,000 10,375 
9,130,QOO 22,825 

14,940,000 37,350 
34,860,000 87,150 

800,000 2,000 
2,100,000 5,250 

290,000 725 
3,190,000 7,975 

1,660,000 4,150 
25,349,768 63,374 
3,908,122 9,770 
3,127,929 7,820 

910,403 2,276 
394,280 "986 

146,191 365 
3,358,077 8,395 
3,885,477 9,714 

42,740,249 106,851 

45,930,249 114,826 

316,800,000 792,000 

1,550,000 3,875 
2,770,043 6,925 
4,320,043 10,800 

321,100,000 803,000 

5,536,507 
(2,770,043} 
2,766,464 

13,841 
(6,925) 
6,916 

323,900,000 810,000 
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Tierl Tier II Tier Ill Total 
Height Limit (ft) 55 85 N/A All 

Planning Department Proposed Fees $/SF 
Grandfathered Proposed Fee $ 3.87 $ 3.87 $ 3.87 $ 3.87 
Permanent Proposed Fee $ 7.74 $ 7.74 $ 7.74 

CCHO Proposed Fees $/SF 
Grandfathered Proposed Fee $ 6.96 $ 9.28 $ 11.60 $ 9.45 
Permanent Proposed Fee $ 9.28 $ 12.37 $ 15.47 
Percent of Max $30.93 Fee 30.0% 40.0% 50.0%. 

Projects Currently in Pipeline. 
Q2 2015 Development Pipeline {unentitled) 3,557 3,611 4,403 11,571 
Average Gross Residential SF/unit (estimate) 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 
Total Gross Residential SF in Pipeline 3,557,000 3,611,000 4,403,000 11,571,000 

Planning Department Proposed Fees 
Total Fees for Grandfathered Units $ 13,765,590 $ 13,974,570 $ 17,039,610 $ 44,779,770 
Fee per Grandfathered Unit $ 3,870 $ 3,870 $ 3,870 $ 3,870 
Permanent Fee per Unit $ 7,740 $ 7,740 $ 7,740 $ 

CCHO Proposed Fees 
Total Fees for Grandfathered Units $ 24,756,720 $ 33,510,080 $ 51,074,800 $ 109,341,600 
Fee per Grandfathered Unit $ 6,960 $ 9,280 $ 11,600 $ 9,450 
Permanent Fee per Unit $ 9,280 $ 12,370 $ 15,470 

Minimum Total Fee Differential between Planning's 
$ 10,991,130 $ 19,535,510 $ 34,035,190 $ 64,561,830 

and CCHO's Proposals** 

Grandfathering Cost Differential per Unit Between 
$ . 3,090 $ 5,410 $ 7,730 $ 5,580 

Two Proposals 

Permanent Cost Differential per Unit Between Two 
$ 1,540 $ 4,630 $ 7,730 

Proposals 

*Planning's proposed $3.87 grandfathered fee is further reduced if project is within a plan area with a portion of one of its 
preexisting impact fees reserved for transit expenses. CCHO's Proposal eliminates this reduction in plan areas. Therefore the 
cost differential will be higher than stated above. 
**Assumes the cut-off date language is not adopted, Actual nominal increase to be higher depending on when 
Grandfathering of currently proposed projects stops, as CCHO Jetter calls for. 
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Implied Rent to Cover Debt Service Assuming: 

Assumed Development Cost I Unit 

Assumed Loan to Cost 

Debt/ Unit 

Assumed Interest Rate 

Monthly Debt Service (25 Year Term) 

Required Debt Service Threshold 

Required Monthly NOi / Unit 

Assumed Operating Expense Ratio 

Implied Monthly Rent to Cover Debt 

Implied Rent Assuming Required Equity Yield of 6% 

Required Equity Yield 

Equity Requirement 

Required Annual Cash Flow 

Add: Debt Service 

Required NOi 

Expense Ratio 

Implied Rent-Annual 

#of Months 

Implied Rent- Monthly 

2057 

800,000 

60.00% 

480,000 

4.75% 

2,737 

1.20 

3,284 

30.00% 

4,691 

6.00% 

320,000 

19,200 

32,839 

52,039 

30.00% 

74,341 

12 
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Amendment by Supervisor Cohen 
File No 150790 
Agenda Item 3 
Planning Code - Establishing a New Citywide TSF 

Removal of Hospital Exemption 

Page8 

' 
·Charitable Exemptions.' The TSF shall not apply to any portion of a project located on a . 
property or portion of a property that will be exempt ftom real property taxation or possessory 
interest taxation under CalifOrnia Constitution, Article XIII, Section 4, as impiemented by 
California Revenue arid Taxation Code Section 214. However, aHY: Hospitals and Post­
Secondary Educational Institutions that requires an Institutional Master Plan.under Section 
304.5 ofthe Planning Code shall not be eligiblefor this charitable.exemption. 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) m: 
.,~nt: 

To: 
· Tuesday, November 03, 2015 9:50 AM 

BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
Subject: File 150790 FW: TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE: Support Higher Fees and 

Simplified Payments 

From: WongAIA@aof.com [mailto:WongAIA@aol.com] 

Sent: Tuesday, November 03, 2015 4:54 AM 

To: wongAIA@aol.com 
Subject: TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE: Support Higher Fees and Simplified Payments 

TO: Board of Supervisors, Planning Department and Planning Commission 

SaveMuni 
Transportation Sustainability Fee: 
Support Higher Graduated Fees and Simplified Consolidated Payments 
Need data-driven solution rather than Darwinian bargaining. 
The City's nexus study determines that transit impacts caused by development could legally justify a residential fee of 
$30.93 per square foot. San Francisco is already the most densely populated large city in California and the second 
densest major city in the United States {after New York City). The Transbay/ Rincon Hill area alone will add 60,000 
people per day and 20,000 new daily car trips, degrading quality of life-especially without DTX (Downtown Caltrain 
Extension) and extra Muni transit. In reality, higher density and population will degrade existing Muni, streets, sidewalks, 
utilities and city infrastructure-passing on "hidden" costs to the ta~payers. Developers are thus heavily subsidized by 

•blic funds. · · 

The concept of profitability needs to be quantified. 
Although wildly varied, the profit margins of past developments should be quantified, setting parameters for the new 
Transportation Sustainability Fee. What are actual profits of developments (like in publicly-held companies)? What 
constitutes an equitable rate of return on investment? Federal and state contracts, like personal service contracts, can set 
"profif' as a percentage of total contract or construction cost. What is the differential between equitable and actual rates 
of return? Variables that can affect the rate of return: · 
• Within the same building envelope, a larger number of smaller units types. 
• Innovative housing concepts, like co-operatives, shared housing, micro-units, senior villages .... 
• Minimum or no parking requirements--planning neighborhood parking pods and public transit incentives. 
• Green and sustainability design with public subsidies. 
• Lowered land costs-maximizing use of public land and public air rights. 
• Objectives of for-profit versus non-profit companies: Affordable, middle-class, market-rate and luxury housing. 

City business should be a consolidated and simplified process-to reduce costs. 
All fees can be run through a single agency-YJith single billings and payments-to reduce redundancy, delays and 
administrative costs. Subsidies and discounts should be available, to adjust for the unique constraints of each 

. development project and economic conditions. 

48 HILLS: Developers cry poverty; so sad 
http://www.48hills.org/2015/09/28/developers-cry-poverty-so-sad/ 
But-city studies show that market-rate housing and commercial offices can pay a higher fee for transit impacts. 
Planning and transportation officials explained how they came up with the proposed fees, which are, at bes~ equal to a third of the actual costs that the 
developers are sticking on the city- which means on the Muni riders, the taxpayers, the people who pay for parking meters ... the rest of us will pick up 
the billion-dollar tab over the next 15 years to pay for the transit costs that developers are creating. 

CONTACT: Howard Wong, AIA, wongaia@aol.com 

.JaveMuni = FRISC 
Fast, Frequent, Reliable, Inexpensive, Safe, Clean and "Cool". 
SaveMuni is San Francisco's only independent transportation think tank, 
dedicated to improving the entire Muni transit system in every neighborhood quickly and inexpensively-with best practices from around the world, 
transit-preferential streets, bus rapid networks and high beneflf:-to-cost infrastructure projects. · 
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October 15, 2015 

The Honorable Malia Cohen 
The Honorable Jane Kim 
The Honorable Scott Wiener 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San f rancisco, CA 94102 

SAN 
FRANCISCO 
CHAMBERoF 
COMMERCE 

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

Dear Supervisors Cohen, Kim and Wiener: 

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

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

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

The Chamber urges you to p~ss the TSF legislation out of Committee as amended, and to preserve the hospitals' 
charitable exemption. 

Sincerely, 

Jim Lazarus 
Senior Vice President of Public Policy 

cc: Cle(k ofthe Board, to be distributed to all Supervisors; ~Sl(fd Lee; Ed Reiskin, SFMTA; Gillian Gillett, Mayor's 
Office, Nicole Elliott, Mayor's Office 



'' "ung, Victor 

From: 
Sent: 
To: · 
Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Monday, October OS, 201510:37 AM 
BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS); Young, Victc:ir; Evans, Derek 
FW: File No 150790 - Support for higher Transportation Sustainability Fee 

Follow up 
Flagged 

From: Pd Pd [mailto:pdpd71@netscape.net] 
Sent: Friday, October 02, 2015 9:06 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: re: Fil~ No 1sq790 - Support for higher Transportation Sustainability Fee 

I am a lifelong Bernal Heights, San Francisco resident <;ind I support the Transportation Sustainability Fee. 

Peter Distefano 
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Young, Victor 

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Monday, October 05, 2015 10:41 AM Sent: 

To: Young, Victor; Evans, Derek; Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
Subject: FW: File No 150790/AgE?nda Item 3 10/5/15 - Support for higher Transportation Sustainability 

Fee 

·Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Follow up 
Flagged 

From: Alice·Rogers [mailto:arcomnsf@pacbell.net] 
Sent: Sunday, October 04; 2015 4:01 PM 
To: Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scqtt <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) 
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Yadegar, Danny (BOS) <danny.yadegar@sfgov.org>; Nicole Ferrara <nicole@walksf.org>i Board of Supervisors, (BOS} 
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> . 
Subject: re: File No 150790/ Agenda Item 3 10/5/15 - Support for higher Transportation Sustainability Fee 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Discounts must be reduced to 25% fQr any project early in the application process (i.e., those 
which submitted initial paperwork after July 1, 2014); current projects--whether one-day or four-years 
into the process -- get a 5 0% discount on their fees. 

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

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

The Honorable Malia Cohen 
The Honorable Jane Kim 
The Honorable Scott Wiener 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

·- 1 • 

SAN 
FRANCISCO 
CHAMBER or' 
COMMERCE 

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

Dear Supervisors Cohen, Kim and Wiener, 

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

The current draft of the TSF legislation contains substantial changes to the earlier proposal that reflect a 
more reasonable transportation fee policy. With most nonprofits, affordable housing developments as 
weil as businesses with less than 5,009 square feet exempted, those businesses l~ast able to absor.b the 
fee will not be required to pay it. This is a prudent shift in the proposed policy that reflects the need to 
support growth in San Francisco's small business and ·non-profit service sectors. However, the 800 
s·quare feet trigger seems too low for. many PDR businesses that routinely fill larger spaces than 
commercial uses. In a letter to the Planning Cor:nmission which heard this item on September 21st, we 
suggested raising the threshold fo~ PDRs to at least 1,000 square feet. 

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, 

Jim Lazarus 
Senior \(ice President of Public Policy 

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

From: 
Se.nt: 
To: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Tuesday, October 06, 2015 1 :25 PM 

.... ·.I 

BOS-Supervisors; Young,.Victor; Evans, Derek; Somera, Alisa (BOS} 
File 150790 FW: Developers Spared Larger Transit Fees- Sad to see further "premature­
capitulation" on transit fees by the Land-Use committee SFBOS 
train_ 1_big.jpg; frankfurt%20hbf.jpg; Curitiba_BRT _RIT _ 
550PINHEIR1NHOCARLOSGOMES_B12M.jpg; max%20bus.jpg 

From: Aaron Goodman [mailto:amgodman@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 06, 2015 12:23 PM 
To.: jsabatini@sfexaminer.com · 
Cc: letters@sfexaminer.com 
Subject: Developers Spared Larg~r Transit Fees - Sad to see further "premature-capitulation" on transit fees by the Land­

Use committee SFBOS 

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

With all the major projects, including a major discussion on the Intermodal Bayshore facility tonight at. 6pm at 
the Vis-Valley Library, it is critical to understand that development and business, ?J.ong with high-end housing 
and institutional growth pay in to the transit and housing issues we face as a city. Simple solutions like LRV 
lines up Geneva/Hamey to Balboa Park station's proposed future density of the Balboa Reservoir and Upper 
Yard proposed development, along with the many sites in the D 10 district including the Schlage Lock Factory 
site and future proposed Baylands development will end up in bumper to bumper traffic already· seen on HWY 
101 and the T-Third line. route unless we adequately plan the stations and connectivity these sites can develop. 
A simple solution would iil.so include water-transit from candlestick or the BVHP shipyards and piers, to San 
Jose, and Oakland, to lessen the capacity issues of the Embarcadero, and roadways, and BART systems. Future 
connection to HSR and Cal trains at the Vis-Valley along with a well designed station could be a new entry view · 
heading towards SF than prior candlestick park. With proposals for Olympic venues,. and future density that will 
occur alongside these developments in domino effect, it is critical to. ensure that the tr&nsit needs are not "short­
changed" during the development of transit solutions. The Land-Use Committee of the SFBOS passed on the · 
ability to tax adequately to plan our transit future. With many stations in dis-repair, and needing desperate 
renewal safety and capacity wise, we need to ensure that the dollars needed are found, and taxation is one way 
to ensure we have funding. The second concern is to make sure we don't build second-rate designed stations, 
and we have architectural savy to the concepts and solutions of intermodal designs. When people walk farther 
they take cars, when the station is poorly designed, its retail fails, and the spaces become dead-zones. I urge the 
transit planners working on the Vistacion Valley site to look long and hard at the document final draft proposed 
and ensure we have a solid future link planned, not just a BRT step, but a LRV and transit intermodal facility 
wortl")y of the future of our city on the southe~ edge. There are also needs to seriously re-plan the Balboa 
Station to improve pedestrian access to intermodal transit lines and Muni systems, and the west-side need to 
look at Sunset Blvd. and 19th ave. and connection to Daly City BART and north to south western side routes. 
Hopefully the SFBOS will stand up and comprehend that the transit funding gap we face on numerous city 
projects is directly connected to the importance of affordable housing's linkage and connectivity to good transit, 
and well planned and designed station access. 

Sincerely 

A.Goodman 2066 
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Image *Tukwila Station Seattle and Plan which shows exactly the type of "cross-over" bridge needed to get 
LRV vehicles up arid over the caltrains and HSR site, recology expansfon, and over HWY 101 to Candlestick 
and BVHP stations. while designillg a modern and well planned station, and possible retail plaza entry for the . 
Vis-Valley area Intermodal view of the Frankfurt Hauptbanboff in Germany showing how a well designed train 
station links systems. II Double door and longer bus designs which are critical to on/off boarding oflarger 
·capacity communities. · · 
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n 11 Eighth Street 

San Francisco,. CA !;t. 7 

4T5,703.9500 

5212 Broadway 

Oakland, CA 946r8 

5ro.594.3600· 

CCOl CALIFORNIA COLLE.GE OF THE ARTS 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 
City Hall . 
1 Dr. Carlton 8. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

18 September 201S 

RE: 150790 Citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee - Exemption Request 

Dear Supervisors Cohen, Wiener, and Kim:· 

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

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

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

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

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

Sin r.ely~ L~· • • . • [): • • 

Meckel, Direct .~nning · I . . . 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

m: 
~ent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 

Richard Rabbitt <richard.rabbitt@stanfordalumni.mg> 
Monday, September 21, 2015 1:20 PM 
Ausberry, Andrea; Kim, Jane (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Wiener, Scott; Yadegar, DannY.; 
Lee, Ivy (BOS); Lang, Davi (BOS); Bruss, Andrea (BOS); Chan, Yoyo (BOS); Tugbenyoh, 

· Mawuli (BOS); Taylor, Adam .(BOS); Power, Andres · 
Assessor, SF (ASR); Tseng, Margaret (ASR); david.yeung@boe.ca.gov 
TSF Agenda Item: Request that University of San Francisco not be exempted pending 
investigation into college exemption forms filed by USF with the SF Assessor 
Excerpts - USF's 2014 exemption claiming exclusive educational use of 23 .... pdf; List of USF 
cell sites (wireless communication sites).pdf; lta08054.pdf; USF _BOE 264AH_2011.pdf; 
USF _BOE 264AH_2013.pdf; USF _BOE 264AH_2012.pdf; USF 2014 College Exemption 
Claim.pdf 

Dear Supervisors .Cohen, Wiener, and Kim: 

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

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

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

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

·At the September 10, 2015 hearing, the Planning_staff noted that such institutions and their 
projects, such as the 600 bed, 270,000 square f~1i%rm planned by the University of San 



Francisco, are major trip gen- ors and that this is precisely the , of major development that 
should be paying the TSF in hght of the impact on transportation m San Francisco. 

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

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

II. USF should not·get another exemption pending an investigation into 
whether fr failed to disclose cell towe:'-" sites in its prior tax exemption claims. 

' . 
I have reviewed certain exemption forms that the University of San Francisco has filed with the 
San Francisco Assessor's office and believe that there is a legitimate question as to whether the 
University's filings have been completely accurate and disclosed all relevant in~ormation 
required by the Assessor ill order to determine what tax exemptions should apply to the 
University, as discussed in more detail below. Given this question as to whether the University 
of San Francisco has filed completely accurate exemption forms to date with the City of San. 
Francisco, I believe it would be appropriate for the City to not provide yet another 
exemption to the University of San Francisco until this matter has been investigated and a 
determination has been made by the San Francisco Assessor's office as to (i) whether accurate 
exemption forms were filed and (ii) if the forms have not been completely accurate, whether the 
University of San Francisc9 should be required to pay any applicable property taxes that would 
have been assessed had the University filed accurate exemption forms. 

ID. Detailed J;>iscussion of USF's Apparent Failure to Disclose Non-Exempt 
Uses 

A. USF's filed exemption forins.do not disclose that a portion ofUSF's 
properties are used for a non-exempt purpose (cell tower sites) 
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For an institution such as US1 avail itself of the property tax f ..iption, it is required to file 
an annual form with the San :Brancisco Assessor entitled "College Bxempiion Claim" that is to 

filed under penalty of perjury. Copies of recent USF filings for prior years are attached to 
tlris email. · 

·To better facititate your review of the relevant facts, please see the attached document entitled: 
"Excerpts - US F's 2014 exemption claiming exclusive educational use of 23 50 Turk and other 
properties with no disclosure of cell sites". This document consists of relevant excerpts of the 
USF 2014 exemption claim form; in particular, please note that question on the form that asks: 
"Is the property for which the exemption is claimed used exclusively for the purposes 
of education?" USF has checked "Yes" on the 2014 form and forms for prior years and 
included the following properties for which this exclusive use is claimed: 23 5 0 Turk,. 2195 
Fulton, 2130 Fulton, and 2500-2698 Turk. However, this is not correct; USF had had, and · 
continues to have for certain properties, cell tower sites leased to third parties that are not used 
for educational purposes and therefore the entire property is not exclusively used for 
educational purposes. 
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1107 6 2350TurkBI Classrooms and· Faculty Offices owned 
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B. Evidence ofUSF's cell tower sites. 
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Attached to this email is a PDF document listing certain past and current USF cell sites. It lists . 
cell sites for 2350 Turk, 2195 Fulton, 2130 Fulton, and 2500 Turk. 

Existing sites: 

• Kendrick Hall, 2130 Fulton Street six panel antennae, flush mounted, anrl one 
base transceiver station located on the roof {199-7 Conditional Use permit:). 

• Law Library, 21!)5 Fulton S'tfeet: thre~ panel antenna$, fl1,1~ mounted, and one 
base transceiver station located an the roof (1997 Conditional Use permit). 

• Lone Mountain. Rossi Wing, 2500 Turk Boulevard~ slxteen panel antennae, flush 
mounted, and one base transceiver strtlon located on the raaf{2000 Conditlona' 
Use permit) , 

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

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

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

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

. . 

2076 



, D. Discussion wif. avid Yeung of the BOE. 

Without getting into the specifics of this matter, I have also confirmed with David Yeung, 
-Principal Property Appraiser with the BOE, pursuant to a conversation this morning, that the 
BOE Deterinmation remains in full force and effect. I also asked him whether an inst~tution, in 
completing the type of exemption form that USP completed, should disclose non-exempt uses 
such as the cell tower sites covered by the BOE Determination. He confirmed that such non­
exempt uses should be disclosed h;t order to allow the County Assessor to evalui:ite whether the 
cell tower sites are assessable pwsuant to BOE's guidance. 

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

USP came before the Planning Commission and asked for special treatment - it asked that it be 
given yet another exemption from paying taxes to support City services ev~n though the 
Planning Staff had determined that major developments such as USF's proposed 600 bed, 
270,000 squ8!e foot, $68 million dorJJ?.. have m~jor impacts on City transportation systems and 

erefore should pay their fair share. By exempting USP, the City would be giving them 
another tax break in excess of $1 million. In addition, based on the evidence provided with this 
email, USP' s prior tax filings with the San Francisco City Assessor do not appear to be 
completely accurate and USF may in fact owe tax to the City with ·respect to matters omitted 
from such filings. In light of that concern, I wouJd respectfully suggest to the Land Use · 
Committee that it would be inappropriate to grant yet another exemption to USF. At the very 
least, .any such exemption should be deferred until the San Francisco Assessor has weighed in 
on these questions. 

2077 



9 

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

RECEIVED 

FEB f ~ 2D1% 

COLLEGE EXEMPTION CLAIM . SAN FRANCISC 
This claim is filed for fisc;il year 20 .1!_ - 20 ill Ass·essor-Recorder's 0 
(Example: s person 611ng a !hnely dalm In JanU8fY 2011 
would enter '2011-2012.") 

This claim must be filed by 5:00 p.111., February 15. 

CWMANT NAMEANO J.IAIUNGAOORESS 
(Ma/<8-rJ'Ct>l~tot/ieplini<dnM>eBlldmll!lng•"'1to$SJ 
r . . 
University of San Francisca 
CID DamlnlcL Daher 
2130 Furton Street 
SanFranciseo, CA94117-10BO 

L 

Nl\MEOF CLAiMANT 
. Dominic L Daher, MAC<l. JO, LlM 
Tnt.EOFCLAIMANr 

Director of Tax 
CORPORATE NAMe Of THE COLI.EGE 

University of San Francisco 
ADDRESS (Site&/, City, C'Wnly, Sl.te. Zip G<xlt!J 

2130 FullonSfreeL San Francisco, CA94117-1080 
ASSESsoR·s PARCEi. NUMBER OR LEGAL OESCRIPTlON 

Varla0$-seeatblcbed · 

J 

FEB 18 00'0 

Carmen Chu, Assessor-Recorder 
Office of the Assessor-Recorder 

! · Qly and County of San Francisco 
~ 1·Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 190 

•'" San Francisco, CA 94102 
www.sfassessor.org (415) 554-5596 

Received by 
(Asss=t'• deilgneo) 

Of 

on 

(cclnllY"1d/J1 

(dal•} 

DAYTIMETElEPHDNENUMBER 
( 415 ) 422-5124 

DATE PROPERTY WAS ARST llSEO BY ClAI 

Various 

6. Is the properly for which the exemption is claimed used exclusively for the purposes of education? 

[{)YES· 0Nq 

NAME 

Dominic L. Daher 
DAml.IETS..EPliOf\IE 

( 415. ) 422-5124 

8 1107 

1190 

8 1145 

8 1107 

6 

1 

3· 

8 

mt.E 
-Director of Tax 

the l WS the Slate of California thaL the foregoing and aH informaf/on hereon, lnoluding any 
Ima, ca~ct and complete fo the bast of my knowledge and b&ll&f. 

nTLE 
Director of Tax 

DATE 

.J.. lfo 111 

2350 Turk Bl aassrooms and Faculty Offices Owned 
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The University of San Francisco 
Neighborhood Summary Update #14 

December 21, 2012 

Existing sites: 

• Kendrick Hall, 2130 Fulton Street; six panel antennae, flush mounted, and one 

· base transceiver station located on the roof (1997 Condition.al Use permit}. 

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

• Lone Mountain> Rossi Wing, 2500 Turk Boulevard; sixteen panel antennae1 flush 
mounted, and one base transceiver station located on the roof (2000 Conditional 
Use permit} • 

• Gershwin Theater, 2350 Turk Boulevard: two panel antennae, flush mounted, 
and one base transceiver station located on the roof (2000 Conditional Use 
permit 

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

Institutional Master Plan 
Appendix3 

Prior Conditional Use Authorizations 

Antennas on Kendrick Hall- Block 1190, Lot 001 

Motion No. 14294 (Case No. 98.731C) 

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

1. This authorization is granted 1o install up to six antennas and a base transceiver station (the 
'.'fa,cilities0

} on the roof of the existing building at 2195 Fulton Street, Assessor's Block 1190, Lot 1; 
the facilities are to be installed in general conformity with the plans identified as EXHIBIT B, dated 
November 27. 1996, and submitted to the Commission for review on January 16, 1997. 

Motion No. 14456 (C1;tse No. 97.S07C) 

1997 conditional use authorization for Pac Bell Mobile Services to Install a total of three panel antennas on the 
building's fa<;ade and a base transceiver station on the roof of an existing building. Conditional of approvals as 
~~ . 

University of San Francisco 

Institutional Master Plan 
Appendix3 

Prior Conditional Use Authorizations 

1. This authorization is granted to install up to three antennas on the building's facade, and a base 
transceiver station (the "facilfties") on the mof of the existing building at 2195 Fulton Street, 
Assessor's Block 1190, Lot 1; the facilities are to be installed in general conformity with the plans 
identified as EXHIBIT B, dated Jufy 17, 1997, and submitted to the Commission for review on 
September4, 1997. 

Antennas oil Gershwin Theater- Block 1101, Lot 006 

Motion No. 15049 {00.036C) 

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

Institutional Master Plan 
Appendix3 

Prior Conditional Use Authorizations 

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

University of San Francisco 

Institutional Master Plan 
Appendix3 

Prior Conditional Use Authorizations 

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

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

December 5, 2012 

Re: Building Permit Application Na .. 2012.11.30.5223 
2350 Turk Blvd/USF School of Education 
Block 1107, Lot 006 

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

The applicant proposes to replace tv.10 e:Xisting antennas with two new antennas, addition of 

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

STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION 
PROPERTY AND SPECIAL TAXES DEPARTMENT 
450 N STREET, SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 

PO BOX 942879, SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 94279-0064 

916 445-4982 • FAX 916 323-8765 

www.boe.ca.gov 

TO COUNTY ASSESSORS: 

September 16, 2008 

BETIYT. YEE 
First District, San Francisco 

BILL LEONARD 
Second District, Ontario/Sacramento 

. MICHELLE STEEL 
Third District, Rolling Hills Estates 

. JUDY CHU, Ph.D. 
Fourth District, Los Angeles 

JOHN CHIANG 
State Conlroller 

RAMON J. HIRSIG 
Executive Director 

No. 2008/05:4 

CELL TOWERS ON PROPERTY OF RELIGIOUS ORGANIZATIONS 

We have recdved an incr~asing number of inquiries regarding religious organizations that lease 
a portion of their property for wireless communication tower (cell tower) sites. The cell towers 
are typically installed on the roof of a main worship center,· embedded in an item such as a 
steeple or cross, in the parking lot, or elsewhere on the grounds. The inquiries are seeking an 
opinion on whether religious organization property leased to telecommunication compani~s for 
the installation of cell towers still qualifies for exemption under Revenue and Taxation Code 
section1 206 .(church exemption), section 207 (religious exemption), or section 214 (welfare 
exemption). 

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

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

( 

• Church exemption 
. • Religious exemption 
• Welfareexemption 

The church ·exemption2 applies to property used exclusively for religious worship. The only 
requirement that must be satisfied is that the primary use of the property is for religious worship, 
and that all other uses are incidental and reasonably necessary uses supportive of the primary 
religious worship use. 

The religious exemption3 applies to property owned an:d operated by religious organizations· that 
use their property exclusively for religious worship, preschools, nursery schools, kindergartens, 

1 All section references are to the Revenue and Taxation Code unless otherwise indicated. 
2 California Constitution., article XIII, sections 3(±) and 5z(f§'f 206. · 
3 Section 207. · 



TO COUNTY ASSESSORS 2 September 16, 2008 

schools of less than collegiate grade, or for both schools of collegiate grade and schools of less 
than collegiate grade (but excluding property used solely for schools of collegiate grade). This 
exemption applies· when the religious organization/owner uses its property for both a place of 
worship and a school. · · · 

As releva:n~ to the cell tower issue, the welfare exemption4 applies to property used exclusively 
for religious purposes by a qualifying nonprofit entity, if the property is owned and operated by a 
qualifying nonprofit entity.5 The definition of religious purposes as used for the welfare 
exemption is much broader than the definition of religfous worship as used for either the church 
or religious exemptions. 

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

The next step in determining qualification for exemption pertains to property that is used for a 
purpose that is not within the organization's primary exempt purpose. For such property, it must 
be determined whether that use is incidental to and reasonably necessary for the organization's 

· exempt purpose. The courts have consistently approved exemption for property that, while not 
used solely for the organization's primary purpose, is incidental to and reasonably necessary for 
the accomplishment of that primary.exempt purpose. In Cedars of Lebanon Hospital v. County of 
Los Angeles, 6 the California Supreme Court hel4: 

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

Although the Cedars coUrt interpreted the term used exclusively to include uses that are 
incidental to and reasonably necessary for an organization's exempt purpose in the context of a 
hospital under the welfare exemption, that holding '!Jld analysis apply equally to both the church 
and religious exemptions. 7 Again, it would be difficult to conclude that leasing property for the 
installation of a cell tower is incidental to and re~onably necessary for religious worship or 
religious purposes. Therefore, that portion of the property so leased does not qualify for the 

. . 

4 Section 214(a). . 
5 This letter discusses only bow the welfare exemption relates to property owned by religious organiz.8.tions. The 
exemption is also available for property owned by othernon-profit°organizations and used exclusively for charitable, 
scientific, or hospital purposes. 
6 (1950) 35 Cal.2d 729. . 
7 See Assessors' Handbook Section 267, Welfare, Church, and Religious Exemptions, Part II, at pp. 3, 12-13. All 
Assessors' Handbook Sections .are posted on the Board's website ai www.boe.ca.gov/proptaxes/ahcont.htm. 
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church, religious, pr welfare exemptions. However, if a religious organization that qualifies for · 
the church, religious, or welfare exemption leases space for the installation of a cell tower site, 
the organization may continue to qualify for the exemption on all of its property that previously 
qualified for the exemption; only the leased portion of the property would be disqualified from 
exemption. 

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

We are unaware of any constitutional provision, statUte, or judicial precede:r:it that would require 
a different result when considering the effect of cell tower leases on property qualifying for the 
church or religious exemptions. Therefore, while the portion of property leased for the placement 
of a cell tower does npt qualify for the church or religious exemptions, it does not disqualify the 
entire property from exemption. This is especially true ·since the amount of the property used is, 
in most cases, minimal. Additionally, and most importantly, the leasing of space on the exterior 
of a religious organization's building 01'. on its grounds is distinguishable from allowing third 
party organizations the regular use of the interior of a main building for its own purposes 
unrelated to a religious purpose. 

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

If, however, another organization uses all or part of the facility for charitable 
purposes on a :fixed rental basis, the welfare exemption must be claimed by both 
the church and the other organization for the extent of that use, in addition to the 
church exemption for the remaining portion; 1or the church could claim the 
welfare exemption for the entire property and the pther organization could claim 
the welfare ex~mptionfor the extent of that use. 8 (EJ?lphasis added.) . 

AH 267 contemplates that an organization that uses a portion of a building for purposes that aie 
not incidental to religious worship but qualifying for the welfare exemption on that portion must 
qualify that portion under the welfare exemption; however, the church exemption is not lost on 
the portion of the building used for religious worship. By extension, if the use· of the 
nqn-qualifying portion of the building qualifies for neither the church exemption nor i:Q.e welfare 
exemption, that portion of the property will not be exempt. However, the rema.inillg portions of 
the building that are. used for religious worship should still qualify for the church exemption. 
Tbis e~ample applies equally to the religious exemption. 

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

8 AH 267, Part II, p. 6. 
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exemption, applies to other structures based on their individual use.9 This contemplates that there 
may be other structures on a religious organization's property that do not qualify for the church 
exemption without jeopardizing the church exemption on the structures used exclusively for 
religious· worship. This example applies equally to th~ religious· exemption .... 

While possibly difficult for county assessors to measure the actual square footage of the 
disqualified space because of the varying ways in which cell towers could be placed, it is 
necessary since the exemption is lost only for that portion of the property leased for the cell 
tower site. The county assessor must determine a valuation methodology that satisfactorily 
estimates the .value of the leased property. For instance, if leased space is separated from the 
µiain worship center on the grounds or in a portion of the parkillg lot,· the leased space. square 
footage may easily be measured. In many cases, however, religious organizations lease and allow 
the instaJlation 9f the towers on the main worship center roof or in an item such as a steeple or 
cross. In those cases, an estimate of square footage leased must be determined, or it may bf1 
appropriate for the county assessor to use the. income approach to determine the value of the · 
leased site. 

For assessment purposes, that portion of the property attributable to the. lease may not be 
assessed as i:f it had undergone a change in ownership since the loss of an exemption does not· 
trigger a change in ownership.10 Rather, the value upon which property ta:?c must be paid is 
equivalent to that portion of the existing factored base year value that no longer qualifies for 
exemption. 

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

DJG:lf 

9 AH267, Part II, pp. 6-7. 

Sincerely, 

Isl David J. Gau 

David J. Gau . 
Deputy Director 
Property and Special Taxes Department 

10 Unless the lease is for 35 years or more; section 61(c). 
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,..~:; < .... U N I V E R S J TY 0 F 
·~:'.)., SAN FRANCISCO 

CHANGE THE WORLD FROM HERE 

Phil Ting, Assessor-Recorder 
Welfare Exemption Division 
City Hall, Room 190 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pla~e 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

January 12, 2012 

RE: Exemption from Property Taxes for 28 Chabot Ter. 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Office of Internal Audit · 
and Tax Compliance 
2130 Fulton Street 
San Francisco, C'fo.'94117-1080 
Tel 415.422.5124 

Fax 415.422.2058 

The University of San Francisco has previously filed a valid College Exemption Form 
with respect to the property we own at28 Chabot Ter. (Vol. 08, BlockNo.'1147, Lot No. 
014). Accordingly, we believe the enclosed property tax bills which fail to show our 
exemption for this property has .been issued in error. I've enclosed another copy of our 
previously filed.exemption for this property. 

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

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

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

DLD/qt 

Enclosure(s): 
Property tax bill (1) 
Notice ·of Enrollment of Escape Assessment · · 
20 I 1 College Exemption Claim· 
Attac~ents to Exemption Claim (2) 



uty & er ·ty ot ~an t-ranc1sco 
Jose Cisnerc· asurer and-Tax Collector 

l Dr. Carltor odlett Place 
,JI, Room 140 

Secure ~ape Property Tax Bill 
Fiscal Year July 1, 2011 through June 30, 2012 

Sa jsco, CA 94102 
.... 1>1.sftreasurer.org 

ol Block Lot Account Number Bill Number Statement Date Property Location 

~'---1_1_47_7~_,___0_14~...L....~1_14_7_00_1_4_0~-'-~1_14_1_67~--'-~-121_1_6_n~o~1_1~'--~~~~2_sc_H_A_B_o_r_T_E_·~~~--' 

UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
2J 30 FULTON ST 
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94117 

l\dditional Tax Bill- Escape Assessment 

ESCAPE YEAR 2010 

R&TCODE 531.2 

A01 T02 

Asses see 

UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Escape Year I 
2010 

Tax Rate 

I 
Bill Date 

1.1640% 12/16/2011 

Assessed Value 
Description Full Value 

Land 505,708 

Structure 288,931 

Fixtures 

P.ersonal Property 

Gross Taxable Value 794,639 
Less Exemption 

Net Taxable Value 794,639 

Tax Summary 
Desc:rtptlon TaxAm.ount. 

Real Estate Tax $9,249.58 
Sec. 506 Interest $.00 

TOTAL TAX DUE $9,249.SS 

1st Installment 2nd Installment 

$4!624.79 $4,624.79 

DUE 01/31/2012 DUE 01/31/2Q12 

Keep 'thts portlon. for youl' records_ See back ofb111 for payment options a.nd additional Information~ 

Block 

1147 
Lot 

014 

City & County of San Francisco 
Secured Escape Property Tax Bill 

Fiscal Year July 1, 2011 through June 30, 2012 

AccoUnt Nurpber Bill Number Sratement Date 

114700140 114167 12/16/2011 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 140 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

Property location 

28CHABOTTE 

>ELINQUENT IF NOT RECEIVED OR POSTMARKED 

BY JANUARY31,2012 . 2nd Installment Due 

$4,624.79 

·Please detach this porti1;>0 and return with payment to : 2 FOR DELINQUENT PAYMENTS 

San Francisco Tax Collector· 
Secured Escape P;operty Tax 
P.O. Box 7426 
San Francisco, CA 94120-7426. 

Block Lot 

1147 014 

ADD 10% PENAL1Y 

ADD 2ND INSTAUMENT COST 

TOTAL AMOUNT 

$462.47 

$45.00 

$5,132.26 

0811470001400 114167 000462479 000046247 013112 2303 

Oty & County of San Francisco 
Secured Escape Property Tex Bill 

Fiscal Year July 1, 2011 through June 30, 2012 

Account Number · Bill Number Statement ate 

114700140 114167 12/16/2011 

l Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
Oty Hall, Room 140 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

Property Location 

28CHABOTTE 

DELINQUENT IF NOT RECEIVED OR POSTMARKED 
1st Installment Due 

$4,624.79 
BY. JANUARY31,2012 

Please detach this portion and return with payment to: 

San Francisco Tax Col\ec:tcir 
Secured EscapePropertyTax 
P.O. Box 7426 

1 FOR DELINQUENT PAYMENTS 

ADD 10% PENALlY 

TITTALAMOUNT 

$462.47 

$5,087.26 

San Francisco, CA 94120-7426 

0811470001400 114167 0004624.foiO~bo46247 013112 1303 



BOE-264-AH (P2) REY. oa (08-10) 

J 
INSTRUCTIONS AND QUESTIONNAIRE FOR COLLEGE EXEMPTION 

Answer each question below, and provide as much detail as you consider necessary to support your claim for an exemption for this property. List 
all locations· used, either owned or leased, where the exemption is to be applied. 

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

LOCATIONS PRJMARYUSE INCIDENTAL USE 

See Attached Education Education housing OLEASE ~OWN 
OLEASE DOWN 

OLEASE DOWN 

OLEASE DOWN 

OLEASE DOWN 

OLEASE DOWN 

OLEASE DOWN 

OLEASE DOWN 

2. Attach a separate page showing the requirements for admission. A current catalog showing th~ requirements may be· substituted. 
See attached and visit http://www.usfca.edu/catalog/ 

3. Attach a separate page, or current catalog, listing the degrees conferred upon the graduates and the requirements for each degree. 
See ~ttached and visit http://www.usfca.edu/catalog/ 

4. Attach a copy of the financial statement& (balance sheet and operating. statement for the preceding fiscal year.) 
See attached financial statement's 

5. Has any construction commenced and/or been completed on this parcel since 12:01 a.m., January 1 of last year? 

[{JYES · CJ NO . . . 
If YES, please explain: Renovation work at 28 Chabot Te, 284 Stanyan Street, and 2130 Fulton Street. 

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

o~ 000 · . 
. If YES, a copy of the institution's most recent tax return filed with the Internal Revenue Service must accompany this claim. Property taxes, 
as determined by establishing a ratio of the unrelated business taxable Income to the bookstore's gross income, will be levied: ' 

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

o~ 000 · 
lfYES, please explain: .. --------------,---'------------------------

8. If the business is operated by someone other than the college, attach a copy of the lease or other agreement Please explain: 
N/A 

9. Is any equipment or other property being leased or rented from someone else? 

DYES IZl NO 
If YES, list on a separate sheet the name and address of the owner and the type, make, model, and serial number of the property. If the 
property listed ls not used exclusively for educational purposes at the collegiate level, please state th~ other uses of the property. If real 
property, provide the name and address of the owner. 

The benefit of a property tax exemption must inure to the Jessee institution. If taxes paid by the lessor, see section 202.2 of the Revenue and 
Taxation Code. • 

Whom should we contact for additional information during normal business hours? 
NAME 

Dominic L Daher 
ADDRESS (Street, City. County. S!ate) 

2130 Fulton Street, San Francisco, CA 94117 
E-MAIL ADDRESS 

dldaher@usfca.edu 

DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER 

. ( 415) 422-5124 

2088 
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NOT.ICE OF ENROLLMENT OF ESCAPE ASSESSMENT 
[For counties in which the Board of supervisors has not adopted the provisions of 
section I pOS ( c)] 

December 16, 2011 

Phil Ting, Assessor - Recorder 
City & County of San FranciscO 
l Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 

· City Hall, Room 190 · 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

. (415) 554-5596 

Unlve"'"'' of · ..... ,. San Francisco 
RE CE NE~ 

JAN ·o 3 .. 2D12 
UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
f,130 FULTON ST . 

Parcel Number:· 1147 014 Pffi · 
Address of Property: 28 CHJ i30T TE~~ of Internal Audit 

SAN FRANCISCO,CA 94117 Description of Property: Rea prol-'c1 ..:Y. ax ComQJiance 

A NOTICE OF PROPOSED ESCAPE ASSESSMENT was sent to you as required by Revenue and· Taxation Code 
. section 531.8. That notice was sent to advise you of the proposed escape assessment ten· (1°0) days prior to 
enrollm~nt of the escape assessment. This is to notify you, as required by Revenue and Taxation Code 
section 534, th'at the following escape assessment has now been enrolled. · 

YEAR 
LAND 
IMPR 
PERSONAL PROPERTY 
FIXTURE 
EXEMPTION 
NET VALUE 

YOUR RIGHT TO AN INFORMAL REVIEW 

$ 
$ 
s 
$ 
s 
$' 

2010 
505,708 
288, 931 

0 
0 
0 

794,639 

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

YOUR RIGHT TO APPEAL 
You also have the right to a formal appeal of the assessment, which invol'\'es (1) the filiryg of an APPLICATION 
FOR CHANGED ASSESSMENT, (2) a hearing before an appeals l;>oard, and (3) a decision by the appeals board. 
An APPLICATION FOR CHANGED ASSESSMI;NTform is available .from and should be filed with, the Clerk of the 
Assessment Appea~ Board. You rriay contact the Clerk's Office at (415) 554-6778 or v1sit their Website at · 
www.sfgov.org/aab for. more information on filing an application. . . . 

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

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

City Hall Office: l Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
Room #190 ~ San Francisca, CA 94102 
Telephone (415) 554-5596-FaxNurriber(415) 554-7915 
- -~!16 ............ ~,.,... .. t::;iJrr,.,"(' nT'D'" 

2089 



BOE-264-AH (P1) RE\l oa (OB-10) 

CQLLEGE EXEMPTION CLAIM 
. Declaration of property information as of 
12:01 a.m., January 1, 20..11 

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

State of California,· county of_S_a_n_F_ra_n_c_is_c_o ________ _ 

CIAIMANT NAME AND MAILING ADDRESS 
(Maka necessary correcllons to the printedname and mru7ing address) 

r 

L 

NAME OF CLA MANT 

Dominic L. Daher, MAcc, JD, LLM 
TITLE OF CLAIMANT 

Director of Tax 
CORPORATE NAME OF THE COLLEGE 

University of San Francisco 
ADDRESS (street, City, County, Slate) 

2130 Fulton Street, San Francisco, CA 94117 
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER OR LEGALDESCRlPTION 

Various-see attached 

Phil Ting, Assessor-Recorder 
Office of the Assessor-Recorder 
City and County of San Francisco 
1 Dr. Carlton 8. Goodlett Place, Room.190 
San Francisco, CA 94102 · · 
(415) 554-5596 

Received bY---.....,.,..,.,.-~....,...,,.--..,.---------; 
(Assessot's designee) 

of ___________________ -1 

(countyorcit;? 

on ___________________ ~ 
(dale) 

DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER 

( 415) 422-5124 

1. Does the above institution qualify as a college or seminary of !earning under the laws of the State of California? 
[l!YES D NO . 

2. Is the institution conducted as a non-profit entity? 

[l!YES D NO 

3. Does the institution require for regular admission the completion of a fou.r~Yl?!lf high scpoof course 9r its ~quiv?,lent? 

({]YES o·No 

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

[ljYES D NO 

5. Are you claiming the exemption on both the land and buildings? · 

[l!YES D NO 

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

[ljYES D NO 

CERTIFICATION 

I certify (or d cf are) under penalty P. rju under the laws 9f the State of California that the foregoing and all information hereon, including any 
· acco_inpanying st te or documents, is true, correc~ and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. · 

E-MAIL ADDRESS 

dldaher@usfca.edu 

TITLE 
Director of Tax 

THIS .DOCUMENT IS sus1B~ qo PUBLIC INSPECTION. 

DATE 

:J-/ I tf / 'l( 



University of San Francisco roperties in the City and County of Francisi;:o 

) Vol Block No. Lot No. Property Locatfori Primary Use Owried or Leased 
8 1107 9 301 Anza.St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 10 303 Anza St Student residence Own'ed 
8 1107 11 305 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 12 307 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 13 311 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 14 313 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 15 315 Anza St Student ~esidence Owned 
8 1107 16 317 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 17 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 1$ 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 19 301 Anza St Student residence . Owned 
8 1107 20. 301 Anza St . Studen~ residence Owned 
8 1107 21 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 22 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 ·1107 23 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 24 301' Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 25 301 Anza St Student residence Owned·· 
8 1107 26 ·301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 27 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 28 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 29 301 Anza St Student residence . Owned 
8 1107 30 · 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 ' 1107 31 301 Anza St· . Student residence Owhed 
8 1107 32 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 33 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 34 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 35 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 36 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 37 301 Anza St St1,1dent residence owned 
8 1107 38 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 39 301 Anza St Student residence . Owned 
8 1107 40 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 41 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 42. 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 43 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 44 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 45 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 46 301 Anza St. . Student residence Owned 
8 1107 47 301 Anza St· Student residence Owned 
8 1107 48 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 49 301 Anza st Student residence Owned 
8 1107 50 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 51 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 52 301 Anza St !;ltudent residence Owned 
8 1107 53 301 Anza' St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 54 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 55 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 S6 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 57 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 58 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 59 301 Anza St Student r~sidence Owned 
8 1107 60 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 61 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 62 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 63 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107. 64 301 Anza St Student re$idence Owned. 
8 1107 65 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 66 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 67 301 Ariza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 68 301 Anza St 2091 Student residence owned 
l=l 1107 69 301° Anza St Student residence @WD~ted March 31, .2010 



"' 
University of San Francisco roperties in the City and County of. Francisco 

;i 
Vol Block No. Lot No. Property Location Primary Use Owned or Leased 
8 1107 70 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 71 301 Anza.St Student residence .Own.ed 
8 1107 72 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 73 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 74 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 75 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 76 3Q1 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 77. 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 78 301-Anza St Student residence owned. 
8 1107 79 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 80 301 Anza St Student· residence Owned 
8 1107 81 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 82 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 83 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 84 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 . 85 301 Anza St Student tesident·e owned. 
8 1107 86 301 Anza St Student r:esldence Owned. 
8 1107 87 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 88 301 Anza St Student residence . Owned 
8 1107 89 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 90 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 91 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 92 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
~ 1107 93 301 Anza St Student residence .Owned 
8 1107 94 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 95 301 Anza st Student residence Owned 
8 1107 96 301 Anza St Student residence Owhed 
8 1107 97. 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 98 301 Anza St Student residence Own ea 
8 1107 99 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 ·100 · 301 Anza St Student ~esidence Owned 
8 1107 101 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 102 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 103 3'01.Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 104 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 105 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 106 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 107 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 108 301 Anza St Student residence· Owned 
8 1107 109 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 110 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 111 301 An:za St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 112 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 113 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 114 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 115 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 · 116 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 117 301 Anza St Student reside.nee Owned 
8 1107 118 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 119 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 120 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 121 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 122 301.Anza St StUd!=nt residence Owned 
8 1107 123 301 Anza St Student residence Owr:ied 
8 1107 124 301 Anza St . Student residence Owned 
8 1107 125 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 ·1107 i26 301·Anza st Student residence Owned 
8 1107 127 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 128 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 '1107 129 301 Anza St 2092 Student residence Owned 
8 1107 130 301 Anza St Student residence iQ:WDm;11,,rl M..rr.h 31_ 2D1D 



Ufiiversity of San Francisct. roperties in the City and County of Francisco 

J · Vol Block No: Lot No. 
. 8~ 1101· 131 

1107 132 
1107 133 

8 1107 134 

~188 1107 135 
1107 136 

8 H07 137 
1107 138 

,,"!\. 88 1107 139 
V\}'- 1107 140 
~ 88 1107 141 

I ,J 1107 142 

St tl.::i 8 1107 143 

(~,, ~ ~ iig~ ~~4 
~ ~ 8 1138 13. 

1 
~\fl 8 1173 18 

/ ~· \!'-. 8 1146 2 
J.. '\. 8 1146 4 
~ ~ 8 1146 7 

~~ 

1144 
1107 
1107 
1190 
1145 
1144 

8 1144 

E..;..,!~~i::;:;:i==.~:::;;3;:::--5 

Property Location 
301 Anza St 
301 Anza St 
301 Anza St 
301 Anza St 
301 Anza St 
301 Anza St 
301 Anza St 
301 Anza St 
301 Anza St 
301 Anza St 
301 Anza St 
301 Anza St 
301 Anza St 
301 Anza St 

239 Masonic Av 
186 Stanyan St 
1982 Fulton St 
25 Chabot Te 
35 Chabot Te 
53 Chabot Te 
2S Chabot Te 
22 Chabot Te 
2745Turk Bl 

701 Parker Av #100 
2001 Grove St #2 
2001 Grove St #8 

284 Stanyan St 
2350 Turk Bl 
250pTurk Bl 

2195 Fulton St 
2130 Fulton· St 
222 Stanyan St 
501 Parker Av 

1855 Mission St 
47 Chabot Te 

Primary Use 
Student residence 
Student residence 
Student residence 
Student residence 
Student residence 
Student residence 
Student residence 
Student residence 
Student residence 
Student residence 
Student residence 
Student residence 
Student residence 
Student residenc:e 
Student residence 
Student residence 
Student residence 

Faculty/Staff Housing 
Faculty/Staff Housing 
Faculty/Staff Housing 
Faculty/Staff Housing 
Faculty/Staff Housing 
Faculty/Staff Housing 
Faculty/Staff Housing 
Faculty/Staff Housing 
Fai::ulty/Staff Housing 
Faculty/Staff Housing 

Classrooms and Faculty Offices 
Classrooms and Faculty Offices 
Classrooms and Faculty Offices 
Classrooms and Faculty Offices 
Health and Recreation Center 

Negoesco Athletic StadiulTI 
Storage Facility Use·d to Store 

Campus Supplies 
Faculty/Staff Housing 

2093 

Owned or Leased 
Owned 
Owned 
Owned 
Owned 
Owned 
Owned 
Owned 
Owned 
Owned 
Owned 
Owned 
Owned 
Owned 
Owned 
Owned 
Owned 
Owned 
Owned 
Owned 
Owned 
Owned 
Owned 
Owned 
Leased 
Leased 
Leased 
Owned 
Owned 
Owned 
Owned 
Owned 
Owned 
Owned 

Leased 
Owned 

Lsst updated March 31, 2010 



BOE-264-AH (P1) REV. 10 (05-12) 
f! i-_ ..... ~ :·:----

Office of the Assessor-Recorder 
City and County of San Francisco 

COLLEGE EXEMPTION·CLAIM \hi:.:;-.;cr-~:. ~· ···:u ·::ff .. ~ 

This claim is filed for fiscal year 20 ~ - 20 ~. .-0 ; 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 190 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
www.sfassessor.org (415) 554-5596 (Example: a person filing a timely claim in Januafy 3~ [ B l 3 P f1 l : S 9 > 'Jis • o':'.,.o 

would enter "2011-2012.") . 

This claim must be file~ by 5:00 P:m., February 15. 

CLAIMANT NAME AND MAILING ADDRESS 
{Make necessaty corrections to the printed name and maiflng address) 

r 
Univers.l!Y. of San Francisco 

· CIO Dominic L. Daher 
2130 Fulton Street 
San Francisco, CA94117-1080 

L 

NAME OF CLAIMANT 

Dominic L Daher, MAcc,)D, LLM 

TITLE OF CLAIMANT 

Director of Tax 
CORPORATE NAME OF THE COLLEGE 

University of San Francisco 
ADDRESS (Street, City, County, State, Zip Code} 

2130 Fulton Street, San Francisco, CA 94117-1080 
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER OR LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

Various - see attached 

1. Owner and operator: (check applicable boxes) 

' ~e;:;<v~~w~;?:'.::t9.$;:t:~~~~9.~~.\i~§1P:~~x:jf:~1&iw;{:(~~w; 

Received bY---.,-,..,.---,--,-~--,---------1 
· {Assessor's designee) 

DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER 

( 415 ) 422-5124 

DATE PROPERTY WAS FIRST USED BY CLAIMANT 

Various 

· Claimant is: Ill Owner and operator D Owner only D Operator only 

and claims exemption on all Qf Land IZI Buildings and improvements and/or 0 Personal property 

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

[{!YES D·NO 

3. Is the institution conducted as a non-profit entity? 

[{]YES D NO 

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

[{]YES D NO 

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

[{]YES .0 NO 

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

!2JYES D NO 

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

LOCATIONS 

See attached 

PRIMARY USE INCIDENTAL USE 

Education Education housing 

THIS DOCUMENT IS SUBJECT TO PUBLIC INSPECTION 

2094 
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BOE-264-AH (P2) REV. 1 D (05-12) 

Has any construction commenced and/or been completed on this parcel since 12:01 a.m.,~ ~a'}.~<l:.!Y,...,r;'4fJajify~_~fl. -. 
[{]YES 0 Nq If YES, please explain: • J!J.. . ., ,._f. •· · ' .. :ff:!nr. 

Miscellaneous repairs and alterations at 22 Chabot Tr, 1186 Stanyan St, 2350 Turk Blvd and 5rnl 9~0\"1'.".fl.erlMllngf'!t1l7irt; Turk Blvd. -f.-::>T'ClJ. v v "111 1 ~;J _, 

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

9. Is the property, or a portion thereof, for which an exemption is claimed a student bookstore that generates unrelated business taxable income 
as defined in section 512 of the Internal Revenue Code? · 
OvEs [{]No 
If YES, a copy of the institution's most recent tax return filed with the Internal Revenue SeNice must accompany this claim. Property taxes, 
as determined by establishing a ratio of the unrelated business taxable income to the bookstore's gross income, will be levied. 

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

0 YES [{] NO If YES, please explaiQ: 

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

NIA 

12. Is any equipment or other property bi;i.ing leased or rented from someone else? 

[{]YES D NO 

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

. . 
The benefit of a property tax exemption must inur:e to the lessee institution. If taxes paid by the lessor, see section 202.2 of the Revenue and 
Taxation Code. 

ADDITIONAL REQUIRED DOCUMENTATION 

Attach a ::;eparate page showing the requirements for admission. A current catalog showing the requirementS may b~ 
substituted. · 

Attach a separate page, or current catalog, listing the degrees conferred upon the graduates and the requirements for each 
degree. · · 
Attach a copy of the financial statements (balance sheet and operating statement for the precedi~g fiscal year.) 

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

NAME TITLE 

Dominic'L Daher Director of Tax 
DAYTIMETE.LEPHONE 

( 415 } 422-5124 
EMAILAODRESS 

dldaher@usfca.edu 

CERTIFICATION 

fare) under penalty of perjury un the . s of the State of California that the foregoing and all information hereon, including any 
accompanying statements o 'i:Joc n , is true, correct, and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

TITLE 

Director of Tax 

DATE 

;... It;..( i 
5 



... ·Un~vcsirsity of San Franciscq· ·operties in the City and County ~,. .1. Francisco 

Owned or 
Vol Block No. Lot No. Proeertv Location Primary Use Leased 
8 1107 9 301 Anza St. Student residence -Owned 
8 1107 10 303 Anza St· Student residence owned 
8 1107 11 305 Anza St, Student residence owned 
8 1107 12 307 Anza St" Student residence Owned 
8 1107 13 311 Anza St,. Student residence owned 
8 ·1107 14 ·313 Anza St"" Student residence owned 
8 1107 15 315 A.nza SL Student residence Owned 
8 1107 16 317 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 17 301 Anza St" Student residence Owned 
8 1107 18 301 Anza. St,, Student residence Ow lied 
8 1107 19 301 Anza St / Student residence Owned· 
8 1107 20 301 Anza St "" Student residence Owned 
8 1107 21 301 Anza St' Student residence Owned 
8 1107 22 301 Anza St" Student residence Owned 
8 1107 23 301 Anza St, Student residence Owned 
8 1107 24 301 Anza Sb Student residence Owned 
8 1107 25 301 Anza St,. Student residence Owned 
8 1107 26 301 Anza St-' Student residence Owned 
8 1107 27 301 Anza St, Student residence Owned 
8 1107 28 301 Ania- St/ · Student residence Owned 
8 1107 29 301 Anza St; Student residence Owned 
8 1107 30 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 31 301 Anza St,,. Student residence Owned 
8 1107 32 '301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 33 301 Anza St - · · Student residence Owned. 
·s 1107 34· 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 35 301 Anza St,, Student residence Owned 
8 1107 36 . 301 Anza St ·,. Student residence Owned 
8 1107 37 301 Anza St/·. Student residence Owned 
8 1107 38 301 Anza St" Student ·residence Owned 
8 1107 39 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 40 301 Anza St - Student residence Owned·. 
8 1107 41 301 Anza St1 Student residence Owned 
8 1107 42 301 Anza St_,, Student residence Owned 

·a 1107 .43 301 Anza St' Student residence Owned 
8 1107 44 301 Anza St/ Student residence owned 
8 1107 45 301 Anza St"" Student residence Owned 
8 1107 46 301 Anza st, Student resJdenc.e Owned 
8 1107 47 30i Anza St" Student residence owned 
8 1107 48 301 Anza St / Student residence Owned 
8 1107 49 301 Anza St _, Student residence owned. 
8 1107: 50 301 Anza St~ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 51 301 Anza St1 Student residence Owned 
8 1107. 52 301 Anza St " Student residence Owned 
8 1107 53 301 Anza St,. Student residence Owned 
8 1107 54 301 Anza St,. Student residence Owned 
8 1107 55 301 Anza St,, Student residence Owned 
8 1107 56 301 Anza St" Student residence Owned 
8 1107 57 301 Anza·St,,. Student residence Owned 
8 1107 58 301 Anza St,. Student residence Owned 
8 1107 59 301 Anza St I Student residence owi:ied 
8 1107 60 301 Anza St/ Student resfdence owned 
8 1107 61 301 Anza St1 Student residence Owned 
8 1107 62 301 Anza St1 Student residence Owned 
8' li07 63 301 Anza St / Student residence Owned 
8 1107 64 301 Anza St; · Student residence Owned 
8 1107 65 301 Anza St ,· Student residence Owned 
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. . Uni:versity of San Francisc'f · operties in the City and County r 1 Francisco 

Owned or 
Vol Block No. Lot No. Property Location Primary Use Leased 
8 1107 66 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 67 301 Anza Str Student residence. Owned 
8 1107 68 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 69 301 Anza St.,,. Student residence owned 
8 1107 70 301 Anza St- Student residence owned 
8 1107 71 301 Anza St" Student residence ow.ned 
8 1107 72 301 Anza St/' Student residence Owned 
8 1107 73 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8· 1107 74 301 Anza St/ Student residence owned 
8 1107 75 301 Anza St,. Student residence Owned 
.8 1107 76 301 Anza St/ Student residence owned 
8 1107 77 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 78 301 Anza St,, Student residence Owned 
8 1107 79 301 Anza· St.- Student residence owned 
8 1107 80 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 81 301 An~a St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 82 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 83 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 84 301 Anza St...- Student residence Owned 
8 1107 85 301 Anza st ... . Student residence Owned 
8 1~07 86 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 87 301 Anza St,, Student residence Owned 
8 1107 88 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 89 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 90 301 Anza st.-- Student residence Owned 
8 1107 91 301 Anza St ... Student residence Owned 
8 1107 92 301 Anz~ st" student residence Owned 
8 1107 93 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 

1107 94 
' / 

Student residence Owned 8 301 Anza St' 
8 1107 95 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 96 301 Anza St--- Student residence Owned· 
8 1107 97 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 98 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 99 301 Anza St t Student residence owned 
8 1107 100 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 101 301 Anza St./ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 102 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 103 301 Anza St, Student residence owned 
8 1107 104 301 Anza St r Student residence Owned 
8 1107 105 301 An_za St,,. Student residence Owned 
8 1107 106 301 Anza St/' Student residence owned 
8 1107 107 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 108 301 Anza St- Student residence Owned 
8 1107 109 301 Anza St1 Student residence Owned 
8 1107 110 301 Anza St/ Student residence owned 
8 1107 111 301 Anza St,,. Student residence owned 
8 1107 112 301 Anza St" · Student residence Owned 
8 1107 113 301 Anza St ,/' Student residence Owned 
8 1107 114 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 115 301 Anza St ,.. Student residence Owned 
8 1107 116 301 Anza St .... Student residence Owned 
8 1107 117 301 Anza St ,,; Student residence Owned 
8 1107 118 301 Anza St/ Student residence 0Wl')ed 
8 1107 119: 301 Anza St ..... Student residence Owned 
8 1107 120 301 Anza St:.- Student residence Owned 
8 1107 121 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 122. 301 Anza St,/' Student residence Owned 
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Urti'vcrsity of sar:i -Francisc( · roperties in the City and County ( Jn Francisco 

Owned or 

Vol Block No. Lot No. Property Location Primary Use Leased 

8 1107 123 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 124 301 Anza St" . Student residence Owned 
8 1107 125 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 126 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 127 301 Anza St,,. Student residence Owned 
8 1107 128 301 Anza· St / Student residence owned 
8. 1107 129 301 Anza St,, Student. residence Owned 
8 1107 130 301 Anza St,, Student residence Owned 
8 1107 131 301 Anza St/ Student residence owned 

·8 1107 132 301 Anza·st,,. Student residence Owned 
8 1107 133 301 Anza St/ Sfudent re!?idence Owned 
8 1107 134 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 135 301 Anza St/ Student residence owned 
8 1107 136 301 Anza St I Student residence Owned 
8 1107 137 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 138 301 Anza St/ Student residence owned 
8 1107 139 301 Anza St/ Student residence owned 
8 1107 140 301 Anza St/ Student residence owned 
8 1107. 141 301 Anza St/ · Student residence Owned 
8 1107 142 301 Anza St_,,... Student residence Owned 
8 1107- 143 301 Anza St/ Student residence owned 
8 1107 ~ 301 Anza St I Student residence Owned 
8 11U9 .... -... 239 Masonic Av / Student residence Owned 
8 1i3-S 13 186 Stanyan -St / Student residence Owned 
8 1173 18 1982 Fulton St ~ Student residence Owned 

. .-:a 1146 2· 25-27 .Chabot Te Faculty/Staff Housing Owned 
i3 1146 4 35 thabot Te / Faculty/Staff Housing Owned 
\s 1146 7 53 Chabot Te / Faculty/Staff Housing Owned 
;s 1147 14 28 Chabot Te / Faculty/Staff Housing Owned 
:3 1147 15 22 Chabot Te / Faculty/Staff Housing owned 
I 

~6 2745-2747 Turk Bl / Faculty/Staff Housing Owned 8 1147 
;---

1170 001 701 Parker Av #100 Faculty/Staff Housing Leased '8 ..---. 
,g 1194 001, 2001 Grove St #2 Faculty/Staff Housing Leased 
'.9 1194 001·' 2001 Grove St #8 Faculty/Staff Housing Leased 
r 
8 1144 001A 284 Stanyan St " Faculty/Staff Housing Owned 
8 1107 6 2350 Turk !31 / Classrooms and Faculty Offices owned 
8 1107\. 8 2500-2698 Turk Bl I Classrooms and Faculty Offices Owned 
9 1190\, 1 2195 Fulton St/ . Classrooms and Faculty Offices Owned 
8 1145. .3. 2130 Fulton St / Classrooms and Faculty·Offices .owned 
8 1144 1B 222 Stanyan St / Health and Recreation Center owned 
8 1144 1 501 Parker Av / Negoesco Athletic Stadium Owned /23 3548 035 1855 Mission St Storage Facility Used to Store Leased 

114G\ 47 Chabot Te / 
Campus Suoolies 

{8';(; 6 Faculty/Staff Housing ·Owned 

·r l.8.!k 
Business Property Account #034441-001 . 

1148 8 59-61 Roselyn Ter- ,, Faculty/Staff Housing Owned 

\ 
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UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO . 

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

EQUIPMENT 
Model #MSPS 
Serial #0003850 

Model #MSF1 
Serical #0004943 

Model #1WOO 
Serial #1370515 

Model #MSFl 
Serical #0001770 

Model #MPR1 
Serica! #0005450 

Model #lWOO 
Serica! #1370552 

REAL PROPERTY 
Arrupe 
490 6th Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 

701 Parker Avenue #100 
San Francisco, CA 

2001 Grove Street #2 
San Francisco, CA 

2001 Grove Street #8 
San Francisco, CA 

1855 Mission Street 
San Francisco 

Attachment to San Francisco 
Claim for Exemption 

Attachment 1 

QUAN1TIY _C_O_M_PA_N_Y __ ___,,__----,----
1 Pitney Bowes Global Financial 

1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200 
Chesapeake, VA 23323 

1 Pitney Bowes Global Financial 
1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200 
Chesapeake, VA 23323 

1 Pitney Bowes.Global Financial 
1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200 
Chesapeake, VA 23323 

1 Pitney Bowes Global Rnancia! 
1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200 
Chesapeake, VA 23323 

1 Pitney Bowes Global Financial 
1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200 
Chesapeake, VA 23323 · 

1 Pitney Bowes Global Financial · 
1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200 
Chesapeake, VA 23323 

OWNER ._ 
Kaiser Foundation Hosp~ta!s 
1950 Franklin Street 
Oakland, CA 94612 

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

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

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

A TM Investments 
1135 Trinity Dr 
Menlo Park, c;A 94025-6646 
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CPLKUP 
VWILLIAM 

E Z - C A M 

SEARCH STRING: 

ACCOUNT NO 
/ 001 034441001 

002 034441002 
003 034441003 
004 034 441900 
005 0414 7 6001 
006 041999001 
007 04 4 07 6001 
008 131041001 
009 181869001 

BUSINESS NAME /OR OWNER NAME 
UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO· 
UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

OPTION 000 

REAL /OR STREET 
2130.FULTON ST 0000 
2155 FULTON ST 0000 
101 HOWARD ST 0404 
GE CAPIT.AL CORPORATION 
186 STANYAN ST 0000 
2001 GROVE ST 0000 
2701 TORK BLVD 0000 
2130 FULTON ST 0000 
220 MONTGOMERY ST 1050 

Owners list. Enter record number or F12, F13, F3 

I. 2100 

PP INQUIRY 
06-.10-13 

N 

Ve. .I 
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····· ·· ···· ········-·· ·-······-··· ···- ····-···· ·· ·· ······ ···· ·· ····· · .... ·· ······;~·~~0;,;··········· · · PhUTmg-; Asswsor"R:ecorder··· · · 
• . • '/:,' ~0".. Office ofthe Assessor-Recorder .,QE-264-AH (P1) RE\f. 09 (02-11} 

COLLEGE EXEMPTION CLAIM 
Declaration of 
12:01 a.m., Ja 

as of 

This claim must tie flied by 5100 p.m.·, February 15, 

State of California, County of_' _S_a_n_F_r_a_nc_i_sc_o _______ _ 

CuitMANT NAME AND MAIUNGADORESS 
(Make necessal}' cofl'e!;f/ons to Iha printed name and mamng address) 

r 
University of San Francisco 
C/0 Dominic L. Daher · 
2130 Fulton Street 
San Francisco, CA 94117-1-080 

L 

AME OF CLAIMANT 

Dominic L Daher, MAcc, JD, LLM 
TITLE OF CLAIMANT 

Director of Tax 
CORPORATE NAME OFTHE COU£GE 

lniversity of sa·n ·Francisco 
• .JJDRESS (Sf!ea~ City, County, Slate, Zip Code) 

2130 Fulton Street, San Francisco, CA 94117. 
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER OR LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

Various - see attached . 

J 

~ City and County of San Francisco 
.. 1 Dr. Cartton B. Goodlett Place, Room 190 

San Francisco, CA 94102· 
( 415) 554-5596 

FOR ASSESSOR'S USE ONLY 

Recewed~Y--------~------1 (Assessa(s des/gnee) 

of---------~~--------1 (countyarc:lly) 

Oh--------~~,----------; 
(dale) 

DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER 

( 415') 422-5124 

1.. Does the above institution qualify as a college or seminary of learning under the laws of the State of California? 
0~ Ooo · 

2. Is the ·institution conducted as a non-profit entity? 
0YES 0No 

3. Does the Institution require for regular admission the complellon of a four-year high school course or its equivalent? 
0YES 0 NO 

4. Does the institution confer upon its graduates at least one academic or professional degree, based on a courtie of at least two years in 
· liberal arts and sciences, or on a course of at least three years In professional ·studies, such as law, theology, education, medicine, dentistry, 
engineering, veterinary medicine, pharmacy, archltech.ire, fine arts, commerce, or joumallsm? 
lljYES D NO 

5. Are you clatmlng the exemption on both the land and bulldlngs? 
{l!YES D NO . 

6. Is the property for which the exemption ls claimed used exclusively for the purposes of education? 
0~ Qoo. . 

CERTIFICATION 

'cerlffy (or de la e) under penalty of p.Pfi ry u der the Jaws of the state pf California that the foregoing and all Information hereon, including any 
accompany~ng stat merJts ocuments, ls true, correct, and complete to the best of my know/edge and be/fef. 

EMAIL ADDRESS 

dldaher@usfca.edu 

TITLE 
Director on ax 

.,.,_,,.,. l"'lnt'>11Mt::t.IT I~ ~11~ 11::r:1 "rO Pl fRUC: INSPECTION 

DATE 

;i /13 J /J._ 
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B?E-_264-AH (P2.) REV. 09 (~2-11) 

INSTRUCTIONS AND QUESTIONNAIRE FOR COLLEGE EXEMPTION 

Answer each question below, and provide as much detail as you consider necessary to support your claim for an exemption for this property, List 
all locations used, either owned or leased, where the exemptlon is to be applied. 

1. List all bulldings and other Improvements forwhlch exemption rs claimed and state the primary and Incidental use of each. Attach a separate 
sheet if necessary. Indicate whether leased or owned. 

LOCATIONS PRIMARY USE INCIDENTAL USE 

See attached Education Education housing OLEASE DOWN 

c;J LEASE DOWN 

OLEASE DOWN 

OLEASE. DOWN 

OLEASE DOWN 

OLEASE DOWN 

OLEASE DOWN 

OLEASE DOWN 

2. Attach a separate page showing the requirements for admission. A current catalog showing the requirements may b.e substituted. 
See attached and visit http://www.usfca.edu/catalog/ · 

3. Attach a separate page, or current catalog, listing the degrees conferred upon the graauates and the requirements· for each degree. 
See attached and visit http://www.usfca.edu(catalog/ 

4. Attach a copy of the financial statements (balance sheet and operating statement for the preceding fiscal year.) 
See attached financial statements 

5. Has any construction commenced andfor been completed on this parcel since 12:01 ?.m., January 1 of last year? 

[ilYES . D NO Renovation work at28 Chabot Te, 284 Stanyan Street, and 2130 F.ulton Street. 
lfYES, please·expJain: 

. . 
6. Is the property, or a portion thereof, for which an exemption is claimed a student bookstore that generates unrelated business taxable income 

as defined In section· 512 of the.Internal Revenue Code? 
DYES. [{!No 
If YES, a copy of the Institution's most recent tax return tiled wit)l the Internal Revenue Service must accompany this claim. Property taxes, 
as determined by estapllshlng a ratio of the unrelated business taxable income to the bookstore's gross Income, will be levied. 

7. Has any of the property listed above been used for business purposes other than· a student b~okstore? 
o~ [{loo . . 
If YES, please explain: 

8. If the business is operated by someone other than the college, afi?ch a copy of the lease or other agreement Please explain; 
NIA 

9. Is any equipment or other property being leased or rented from someone else? 

DYES· Ii] NO 
If YES, list on a separate sheet the name and address of the owner and the type, make, model, and serial number of the property. If the 
property listed Is not used exclusively for educational purposes at the collegiate level, please state the other uses of the property. If real 
property, provide the name and address of the owner. 

The benefit.of a property tax exemption must inure to the lessee lnstttutlon. lftaxes paid by the lessor, see section 202.2 of the Revenue and 
Taxation Code. 

Whom should we contact for acfditfonaf Information during normal business hours? 
NAME 

Dominic L. Daher 
ADDRESS (Street, c :v. coun~ SIB!e) 

. _. _ 2130 Fulton Street, ~-~m f ran_c!s~o_. .9:.1!': 94117 
EMAILADORESS 

dldaher@usfca.edu 

DAYTIME TaEPHONE NUMBER 

( 415) 422-5124 

2102 



·-University of San Francisco • I ~ Jrties in the Ciqrand County of San. :cisco 

. ········· ............ ••• ,.1,, . ............... ··-···--············ .. -·················· ........ ··········- ................................... -............ -· . ....... ·-··········· ··-··· ...................... 

Vol· Block No. ·Lot No. Proeertv Location Primary Use .Owned or Leased 
8. 1107 9 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 10 303 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107. 11 305 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 12 307 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 13 311 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 14 313 Anzast Student residence owned 
8 1107 15 315 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 16 317 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 17 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 18 301 Anza St Student res'ldence Owned 
8 1107 19 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 20 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 21 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107. 22 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 23 301 Anza St Student residence -Owned 
8 1107 24 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 2.5 301 Ani.a st Student residence Owned 

.a 1107 26 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 27 301 Anza St Student residence owned· 
8 1107 28 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 29 301 Anza st Student residence owned 
8 1107 30 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 31 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8· 1107 32 301 Ani;a St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 33 301 Anza st Student residence Owned 
8 1107 34 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 35 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 36 301 Anza· St Student residence owned 
8 1107 37 301 Anza st Student residence owned 
8 1107 38 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 39 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 40 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 41 · 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 42 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 43 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8· 1107 44 301 Anza st Student residence Owned 
8 1107 45 301 Anza St Student residence Owned· 
8 1107 46 301 Anza st Student residence Owned 
8 1107 47 301 Anza Sf Student residence owned 
8 1107 48 :,301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 49 301 Ania St Student residence owned 
8 1107 50 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
B 1107 51 301 Anza st Student residence Owned 
8 1107 52 301 Anza St Student reslderice Owned 
8 1107 53 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 54 301 Anza st student residence Owned 
8 1107 55 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 56 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 57 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 58 301 Anza·st Student residence Owned. 
8 1107 59 301.Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 '60 301 Anza St Student re?ldence Owned 
8 1107 61 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 62 301 Anza St Student ri;:sidence owned 
8 1107 63 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 64 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 65 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 66 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8· .. · ·-1-107- --- ·6-7-· -· --- -- a0-1-Anza..£t. · ····-· -·-Studer-it-rnsid@nce--... Owned-
8 1107 68 301 Anza St 21 0 3student residence owned 
R 1107 fie:) 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
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' !University of San Framdsco - .. ~rties in the City and County of San 1dsco 

. .............. ·--·-·· .. ··· ··················-······· .............................................. ······· ... ........ .. ..... ... -

Vol Bloc~ No. Lot No. Proeerty: Location Primary Use Owned or Leased 
8 1107 70 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 71 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 H07 72 301-Anza St ·student resld~nce Owned 
8 1107 73 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 74 301 Anza st Student residence owned 
8 1107 75 301 Anza St St!Jdent residence Owned 
8 1107 76 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8· 1107 77 301. Anza St ·student residence Owned 
a 1107 7~ 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 79 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 80 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 · 1107 81 301 Anza St · Student residence Owned 
8 1107 82 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 83 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 84 301 Anza.st Student resld~nce Owned 
8 1107 85 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 86 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 87. 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 88 301 Anza St Student residence Owned· 
8 1107 89 301 Anza St Student residence ·owned 
B 1107 90 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
B 1107 91 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
B 1107 92 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 93 ~01 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 -1107 94 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 95 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 96 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 . -1107 97 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 98. . 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
B 1107 99 301 Anza st Student residence Owned 
8 -1107 . 100 301 Anza St Student residence Owryed 
8 1107 101. ·301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
·s 1107 102 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 103 301 Anza Si: Student residence · Owned 
8 1107 104 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 105 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 106 301 An?:a St Student residence Owned 
B 1107 107 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 108 301 ArlZi'Ol St Student residence Owned 

.8 1107 109 301 Anza St Student r~sidence owned 
8 1107 110 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 111 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 112 301 Anza St · Student residence owned 
8 1107 113 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 114 . 301 Anza St Student residence ·owned 
8 1107• 115 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 116 301 Anza St Student residence Owneq 
8 1107 117 301 Anza St Student residence. Owned. 
8 1107 118 . 301 Anza st Student residence Owned 
8 1107 119 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 1~0 301 Anza St· Student residence ·Owned 
8 1107 121 301 Anza St Student residence Owned · 
~ 1107 122 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 123 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 124 301:Anza St ·Student residence Owned 
8 1107 125 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 126 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 127 301 Anza St Student residence Owned· 

· -8- ···· ·· ···H07--· -.._ - ·l-28- ·- -·-··-·38-1-An-za-St-·------- -----Student-resldenee-·-· ···-·· ·flwned-·· . . .... -- .... 
·8 1107 129 301 Anza St 2 J 0 4 Student residence Owned 
8 1107 130 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
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Vol Block No. Lot No. Propertv Location Prima!}'. Use Owned or Leased 
8. 1107 131 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 132 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 133 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 134 301 Anza st Student residence owned 
8 1107 135 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 . 136 30f Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 137 301 Anza St Student-residence owned 
8 1107 138 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 139 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 140 301 Anza St . Student residence bwned 
8 1107 141 301 Anza st Student residence Owned 
8 1107 142 301 Anza St Student residence · owned 
~ . 1107 143 301 Anza St student residence owned 
8 1107 144 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1109 3C 239 Mas.onlc Av Stt1dent residence owned 
8 1138 13 186 Stanyan St Student residence. owned 
8 1173 18 1982 Fulton St Student residence owned 
8 1146 2 25 Cliabot Te . Faculty/Staff. Housing owned 
8 1146 4 35 Chabot Te · Faculty/Staff Housing Owned 
8 1146 7 5 F~culty/Staff Housing ·-awned 

22 Chabot Te acu O.wne 
8 1147 16 2745Turk Bl Faculty/Staff Housing Owned 
8 1170 001 701 Parker Av #100 Faculty/Staff Housing Leased 
9 1194 001 2001 Grove.St #2 Faculty/Staff Housing Leased 
9 1194 001 2001 Grove St #8 Fa<;:Ulty /Staff Housing Leased 
8 1144 001A 284 Stanyan St Faculty/Staff H.ousing Owned 
8 1107 6 2350 lurk Bl Classrooms and Faculty Offices Owned 
8 1107 8 2500Turk Bl Class.rooms and Faculty Offices. Owned 
9 1190 1 2195 Fulton St Classrooms and Faculty Offices Owned 
8 1145 3· 2130 Fulton St Classroorr:is and Faculty Offices · owned 
8 1144 1B 222 Stanyan st Health and Recreation Center Owned 
8 1144 1 501 Parker Av Nel;]oesco Athletic S~adium owned 
23 3548 035 1855 Ml:;sion St Storage Facility Used to Store Leased 

Campus Supplies 
8 1146 6 47 Chabot Te Faculty/Staff Housing Owned 

Business Property Account #034441-001 
8 1148 8 59-61 Roselyn Ter Faculty/St~ff Housing owned 
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FEB 1 8 £NT1l 
RECEIV~D 

FEB f 4 2014 i,~9cou"'~0 Carmen Chu, Assessor-Recorder 

COLLt:::GE EXEMPTION CLAIM SAN FRANCISC 
This claim is filed for fiscal year 20 J.1_- 20 15 ~sessor-Recorde~'s 0 
(Example: a person filing a timely dalm in January 2011 
would enter "2011-2012. ") 

This claim must be filed by 5:00 p.rn.; February 1.5. 

ClAIMANT NAME AND MAILINGADORESS 
(Milke necessaty corrections to the ptlnled nam_e snd malling actdtass) · 

r . . 
University of San Francisco 
C/O Dominic L. Daher 
2130 Fulton Street 
San Franciseo, CA 94117-1080 

"' "' g ~ Office of the Assessor-Recorder 
"' ; · City. and County of San Francisco 

f' 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 190 
<1-~s. o ~"" San Francisco, CA 94102 

www.sfassessor.org {415) 554-5596 

Received bY----=----.,.-~-..,..----------1 
(Assessor's designee) 

of _______ --.:==..-:::~.--------l 
(county or r:ily) 

L _J 
00---------,-~---------I 

(date} ' 

NAME OF CLAIMANT 

Dominic L Daher, MAcc, JD, LLM 
TIRE OF CLAIMANT 

Director ofTax 
DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER 

( 415 ) 422-5124 
CORPORATE NAME OF THE COLLEGE 

University of San Francisco 
ADDRESS (Street. City, County, Slate, Zip Codrt) 

2130 Fulton Street, San Francisca, CA 94117-1080 
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER OR LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

Various - see attached 
DATE PROPERTY WAS FIRST USED BY CLAIMANT 

Various 

1. Owner and operator: (check applicable boxes) 

Claimant is: Ill Owner and operator D Owryer only 0 Operator only 

and claims exemption on all rtl Land Ji! Buildings and improvements and/or Jl1 Personal property 

2. Does the above Institution qualify as a college or seminary of learning under the laws of the ·state of California? 
~YES ONO . 

3. Is the inslituth;m conducted as a non-profit entity? 

({],YES D NO . ' 

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

[{!YES D NO 

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

[{]YES ONO 

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

[{!YES D NO 

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

LOCATIONS PRIMARY USE INCIDEN1'AL USE 

See attached Education Education housing OLEASE DOWN 

DLEASE DOWN 

OLEASE DOWN 

DLEASE DOWN 

OLEASE DOWN 
! ' ' I ; 
: 2 I ~Q6 OLEASE DOWN 

------
THIS DOCUMENT IS SUBJECT TO PUBLIC INSPECTION 



RECEIVED 

FEB 1 4 2014 
805-264-AH (P2) REV. 1o (05-12) SAN FRANCISCO 

Assessor-Recorder's Office 
a. Has any c:Onstruction commenced and/or been completed on this parcel since 12:01 a.m .. January 1 of last year? 

!{]YES . 0 NO If YES, ple.ase explain: · 

Miscellaneous repairs and alteraUons at 2350 Turk Blvd. 

Miscellaneous construction, repairs and alteraUons at 2130 Fulton Streel Completed seismic retrofitting improvements at 2001 Grove Street 

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

DYES [{]No 
If YES, a copy of the institution's most recent tax return filed with the .Internal Revenue ServJce must accompany this claim. Property taxes, 
as determined by establishing a ratio of the unrelated business taxable income lo the bookstore's gross income, will be levied. 

1 O. Has any of the property listed abqve been used for business purposes other than a student bookstore? 

0 YES [{] NO If YES, please explain: 

11. If the business is. operated by someone other than the college, attach a ~opy of the lease or other agreement. Please explain: 

NIA 

12. Is any equipment or other property being leased or rented from someone else? 

[{!YES D NO. 
If YES, list on a separate sheet the name and address of the owner and the type, make, model, and serial numoer of the property. If the 
property listed is not used exclusively for educational purposes at the collegiate level, please state the other uses of the property. If real 
property, provide the name and address of the owner. 

The benefit of a property tax exemption must inure to the le~see institution. ff truces paid by the lessor, see section 2022 of the Revenu~ and 
Taxation Code. 

ADDITIONAL REQUIRED DOCUMENTATION 

Attach a separate page showing the requirements for admission. A current catalog showing the requirements may be 
substituted. 
Attach a separate page, or current catalog, fisting the degrees conferred upon the graduates and the requirements for each 
degree. 
Attach a copy of the financial statements (balance sheet and operating statement for the preceding fiscal year.) 

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

NAME Tl1lE 

Doriilnic L Daher 
DAYTIME TELEPHONE 

( 415 ) 422-5124 

Director of Tax 
EMAIL ADDRESS 

dldaher@usfca.edu 

e) under penalty of perjury und the l ws the State of California that the foregoing and al/ information hereon, including any 

SIGNAlURE 

""' 

ume ts, · true, correc~ and complete lo the best of my knowledge and belief. 

TITLE 

DlrectorofTax 
DATE 

.:i_ f tn J r L./ 
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University of San Francisco~ Properties in the City and County of San Francisco FEB 1 4 2014 
SA:N FRANCISCO 

A~ent1rder's Office 
Vol Block No . . Lot No. ProE!ert'.t Location Primary Use Leased 

8 1107 9 301 Anza St Student residence owned· 

8 1107 10 303 Anza St Student residence Owned 

8 1107 11 305 Anza St Student residence Owned 

8 1107 12 ·307 Anza St Student residence Owned 

8 1107 13 311 Anza St student residence Owned 
8 1107 14 313 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 15 315 Anza St Student residence Owned 

8 11.07 16 317 Anza St Student residence Owned 

8 1107 17 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 

8 1107 18 301 Anza St . Student reslden(:e owned 
8 1107 19 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 20 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 - 1107 21 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 22 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 ·· 1107 23 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 . 1107 24 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 25 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 26 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 27 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 28 301 Anza St Student residence .owned 

8 1107 29 301 Anza St Student residence owned 

8 1107 30 ·301 Anza St· Student residence Owned 
8 1107 31 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 32 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 33 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 34 301 Anza St student residence Owned 
8 1107 35 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 36 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 37 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 ;1.107 38 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 ·39 301 Anzc;i St Student residence owned 
8 1107 40 301 Anza St Student residence· Owned 
8 1107 41 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 42 301 Ariza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 43 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 44 301 Anza St Student resfd.ence Owned 
8 1107 45 301 Anza St Student residence Owr:ied 
8 1107 46 301 Anza St student residence Owned 
8 1107 47 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 48 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 49 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 50 301 Anza St Stu.dent residence Owned 
8 1107 51 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 52 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 53 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 54 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 55 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 ·56 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 57 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 58 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 59 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 60 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 61 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 62 301 Anza St • Student residence Owned 
8 1107 63 301 Anza St 2108 Student residence Owned 
8 1107 64 301 Anza St Student residence owned 



RECEIVED 
FEB 1 8 ENtD 

University of San Francisco - Properties in the City and County or San Franf'~o1 4 201~ 

Vol Block No. Lot No. Pro~erty Location 
SAN FRAN~~~r 

Primar~ UseAs~essor-Recor e eased 

8 1107 66 301 Anza St student residence Owned 

8 1107 67 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 

8 1107 68 301 Anza St Stu.dent residence Owned 

8 1107 69 301 _Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 70 301 Anza st· Student residence owned 
8 1107 71 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 

? 1107 72 301 Anza St student residence Owned 
8 1107 73 301 Anza St stud"ent residence Owned 
8 1107 74 301 Anza St Student residen.ce Owned 
8 1107 75 301 Anza St Student residence .owned 
8 1107 76 . 301 Anza St . ·student residence Owned 
8 1107 77 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 78 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 79 301 Anza St student residence Owned 
8 1107 80 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 110'7 81 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 82 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 . 83 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 84. 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 85 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 86 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1_107 "87 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 88 301.Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 89 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 ·1107 90 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 91. 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 92 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 93 301 Anza St Student residence · Owned 
8 1107 94 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 95 301 Anza St student residence Owned 

.8 1107 96 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 97 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
a 1107 98 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 99 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 100 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 101 301 Anza St. .. student residence .. .. Owned· 
8 1107 102 301 Anza St student residence Owned 
8 1107 103 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 104 301 Anza ·st Student residence owned 
8 1107 105 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 106 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 

107 301 Anza St Student residence Owned ' 8 1107 
8 1107 108 301·Anza St Student residence · Owned 
8 1107 109 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 110 301 Anza St Student residence iJwned 
8 ·1107 111 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 112 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 113 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 114 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 . 115 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 116 301 Anza St Student residence· Owned 
8 1107 117 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107, 118 301 Anza st Student residence Owned 
8 1107 119 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 120 301 Anza St 2109 Student residence Owned 
8 1107 121 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 



University of San Franciscli · Properties in the City ~nd County to-. San Francisco FEB 1 8 ENT'O 

Owned or 
Vol Block No. Lot No. Pro~erty Location Primary Use Leased 
8 1107 123 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1.107 124 301 Anza St student r~sidence owned 
8 1107 125 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 126 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8· 1107 127 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 128 301 Anza St student residence owned 
8 1107 129 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 130 301 Anza St student residence owned 
8 1107 131 301 Anza St student residence o·wned 
8 1107 132 301 Anza St student residence Owned 
8 1107 133 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 134 301 Anza St student residence Owhed 
8 1107 135 301 Anza St student residence Owned 
8 1107 136 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
'8 1107 137 301 Anza St student residence Owned 
8 1107 138 301 Anza St Student residence. owned 
8 1107 139 301 Anza St Student residence . Owned 
8 1107 140 · 301 Anza St student residence Owned 
8 1107 141 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 142 301 Anza·st Student residence Owned 
8 1107 143 301 Anza St student residence Owned 
8 1107 144 301 Anza St student residence Owned 
8 11Q7 6 2350 Turk Bl Classrooms and Faculty Offices Owned 
8 1107 8 2500-2698 Turk Bl Classrooms and Faculty Offices owned 
8 1109 3C 239 Masonic Av Student residence Owned 
8 1138 13 186 Stanyan St student residence Owned 
8 1144 1 501 Parker Av Negoesco Athletic Stadium bwned 
8 1144 001A 284 Stanyan St Faculty/Staff Housing Owned 
8 1144 1B 222 Stanyan St Health and Recreation Center Owned. 
8 1145 3 2130 Fulton St Classrooms and Faculty Offices owned 
8 1146 2 25-27 Chabot Te Faculty/Staff Housing Owned 
8 1146 4 35 Chabot Te Faculty/Staff Housing owned 
8 .1146 6 47 Chabot Te Faculty/Staff Housing Owned 
8 1146 7 53 Chabot Te Faculty/Staff Housing Owne.d 
8 1147 14 ·28 Chabot Te Faculty/Staff Hol,lslng Owned 
8 1147 15 22 Chabot Te Faculty/Staff Housing owned 
8 1147 16 2745-2747 Turk Bl Faculty/Staff Housi·ng Owned 
.a 1148 8 59-61 Roselyn Ter Faculcy/Staff Housing Owned 
8 1170 001 701 Parker Av #100 Faculty/Staff Housing Leased 
8 1173 18 1982 Fulton St Student residence Owned 
9 1190 1 2195 Fulton St Classrooms and Faculty Offices Owned 
9 1194 001 2001 Grove St #2 Faculty/Staff Housing Leased 
9 1194 001 2001 Grove St #8 Faculty/Staff Housing Leased 

23 3548 035 1855 Mission St storage Facility Used to Store Leased 
campus Suoolles 

Business Property Account #034441-001 
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.1 . I 

UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
. . 

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

EQUIPMENT 
Model #MSPS 
Serial#0003850 

Model #MSFl 
Serlcaf #0004943 

Model #lWOO 
Serial #1370515 

Model #MSFl 
Serical #0001770 

Model#MPRl 
Serical #0005450 

Model#lWOO 
Serical #1370552 

REAL PROPER1Y 
490 6th Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 

701 Parker Avenue #100 
San Francisco, CA 

2001 Grove Street #2 
San Francisco, CA 

2001 Grove Street #8 
San Francisco, CA 

1855 Mission Street 
San Francisco, CA 

920 Mason Street 
San Francisco, CA 

281 Masonic Ave. 
San Francisco, CA 

Attachment to San Francisco 
Claim for EXemption 

Attachment 1 

QUANTITY .,...c_o_M_PA_N_Y _ _,...,-..,.---.,..----
1 Pitney Bowes Global Financial 

1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200 
Chesapeake, VA 23323 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Pitney Bowes Global FinanCial 
1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200 
Chesapeake, VA 23323 

Pitney Bowes Global Financial 
1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200 
Chesapeake, VA 23323 . 

Pitney Bowes Global Financial 
1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200 
Chesapeake, VA 23323 

Pitney Bowes Global Financial 
1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200 
Chesapeaket VA 23323 

Pitney Bowes Global Financial 
1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200 1 

Chesapeake, VA 23323 

OWNER 
Kaiser ~ciundation Hospitals 
1800 Harrison-Street, 19th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612-3466 

Gordon difford Realty Inc. 
1572 Union street 
San Francisco, CA 94123-4505 

Washington Street Property 
152 6th Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 9411~-1326 

Washington Street Property 
152 6th Avenue · 
San Francisco, CA 94118-132.6 

ATM Investments 
1135 Trinity I?r 
Menlo Park, CA 94025-6646 

The Presidio Trust 
qo Cb Richard Ellis Inc 
PO Box 29546 
San Francisco, CA 94129-0546 

Sisters of the Presentation 
2340 Turk Blvd 
San Francisco,-CA 94118-434Q 

2111 

RECEIVED 

FEB \ .4 20\4 
SAN FRANCl?CO 

Assessor·Record~r s office 



FROM: 
Mary Miles, Attorney at Law (SB #230395) 
364 Page St., #36 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 86:3-2310 

TO: 
Chair Malia Cohen, Jane Kim, Scott Wiener, Members, and Andrea Aus berry, Clerk of the 
/San Francisco Board of Supervisors Land Use and Transportation Committee ("LUC") 
Legislative Chamber, Room 244, City Hall · 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

DATE: September 28, 2015 

RE: Public Comment: LUC Meeting of September 28, 2015, Agenda Item 2 [File No. 150790 
Establishing a New Citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee ("TSF")] 

This letter is public comment opposing adoption of the proposed ordinance legislating a 
"Transportation Sustainability Fee" (''the Project"). Please distribute this letter to Members of 
the Land Use and Transportation Committee and place a copy in all applicable files on the 
Project. The proposed ordinance should be rejected for the following reasons, along with those 
described in my previous comments. 

1. The TSF Is a Project Under CEQA and NEPA. 
The proposed legislation incorrectly concludes that the TSF is not a "project" under the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA, Pub. Res. Code [nPRC"] §21000 et seq.; 14 Cal. 
Code Regs. [nGuidelines"] §15378(b)(4) ["The creation of government funding mechanisms or 
other government fiscal activities which do not involve any commitment to any specific project 
which may result in a potentially significant physical impact on the environment"}. ) 

. The proposed TSF does not fall within an exception in Quidelines §15378(b)(4),.because 
it is targeted toward specific projects and categories of projects in San Francisco ("City"), and 
proposes using funding for sefocted neighborhood projects and grandfathering other .specific 
projects already approved. In fact, the proposed TSF is a project under Guidelines §15378(a), 
since it proposes to partially "mitigate" the admitted transportation impacts of City's deregulated 
overdevelopment. (Ibid; California Native Plant Society v, County of El Dorado ["CNPS'7 
(2009) 170 Cal.App.4th. I 026, 1030, 1049 [fee mitigation program must "pass CEQA muster"]; 
and 105~ ["must be tied to a functioning mitigation program"]; Center for Sierra Nevada 
Conservation v. County of El Dorado (2012) 202 Cal.App.4th 1156, 1180 [fee program must be 
reviewed under CEQA].) · 

The Project clearly has. a potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the 
environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment and is an 
activity directly undertaken by a public agency, since it proposes physical changes to City streets 
that will increase traffic congestion~ lessen roadway capacity. The Project will clearly have 
significant impacts on traffic, transit, parking, air quality,' and land use by collecting .a 

1 

2112 



"mitigation fee" from developers to fund projects that increase traffic congestion and eliminate 
parking. Since the proposed fee does not mitigate the transportation and other impacts of 
unregulated development throughout the City, it violates both CEQA and the National 
Environmental Policy Act (''NEPA"). (Ibid., and, e.g., City of San Diego v. Board of Trustees of 
the California State University ["City of San Diego''] (2015) 61 Cal.4th 945.) 

2. The Project Violates the Requirements of Nollan/Dolan and Ehrlich. 
The Project also violates the nexus and rough proportionality requirements of the 

California and United States Constitutions set out in Nollan v. California Coastal Commission 
(1987) [''Nollan''] 483 U.S. 825; Dolan v. City of Tigard ["Dolan''] (1994) 512 U.S. 374; and 
Ehrlich v. City of Culver City ["Ehrlich''](1996) 12 Cal.4th 854.) 

The Project proposes imposing a selective development fee generating $1.2 billion over 
30 years, including $430 million in "net new revenue," plus "an additional$14 million a year in 
revenue." (9/10/15 "Planning Commission Executive Summary," p. 11.) The Project is not 
applied with an even hand to all developments, since it exempts some projects, requires . 
additional fees from developments within areas with "community plans," and proposes spending 
the fees collected in different proportions in various areas. (Proposed Ordinance § §411.4, 
4 llA.3} 4 llA.5, 4 llA.64, 411A.6B, 4 llA.7; "San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee 
(TSF) Nexus Study," May 2015 ["Nexus Study"], p. 12-13.) 

. The $1.2 billion development fee imposed on residential projects and other developments 
citywide would be spent on "transit," including the Geary Boulevard Bus Rapid Transit ("BRT") 
project and other BRT projects , and the "Complete Streets (Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Improvements)" of the Municipal Transportation Agency ("MTA") (Nexus Study, p.32-35, 57, 
60-66), an open-ended menu of selected anti-car projects designed to eliminate traffic lanes and 
parking, and create physi9al obstructions to vehicle travel on City streets. (Id.) 

Here, not a penny of the spending of the TSF millions is proposed to mitigate the real 
impacts of City's deregulated overdevelopment. Instead, City proposes another windfall to the 
MTA for more of the same projects that do nothing to mitigate the obvious transportation · 
impacts of growth and development on City streets and the air quality, GHG, and noise impacts 
of increased congestion. 

The Project also unlawfully eliminates accounting requirements for the additional 
developer fees in areas with "comm.unity plans'i such as City's "Market-Octavia Plan" project, 
which includes the "Van Ness Downtown Residential SUD." It 4oes not do away :with the 
development fees legislated with those projects but adds the. TSF as an additional fee. 
(Ordinance, §§411A.3, 421.7,422-424.1; see, e.g., CNPS, supra, 170 Cal.App.4th at p:l050; 
Gov. Code §66006. City would thus require no accounting of developer fi~es collected for the 
deregulated, uncontrolled development of the Market-Octavia Plan area, even though that project 
has led to 24-hour congestion and peak hour gridlock on Octavia Boulevard, freeway ingi-ess and 

· egress, and many neighborhood streets. The Market-Octavia development "mitigation" fee did 
nothing to mitigate the transportation impacts from the Market-Octavia Plan, and none of tlie 
required annual or five-year reports ha~· ~hed li~ht on money collected or spent from that fee. 

3. The Transportation Sustainability Program ("TSP") of which the TSF Is Part, Proposes 
Eliminating Analysis and Mitigation of Transportation Impacts 

The TSF Project is part of the greater Transportation Sustainability Program (''TSP"), 
which proposes eliminating the critical need to analyze and mitigate the significant . 

2 
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· transportation, air quality, noise, land use, and other impacts from unregulated development 
under CEQA. Thus the TSF's claimed purpose of collecting fees tb mitigate transportation 
impacts is a sham and contradicts City's purported goal of such mitigation, since it actually plans 
on exempting itself from mitigating the transportation impacts of City's runaway growth and 
development. 

According to the September 10, 2015 Planning Commission "Executive Summary" 
("ES") and the "Transportation Sustainability Fee: Economic Feasibility Study, Spring 2015" 
("EFS"), the TSP proposes replacing the Level of Service (LOS) analysis of transportation 
impacts with a Vehicle Miles Traveled ("VMT") methodology. That action would effectively 
e~empt San Francisco from all analysis and mitigation of transportation impacts, since VMT on 
projects in San Francisco would be less than a "regional average" arbitrarily set.as the standard 
for a significant transportation impact under the proposed VMT methodology. (EFS, pp.19-20) 1 

By eliminating analysis and mitigation of transportation irp.pacts of all development in 
· the City, the TSP would also unlawfully insulate City from analyzing the cumulative 
transportation impacts of development projects that generate commuter and other traffic to and 
from areas outside the ·city. Since the larger TSP involves the proposed elimination of effective 
standards for measuring transportation impacts, it violates CEQA and NEPA. (See also, this 
commenter's September 10, 2015 Public Comment to the Planning Commission, which is 
missing from the packet transmitted to this Committee.) 

The proposed changes to the CEQA Guidelines have not yet been approved at the state 
level, and the TSF thus proceeds based on unsupported speculation that the CEQA Guidelines 
may someday authorize tj.le TSP and its proposed exemption of all projects frQm CEQA. The 
City does not have authority to change CEQA's requirements. Further, City may not retroactively 
apply amendments of the CEQA Guidelines to residential development projects with 
development or environmental review applicatio:p.s filed before the effective date of the 
ordinance (e.g., proposed Ordinance §41 lA.3( d -f)), or to any other project not previously 
authorized by a state amendment to the CEQA Guidelines. (Guidelines, §15007 ["Amendments 
to the guidelines apply prospectively only."].) · 

By segregating the TSF from other features of the TSP, especially the VMT strategy, City 
hopes to escape the requirements of Nollan, Dolan, Ehrlich, CEQA, and NEPA, but it cannot: 

1 In the larger TSP, City proposes to substitute a VMT methodology for the standard Level of Service 
("LOS") methodology for measuring traffic impacts of private.development and its own projects.· Even if 
such authority existed, analyzing only a project's VMT would result in a piecemealed and evasive 
analysis that completely ignores a project's cumulative transportation impacts when combined with other 
projects. Public transportation projects would also be improperly exempted from environmental review, 
since they would not generate any VMT, regardless of how much congestion they cause, including "road 
diets," traffic lane and parking elimination, "bicycle improvements," "pedestrian improvements~" BRT's, 
and ~ther public projects with significant impacts on traffic, transit, parking, air quality, and noise. Not 
coincidentally, the TSP proposes to fund such projects without CEQA review, even though they are 
already lavishly funded. While San Francisco proposes to abnegate its greater regional responsibility by 
ignqring. cumulative impacts, it may not lawfully do so under CEQA and NEPA.· Further, CEQA's . 
statutory revision at PRC §21099 on which City relies does not excuse City from accurately analyzing . 
transportation impacts and indeed reinforces CEQA's requirements to analyze and mitigate tra.Ilsportation 
impacts, including the impacts of congestion on air quality, noise, safety, "or any other impact associated 
with transportation." City's scheme thus plainly fails to comply with CEQA's provision that it claims 
supports its strategy. (See also, e.g., Cal. Gov. Code §11342.2.) 
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The proposed legislation before you is not reasonably related to the actual transportation impacts 
or mitigation of transportation impacts from development and does not comply with the 
requirements of Nollan, Dolan, and Ehrlich. 

4. The MTA's TDM Program Excludes the Vast Majority of Travelers Who Travel by Car 
Public agt?ncies have a duty under both CEQA and NEPA to avoid or minimize 

environmental damage, not cause more of it. (e.g., Guidelines, §15021.) 
Here, "[f]ee revenues would be collected by the Planning Department and then routed to 

the SFMTA to be allo~ated through an interagency process that will be outlined in a 
Memorandum of Understanding, currently being developed." (9/10/15 Planning Commission ES, 
p.12.) The proposed "key" expenditures are described as "Transit capital and operation.al · 
investments (Central Subway, Muni Forward, Bus Rapid Transit Projects, etc.)"; "Bicycle 
infrastructure (protected lanes, parking, etc.)"; and "Pedestrian safety (Vision Zero, Walk First, 
etc.)." (Id., p.2.) · . 

Under the proposal adopted by the MTA Board on September 1, 2015, the TSF, which is 
suddenly shifted to the "Transportation Demand Management" ["TDM"f Program, proposes 
allowing developers to choose from a.menu of "TDM options" when "designing their projects." 
(9/1/15 MTA Board Packet, p.5.) Someone not identified would then quantify the "efficacy or 
effectiveness of some these [sic] options at different locations in San. Francisco." (Id.) Someone 

· also not identified would then determine "that developers are implementing the measure they 
committed ~o and the program is effective." (Id.) 

· · The "menu options" would include such ineffective measures as "Subsidize Tr:ansit 
Passes," "Subsidize Bike Share or Car Share Membership," "Hire TDM Coordinator," "Shuttle or 
Vanpool Service," Reduce On-site Parking Supply," "Provide Delivery Service," "Sponsor Bike­
share Stations,'.' "Commute Reduction Programs," and ''.Charge for Parking/Parking Pricing." 
(9/1/15 MTA Board Packet, p.5.) The 9/1115 MTA-Board packet admits that the city is still 
"working on the technical details of the program, including quantifying the efficacy of some of 
the above-listed measures." (Id.) 

The TSF should not be approved without quantifying the efficacy of all of the proposed 
measures, and without those "technical details" about that "efficacy" of all of the proposed 
"measures," since such approval would violate both CEQA and NEPA. City may not use alleged · 
mitigation measures to exempt itself from CEQA. Moreover, the measures described for 
mitigating significant impacts must be effective and enforceable, with those features supported 
by substantial evidence. 

Further, City may not sel~ctively allocate public funding for bicycle and other prpjects 
that qenefit only a small percentage of travelers using existi:Ug infrastructure, since such funding 
would not satisfy CEQA, NEPA, or the California and United States Constitutions. (Nollan, 
supra, 483 U.S. 825i Dolan, supra, 512 U.S. 374; Ehrlich, supra, 12 Cal.4th 854.) 

· 5. The TSF May Not Selectively Use Developer Fee Revenue, or Ignore Mitigating 
Transportation Impacts on the Vast Majority of City Travelers and Infrastructure Users 

CEQA limits any agency applying fees to the nexus and rough proportionality 
requirements of the California and United States Constitutions. (Guidelines §15041; Nollan, 
supra, 483 U.S. 825; Dolan, supr.a, 512 U.S. 374; Ehrlich, supra, 12 Cal.4th 854.) The TSF 
clearly does not comply with these requirements, since City's proposed fees do not µieet the 
nexus and rough proportionality requirements that apply to any developer fee imposed to 

4 
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mitigate the impacts of development, including those purportedly to remedy transportation 
impacts caused by development in the City. (Nollan, supra, 483 U.S. 825; Dolan, supra, 512 
U.S. 374; Ehrlich, supra, 12 Cal.4th at pp. 865, 874-885, 899-901, 907, 912; San Remo Hotel v. 
City and County of San Francisco (2002) 27 Cal.4th 643, 671; Koontz v. St. Johl:zs River Water 
Mgmt. Dist (2013) 133 S.Ct. 2586; California Building Industry A.ssn. v. City of San Jose (2015) 
61Cal.4th435, 458 [under Koontz, theNollan-Dolan test applies not only when the government 
condition~ approval of a land use permit on the property owner's dedication of a portion of the 
property for public use but also when .it conditions approval of such a permit on the owner's 
payment of money.].) . 

The proposed uses of the TSF fees are not rationally related to the transportation impacts 
from development, and they are disproportionate to those impacts .. For example, no mitigation is 
proposed for impacts on traffic for those who use the mode of travel chosen by the vast majority 
of City commuters, residents, and travelers, the automobile. Instead; the TSF Project proposes 
using its fees to degrade traffic and vehicle travel or to force people to not travel by cat. The 
fees also bear no rational relation to mitigating air quality impacts, since they instead propose 
increasing congestion, thus also degrading air quality and increasing GHG impacts. There is no 
evidence of any impacts on bicycling from development; yet millions are proposed to "mitigate" 
such nonexistent impacts. (Home Builders A.ssn. of Tulare/Kings Counties, Inc. v. City of 
Lemoore (2010) 185 Cal.App.4th 554, 572 [invalidating fees imposed as not reasonably related 
to impacts of development.) 

6. No Evidence Supports More Funding for MTA's Irresponsible and Unaccountable 
Performance 

The MTA has never met the transit performance measures legislated in the Proposition A 
(November, 1999) Charter Amendment as a condition of giving that agency complete control of 
transportation in San Francisco. In spite of the billions it has recently received in bonds and 
other funding, the MTA cannot live up to its own standards for transit, much less accommodate 
the needs of another 100,000 or more new residents invited to reside and commute.to and from 
San Francisco by City's unregulated development. Tu.deed, the MTA recently announced that it 
needed another $123 billion just to keep buses running. The TSF contains no mention of 
repairing or improving the City's third-world pitted streets for the more than two million daily 
drivers. Again, not a penny of the TSF before you is proposed to improve conditions or mitigate 
impacts of increased traffic from development on the vast majority of travelers. (Nollan, supra, 
483 U.S. 825; Dolan, supra, 512 U.S. 374; Ehrlich, supra, 12 Cal.4th 854.) 

City's unsupported fantasy that pouring more money into the MTA trough for bicycle and 
·pedestrian "improvements" that hinder arid obstruct motorized traffic will motiyate people to 
abandon cars has proven· futile for the entire 44 years of City's "Transit First" rhetoric. 
According to City's own data and the United States census, the vast majority of travelers still use 
automobiles as their preferred mode of travel in San Francisco and the greater Bay Area and will 
continue to do so. (Nollan, supra; 483 U.S. 825; Dolan, supra, 512 U.S. 374; Ehrlich, 12 
Cal.4th 854.) 

The City's deregulation ofresidential development is transforming San Francisco into an 
overcrowded bedroom.community for tech industries with those employees often commuting 50 
miles or more daily to live in unregulated, densified residential structures in overdeveloped areas 
of the City. At the same time, employment hubs·in overdeveloped downtown, Civic Center, 
mid-Market, and other areas generate massively increased commuter traffic and transit use. 
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Even though the ProjectNex;us Study acknowledges some of the real transportation impacts of 
City's unregulated development, the TSP.does nothing to actually mitigate those impacts. 

The duty of the Board of Supervisors and this committee is to serve the public, meaning all of 
the public, including the majority of travelers who use automobiles, not just small, special 
interest groups like bicyclists who comprise less than four percent of San Francisco travelers. 
The TSF is of regional and statewide importance, since it will significantly affect traffic 
throughout the City and the region. 

The proposed legislation should be rejected. 

Mary Miles 

6 
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Evans, Derek · 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Board of Supeivisors, (BOS) 
Monday, October 05, 2015 10:37 AM 
BOS-Supeivisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS); Young, Victor; Evans, Derek 
FW: File No 150790 - Support for higher Transportation Sustainability Fee 

Fr~m: Pd Pd [mailto:pdpd71@netscape.net] 
Sent: Friday, October 02, 2015 9:06 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supeivisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: re: File No 150790 - Support for higher Transportation Sustainabflity Fee 

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

Peter DiStefano 
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.ns, Derek 

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS} 
Monday, October 05, 201510:41 AM Sent: 

To: Young, Victor; Evans, Derek; Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
Subject: FW: File No 150790/Agenda Item 3 10/5/15 - Support for higher Transportation Sustainability 

Fee 

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

Sent: Sunday, October 04, 2015 4:01 PM 
To: Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott<scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) 

<malia.cohen@sfgov.org> 

Cc: Yadegar, Danny (BOS} <danny.yadegar@sfgov.org>; Nicole Ferrara <nicole@walksf.org>; Board of Supervisors, (BQS) 

<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> . 

Subject: re: File No 150790/Agenda Item 3.10/5/15 - Support for higher Transportation Sustainability Fee 

' . 

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

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

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

Further, the legislation must be more nuanced. Ple::i.se support the recommendations as proposed by W a1k San 
Francisco and their follow advocates which include: 

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

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

Discounts must be reduced to 25% for any project early in the application process (i.e., those 
which submitted initial paperwork after July 1, 2014); current projects -- wheth~r one-day ot four-years 
into the process -- get a 5 0% discount on their fees. 

. . 
Your transit-oriented planning and density increases are death-traps in the making if the 
.:xisting DPH-documented air quality hot spots are not radically diminished as a result of 
effectively shifting commuters to transit, bike and pedestrian modes. Money, ·not 

· rhetoric, will speed the change. 

Sincerely, 2119 



Alice Rogers 

Alice Rogers 
10 South Park St 
Studio 2 

' San Francisco, CA 94107 



v'>ungJ Victor 

r-rom: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Monday, September 21, 2015 10:28 AM 
BOS-Supervisors; Ausb1;irry, Andrea; Young, Victor 
t=w: SFBOS Land Use- Sept. 21, 2015- ITEM #3 -150790 [Planning Code- Establishing a 
New ~itywide Transportation Sustainability Fee] 

From:" Aaron Goodman [mailto:amgodman@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Sunday, September 20, 2015 3:23 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS} <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 

Cc: Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.coh~n@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS} 

<jane.kim@~fgov.org> 

Subject: SFBOS Land Use - Sept. 21, 2015- 11:EM #3 - 150790 [Planning Code - Establishing a New Citywide Tr?nsportation 
Sustainability Fee] 

ITEM# 3 - 150790 [Planning Code - Establishing a.New Citywide Transportation Sustamability Fee] 
SF BOS Land Use Committee . 
Sept. 21st, 2015 

Land-Use Committee I cc:SFBOS 

- 'Ce again the public agencies have the opportunity to stand up and ta1ce action on the issue of taxation of 
..JUSing Development, Business Deve~opment, and Institutional Growth. 

The question is whether our publicly elected figures can stand up O! just follow the leader. 

TJie consistent back-up oftraffic, overcrowded muni bus :;ind trains, dilapidated stations, and lacking intermodal 
design and connectivity between systems ~hows a serious failure to plan for the future up front. 

I watched from behind a 28 sunset bus, as the driver with a loaded bus skipped multiple stops not picking up 
large groups of passengers mainly kids and seniors trying to board. I see daily increased housing development 
mostly market rate cramming jp., along with tech companies, but little improvement in surrounding stations, and 
neighborhoods to alleviate the traffic issues daily. · 

The articles below ;:tlso denote very well the issues of lacking taxation, prior and currently in regards to 
development. , . 
We are letting big developers and institutions, banks and private interests too much and not looking for the 
public's best interests. 

Please stand up and ensure that money is not funneled into private interests at the expense of our outer 
neighborhoods, and ensure that transit upgrades, improved facilities, and connectivity is the mantra through 
proper taxation ata minimum 50% above what the Planning Commissioner's approved. 

, A q a niember of the public who sees the current imbalance of spending it becomes critical to solve the problems 
w environmentally and not 20 years down the road. · 

Your riding MUNI was only a pre-view of the conditions we all will face unless adequate action and resolve is 
taken to tax market rate housing, in.Stitutional growth, and business interests equitably. 
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Sincerely 

Aaron Goodman 
b 11 Resident 
BPSCAC - Seat 8 

http://www.sfexaminer.com/new-muni-changes-may-leave-lake-merced-residents-stranded/ 

http://www.sfexaminer.com/making-up-for-a-lost-generation-of-muni-improvements/ 

http://www.48hills.org/2015/09/l 1/when-is-growth-too-expensive/ 

http://www.48hills.org/2015/09/08/a-new-subway-system-in-sf-brilliant-now-who-pays/ 
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FOl) NDED t.892 

San Francisco Group <?f the San Francisco Bay Ch.apter 
September 1, 7, 2015 

Reply to: 
Sierra Club, San Francisco Group 
85 Second Street, 2nd floor 
BoxSFG 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

September 11, 2015 

Hon. Malia Cohen 
Chafr, Land Use and Transportation Committee 
San Francisco Board of Supe_rvisors 
City Hall 
#1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place · 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re. the Transportation Sustainability Fee 

Dear Chair Cohen: 

The Sierra Club urges the San Francisco Board of Supervisors to adopt a transportation 
sustainability fee matrix that makes large commercial projects and all market-rate housing 
projects·pay for their full share of transit and transportation-related impact fees. All 
policy-based discounts should be less than 100 percent Hospitals should be assessed 
impact fees as well. Fees should be us~d to mitigate transit and transportation-related 
.impacts at the points of .impact · 

CC: 
Jane Kim Jane.Kirri@sfgov.org 
Scott Wiener scottwiener@sfgov.org 
Andrea Atisberry andrea.ausberry@sfgov.org· 
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Sincerely, 
Susan Elizabeth Vaughan 

Chair· 
. San Francisco Group 

Sierra Club · 



Board of Supervisors 
City of San Francisco 
1 Dr. Carleton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

. Re: Transportation Sustainability Fee Legislation · 

September 1, 2015 

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors: 

We are strong supporters. of the principles behind the proposed Transportation 
Sustainability Fee (TSF), and are thrilled to finally see the city move forward with a 
way to ensure that new developments, .both commercial and market-rate housing, 
help pay for the increased transportation needs they create. As anyone who lives in 
San Francisco can attest, our transportation system is over-subscribed, 
under-maintained, and often leaves people with few reliable, safe, convenient 
options. We are pleased that the Transportation Sustainability Fee reflects the City's 
goals to increase the number of people walking, biking, and taking transit, and 
believe that continued investment in our systems needs to reflect the City's 
ambitious goals. Transportation is the second highest expense for San. Francisco 
residents (second to housing), and we need to ensure that we are providing safe, 
affordable, convenient options for residents in order to help them stay and get. 
around in our beautiful city. 

As the proposal moves forward, there are a few key policy changes to strengthen 
and better align the ordinance with the City's goals. To that end, we have three 
suggestions we urge the Board of Su.pervisors, the San Francisco Planning 
Department, the.San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, and other 
stakeholders to impl~ment. 

1. Impact Fee Rates and Waivers 
The current legislation proposes a residential rate of $7. 74. per square foot, 
far below the maximum justified fee level of $30.39 identified in the first · 
nexus study. While we understand the suggestions set forth in the Economic 
Feasibility study, $7.74 per square foot is far too low· given the needs of our 
transportation system an9 the significant impact new developments have on 
our transportation system, as demonstrated in the nexus study. For far too 
long, the City has not asked developers to pay their fair share, resulting in 
unreliable service, and inadequate system for all users and ultimately a huge 
economic burden for San Francisco residents and community members.The 
need to increase the TSF is particularly critical given that other development 
i.mpact fees are being lowered 13s part of this legislation. We urge you to 
implement the $30.93 residential fee (per square foot), $87.42 
nonresidential fee (per square foot), and $26.07 for production, di.stribution 
and repair use (per square foot), commensurate with the true cost that 
development has on our transportation system, as outlined in the SFMTA's 
own transportation sustainability study. 
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We applaud the City's decision to apply TSF to market-rate housing as well 
as commercial development. The TSF appropriately waives residential fees 
for affordable housing. We are concerned, however, about the new definition 
of affordable housing· as 150% of Area Median Income (AMI). Given the 
bifurcated economic nature.of our city, 150% of AMI is a six-figure income; 
and using it as the new standard has significant policy impacts. This change, 
which based on the current language in the TSF legislation would apply to all 
development impact fees, should be reviewed on its own, if it will apply to 
development impact fees outside of the TSF. We understand that the City is 
currently adjusting the language to ensure that the 150% AMI only app.lies to 
TSF projects, and encourage the City to move forward with that change as 
well as further examining the impacts of the change to 150%1 AMI as a 
standard. · 

2. Charging for Parking 
· The amount of parking in a project is one of the most effective ways to 

influence. travel behavior. However, parking square footage is not included in 
the current fee structure. The goal of the TSP is not only for developers to 
pay for their transportation impacts, it's also to build the infrastructure 
needed to meet the City's mode-shift goals. It is. concerning that one of the 
most obvious facilitators of vehicle use will not be included in the current fee. 

The· TSP is intended to be both a. transportation funding tool and a 
transportation planning tool. To be an effective transportation planning tool, 
the TSP must be able to accurately predict the transportation impacts of 
projects, and to reduce or mitigate any negative impacts on the 
transportation system and the environment. 

Development projects can greatly reduce the environmental and 
infrastructure costs they impose on the City by reducing their dependence on 
private autos. However, the transportation. planning models that the City 
uses to calculate auto trips and our impact fee structure can't currently 
distinguish between projects that minimize transportation impacts through 
strategies like smart locations, reduced parking, transit passes, enhanced 
walking and cycling access, and those that do_n't". We are concerned that the 
TSF as proposed continues to ignore the disparate impact that projects' 
transportation choices have on the transportation system. Space dedicated to 
parking generates auto trips, yet it is not counted as part of the gross floor 
area of a development (either residential or commercial), unless it is a 
stand-alone parking garage. Auto trips are the most expensive trips for our 
city's transportation network, and given the clear link between parking 
availability and auto trip generation, space dedicated to parking should be 
included as part of a development's square footage. Building space dedicated 
to parking can be included in the fee calculations by q simple ar:nendment to 
the Planning Code - either amending Section 102 include parking as part of 
Gross Floor Area, or amending Article 4 to say that parking area counts 
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towards Gross Floor Area only for the purpose of calculating transportation 
impact .fees. 

As the City grows denser, it must refine its models for auto trip generation 
and vehicle miles travelled to more accurately account for the impact that 
residential and commercial parking spaces have on our transportation system 
and environment. 

3. Investing in the System Should be Transparent and Strategic 
To foster equity, health, sustainability, and mobility as the city grows, San 

· Frc;mcisco must invest in sustainable transportation networks t~at are safe, 
continuous and citywide - safe streets for walking, a bicycle network, a. 
transit-priority network, and a rapid transit network. TSP investments must 
be strategic, building towards a cohe·rent whole. At the same time, the 
impacts of development on SF communities can be acute and challenging. To · 
foster neighborhood livability, investments must also take into consideration 
community needs and neighborhood scale planning. We recommend that 
the TSP include a transparent, community-based. process for 
neighborhood level investments that are responsive·and timely as 
neighborhoods grow and change. 

Over the last decade, the City has adopted various Area Plans - Better 
Neighborhoods, Eastern Neighborhoods, Rincon Hill, .Transit Center District, 
etc. Those area plans rezoned land to encourage new housing and jobs. The 
plans also acknowledged that land use and transportation are two sides of 
the same coin, and accommodating new growth requires investments. in 
sustainable transportation to maintain or improve mobility and neighborhood 
livability. The current ordinance prioritizes funding for projects approved in 
local Area Plans. However, there is no specific percentage of the TSF 
dedicated to providing essential transportation improvements within the Area 
Plan as development occurs. We urge the City to set aside a portion of 
the TSF funding to implement Area Plans in which significant 
developm~nt is occurring so that transportation infrastructure keeps 
pace with the growth in housing and jobs. In communities that lack 
Area Plans, we urge the City to engage the community in a 
transparent process to identify and fund neighborhood 
transportation infrastructure priorities. Improvements to walking and 
cycling are central to most of the Area transportation plans, and as part of 
this process, the City should look at the modal funding allocations included in 
the Area Plans, which frequ.ently fund biking and walking infrastructure at 
higher levels than the TSF Nexus suggests, and use the Area Plan priorities 
to guide additional allocations. 

The transportation and streetscape plans for the city's Area Plans vary 
greatly in their currency and completeness. Area Plans will be most useful to 
both Area Plan- residents and the City as a whole when they are up to date, 
and integrate the City's other policy goals, including· modeshift, ·carbon 
emission, and Vision Zero, as well as plans for citywide networks, including 
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the Bicycle Network, transit-priority network, pedestrian network, and Green 
Connections. Where Area Plans identify specific streetscape standards or 
improvements, The Planning Code requires that large.development projects 

· install them; incorporating streetscape plans into Area Plans can leverage 
these requirements into more walkable and livable neighborhoo.ds. We 
encourage tlie city to update its neighborhood transportation and streetscape 
plans on a periodic basis, to allow them to serve as an accurate guide for 
neighborhood transportation priorities. 

We appreciate the work that has gorie into the Transportation Sustainability Fee . 
thus far, and urge the City to move swiftly to implement the fee, and its related 
Transportation Demand Management tools. The TSF is an opportunity for San. 
Francisco to lay the groundwork for a dty in which residents and visitors alike can 
navigate safely, quickly, and comfortably through the City in low-carbon, healthy, 
and efficient ways, and is critical to aligning our funding and policy goals. We hope 
that you consider these recommendations as ways to further strengthen the 
program and better align it with existing city policy. 

Sincerely, 

Noah Budnick 
San Francisco Bicycle Coalition 

Nicole Ferrara 
Walk San Francisco 

Tom Radulovich 
·Livable City 

CC: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Board, San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency f?irector Ed Reiskin, San Francisco Planning CommissiC?n, 
San Francisco Planning Department Director John Rahaim 
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September 8, 2015 

Members, Board of Supel"visors 
235 City Hall 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: Proposed Transportation Sustainability Fee, Ordinance 150790 

Dear Supervisors: 
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The organizations signing this letter strongly support the concept behind the TSF proposal, that market rate 
ho.using be required to part!cipate in the impact mitigation strategy until now represented by the Transit 

· Impact Development Fee (TIDF) imposed only on commercial and PDR development. We have followed the 
propo!?al closely.throughout its development, and have four key concerns for which we offer recommended 
changes in the legislation. We urge the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors to adopt 
amendments in these four areas to strengthen the proposal before you, and increase the benefits to the 
people of the City and County of San Francisco. 

1. Impact Fee Rates. Since initial passage of the TIDF, the City's practice has been to set mitigation fee 
rates below the full cost of development to the City and to its transit agency. The current proposal 
sets a residential rate at $7.74, which is just 25% of the maximum justified fee level of $30.93. As 
note~ in the TSF ordinance Findings: ''The TSF will provide revenue that. is significantly beloYlf the 
costs that SFMTA and other transit providers will incur to mitigate the transportation infrastructure 
and service needs resulting from the Development Projects." 

While we understand the rationale of the Economic Feasibility Study, we feel this is setting the bar 
too low given not only the nexus of growth induced impacts but also the magnitµde of the City's 
transportation revenue needs, such as the $3.3 billion of unfunded capital needs through 2030, and 
corresponding operating budget shortfalls .. A more aggressive fee level is warranted in order for 
San Francisco to ·grow sustainably, including investments in an equitable transportation system. 
We strongly u.rge you to find a middle ground between the true cost to our transportation system, 
and the currently proposed fee. Even a 33% residential fee would raise an additional $4 million . 
annually, and a 40% fee would raise over $7 million, exclusive of other amendments. 

A higher recovery rate should likewise be considered for commercial projects. 

2. Fee ''Waivers''. The TSF ordinance proposal dramatically expands the existing threshold for a 
waiver of the TSF mitigation fee for "residential ~nits currently at 80% of Unadjusted Area Median 
lncom'e (AMI} to a new threshold of 150% AMI, nearly double the income level for current waiver 
eligibility. Moreover, this waiver revision will .be applicable to all development impact fees (a total 
of six different fee programs, including Eastern Neighborhoods, Market/Octavi.a, Visitacion Valley, 
etc), not just the TSF mitigation fee. The TSF ordinance also extends this full fee waiver to all 
market rate housing projects built within HOPESF master plans. The proposal to shift public ~ubsidy 
{which is what these development mitigation fee waivers amount to) for development of units 
aimed at households earning $153,000 income (150% AMI for a 4-person family) is a very significant 
policy issue, which has not been fully vetted before the Board of Supervisors. Such a change should 
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Proposed Transportation Sustainability Fee, Ordinance 150790 
· September 8 1 2015 

Sincerely, 

,.,,.,...----.., . 

:, l ~r . 
·.'-.... r . "'"").,._.ff .. /.. -------' 

"-i /e . °""---- . . -~· 

Peter Cohen 
SF Council of Community Housing Organizations 
peter@sfic-409.q.rg 

Thea Sel~y, Chair 
San Francisco Transit Riders 
thea@nextstepsmarketing.com 

Jes.s..LCtllf LeV1VVtl1~ 
Jessica Lehman, Executive Director 
Senior & Disability Action 
jessica@lsdaction.org . 

cc: Planning Commission 
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Calvin Welch, Steering Committee 
SF Human Services Network 
welchsf@pacbell.net 

Nicole Ferrara, Executive Director 
Walk San Francisco 
nicole@walksf.org 

Robert Allen, for 
Urban Habitat 
bob@urbanhabitat.org 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Sarah Jones 
Environmental Review Officer 
Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

December 28, 2015 

Fax No. 554-5163 
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

File No. 151257-2 

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

File No. 151257-2 

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. 

This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review. 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

r;f~ 
By: Alisa Somera, Assistant Clerk 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 

Attachment 

c: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planni~ 30 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Planning Commission 
Attn: Jonas lonin 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Commissioners: 

December 28, 2015 

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

File No. 151257-2 

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 n~cessity, convenience and welfare, and findings of consistency with the 
General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

The Commission considered the original legislation (File No. 150790) on September 10, 
2015, and provided a recommendation. The duplicated ordinance is being transmitted 
pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302(b), for review and possible additional 
recommendations. 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

.a~~· 
By: Alisa Somera, Assistant Clerk 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 

c: John Rahaim, Director of Planning 
Aaron Starr, Acting Manager of Legislative Affairs 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator 
Sarah Jones, Chief, Major Environmental Analysis 
AnMarie Rodgers, Legislative Affairs 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
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TO: 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

CityHall · 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

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

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM 
Ed Reiskin, Executive Director, Municipal Transportation Agency 
Tilly Chang, Executive Director, County Transportation Authority 
Todd Rufo, Director, Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
Tom Hui, Director, Department of Building Inspection 

FROM: £Alisa Somera, Assistant Clerk 
\f'Land Use and Transportation Committee Board of Supervisors 

DATE: December 28, 2015 

SUBJECT: DUPLICATED LEGISLATION AMENDED IN BOARD 

The Board of Supervisors duplicated, from File No. 151121, and further amended on 
December 8, 2015, and it is being forwarded to you for informational purposes. 

File No. 151257-2 

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. 

If you have any additional comments or reports . to be included with the file, please 
forward them to me at the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. 
Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. 

c: Dillon Auyeung, Municipal Transportation Agency 
Kate Breen, Municipal Transportation Agency 
Janet Martinsen, Municipal Transportation Agency 
Erika Cheng, County Transportation Authority 
Cynthia Fong, County Transportation Authority 
William Strawn, Department of Building Inspection 
Carolyn Jayin, Department of Building Inspection 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

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

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITYAND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

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

Date: Monday, February 8, 2016 

Time: 1 :30 p.m. 

Location: Legislative Chamber, Room ·2so, located at City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 

Subject: File No. 151257. 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. 

If the legislation passes, the Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) fee shall be 
increased for Non-residential uses, except hospitals and health services, above 99,999 
gross square feet (gsf) from $19.04/gsf to $21.04/gsf. 

The legislation also amends some of the TSF grandfathering provisions. In 
particular, the legislation requires that Projects that receive approval of their Development 
Application after December 26, 2015, but before the effective date of the subject 
Ordinance, shall be subject to the TSF as follows: .residential use projects shall pay 50% 
of the TSF rate, along with any other applicable fees; and non-residential or PDR projects 
shall pay the Transportation Impact Development Fee (TIDF) rate per Planning Code, 
Sections 411.3(e) and 409, as well as any other applicable fees. In the case of Projects 
that filed a Development Application or environmental review application on or before July 
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEAI 
File No. 151257 (10-Day Fee Ad) 
February 8, 2016 Page2 

21, 2015, and have not received approval before the effective date of the subject 
Ordinance, they shall be subject to the TSF as follows: residential uses within those 
Projects shall pay 50% of the TSF rate, along with any other applicable fees; Non­
Residential or PDR uses shall pay the TSF, but receive a reduction equivalent to 50% of 
the difference between the TSF rate and the TIDF rate per Planning Code, Sections 
411.3(e) and 409. 

Funds collected shall be held in trust by the Treasurer and distributed, according to 
the budgetary provisions of the Charter and the Mitigation Fee Act, in order to mitigate the 
impacts of new development on the City's public transportation system. 

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable 
to attend the hearing on this matter may submit written comments to the City prior to the 
time the hearing begins. These comments will be made as part of the official public 
record in this matter, and shall be brought to the attention of the members of the 
Committee. Written comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the 
Board, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton ~oodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102. 
Information relating to this matter is available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board. 
Agenda information relating to this matter will be available for public review on Friday, 
February 5, 2016. 

DATED: January 25, 2016 
POSTED: January 29, 2016 
PUBLISHED: January 29 & February 5, 2016 

..__ 
e= ~ , CAtlv ~ 
Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 
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City Hall 
1 Dr. Ca , B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

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

TID/ITY No. 5545227 

NOTIFICACION DE AUDIENCIA PUBLICA 

JUNTA DE SUPERVISORES DE LA CIUDAD Y CONDADO DE SANFRANCISCO . 
COMITE DE USO DE TERRENOS Y TRANSPORTE 

SE NOTIFICA POR LA PRESENTE que el Comite de Uso de Terrenos y 
Transporte celebrara una audiencia publica para considerar la siguiente propuesta y 
dicha audiencia publica se celebrara de la siguiente manera, en tal momenta que todos 
las interesados podran asistir y ser escuchados: 

Fecha: 

Hora: 

Lugar: 

As unto: 

Lunes, 8 de febrero de 2016 

1:30 p.m. 

Camara Legislativa, Sala 250 del Ayuntamiento 
1 Dr. Carlton B; Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 

Expediente Num. 151257. Ordenanza que enmienda el C6digo de 
Planificaci6n para aumentar la Tarifa sabre la Sostenibilidad ·del 
Transporte para proyectos No-residenciales mas grandes que 
99,999 pies cuadrados brutos, y exige que proyectos No­
residenciales ode Producci6n, Distribuci6n y Reparaci6n (PDR) que 
hayan presentado sus solicitudes de desarrollo o medioambientales 
antes del 21 de julio de 2015 pero que aun no han recibido su 
aprobaci6n, a que paguen la Tarifa sabre la Sostenibilidad del 
Transporte con un reembolso parcial; confirma la determinaci6n del 
Departamento de Planificaci6n ·segun la Ley de Calidad 
Medioambiental de California; y realiza conclusiones, incluso 
conclusiones generales, de necesidad publica, comodidad y 
bienestar, y conclusiones coherentes al Plan General, y las ocho 
polfticas prioritarias de la Secci6n 101.1 del C6digo de Planificaci6n. 

-0-~"~ 
Angela Calvillo, 
Secretaria de la Junta 

FECHADO: 25 de enero de 2016 
ANUNCIADO: 29 de enero de 2016 
PUBLICADO: 29 de enero y 5 de febrero de 2016 
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City Hall 
1 Dr. Ca . B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

~~Wfmm~m~~tt 
±:f:fuitffl Wx:~Hlftrr~ ~fr 

BM: 2016~2 fo.I 8 B£W3~ 

~FJJ: l'lf 1~30 :fr 

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

TTD!ITY No. 5545227 

~: ml&.8 • iD*ft~li 250 ¥: • 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San 
Francisco, CA 94102 

~Jilli: ifl~~ti}.!j 151257 ° ~:r~fl?Rf7l11~*J~llIT5*155! @tr:t~1JD:k:li~99,999~J&SJZ 
:1J~R1¥J~Ff±~ffl:f:fugtfIT8'g5(wPJ:f-HJ(45t!t , :illz~>J<~2015~7 J3 21 
B ~L.M~:'>t7 *~~:£1~$~{8 IEJ*31t!t~1EB'g~Ff±~ffl:f:fu§t1IT~± 
ifE., 5t@2W{~~ (PDR) §tlIT ' ~{1:X:lillPJtt~JHfffl:illz.:YJ~Jj~~fi~5t 
Wffl ; {;&~ 1 1JDY'f'[fl~Ji[;&i$ J (California Environmental Quality 
Act) ~1timtrrft®s'g*JE; :Mzf'Ft±H§~m:w<;~ , Bi:tt5-$:ti:w<;IT , ~~m 
0~?1Trm, fU~~&tifUs'g:w<;~, t(Ez.!A!~J&•~ttrr, ~11rr5~m* 
101.1{~1¥JJ\JJ'i{l%J&~~§-¥5ll¥J:w<;~ 0 

B:w.l: January 25, 2016 
~M: January 29, 2016 
i}{;ffi: January 29 & February 5, 2016 
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