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Fll,..E NO. 151257 
AMENDED IN BOARD 

2/23/2016 ORDINANCE NO. 

I 
I [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 

I 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 Departmenfs 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 !lf Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additiqns to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough italics Times New Roman font. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font 
Board amendment deletions are in stril<ethrough Arial font. 
Asterisks (* * * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code 
subsections or parts of tables. 

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

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

19 Francisco hereby finds and determines that: 

20 (a} The Planning Department has determined thatthe 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 

I Supervisors Avalos, Campos, Mar 
I BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1 
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(b) On September 10, 2015, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 19454, · 

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

with the City's General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

incorporated by reference herein. 

Section 2. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sections 411A.3 and 

411A.5, to read as follows: 

SEC. 411A.3. APPLICATION OF TSF. 

**** 

(d) Ap.plication of the TSF to Projects in the Approval Process at the Effective Date 

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

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

20 below: 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

(1) Projects that have a Development Application approved before #le 

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

1 subject to the TIDF at the rate applicable per Planning Code Sections 411.3(e) and 409, as 
1 

well as any other applicable fees. 

Supervisors Avalos, Campos, Mar 
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(2) Projects that receive approval of their first approved Development 

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

Ordinance in Board File No. 151257. adding Section 411A.3(d)(3)(B). shall be subject to the 

TSF as follows: 

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

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

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

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

I other applicable fees. 

j (2-~ Projects that have filed ·a Development Application or environmental 
i 

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

application before the effective date of Ordinance No. the Ordinance in Board File No. 
l . . 
I 151257. adding Section 411A.3(d)(3)(8), shall be subject to the TSF as follows: 
l 

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

11 applicable residential TSF rate, as well as any other applicable fees~ 
I (B) The Non-residential or PDR portion shall be subject to the TSF~ 
I -

I 

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

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

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

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

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

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

follows: 

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

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

1
1 Supervisors.Avalos, Campos, Mar 
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(8) 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. 

The different applicability scenarios established above are summarized in this Table: 

TSF Applicability to Projects in the Approval Process 

Ai,;mroved Before 
12/25/15 

(TSF Effective 
Date) 

Ap12roved Between 
12/25/15 and the 
Effective Date of 
Ordinance in File 

No. 

Approved Afterthe 
Effective Date of 
Ordinance in File 

No. 

Residential: No fee 

Non-Residential: 
TIDF 

PDR: TIDF 

Residential: 50% of 
the applicable TSF 

rate 

Non-Residential: 
TIDF 

PDR: TIDF 

Residential: 50% of 
the applicable TSF 

rate 

Non-Residential: 
TSF. with a reduction 

of 50% of the 
difference between 

TIDF/TSF 

PDR: TIDF 

Residential: No fee 

Non-Residential: 
TIDF 

PDR: TIDF 

Residential: TSF 

Non-Residential: 
TSF 

PDR: TSF 

Residential: TSF 

Non-Residential: 
TSF 

PDR: TSF 

l
1

, Supervisors Avalos, Campos, Mar 
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**** I 
SEC. 411A.5. TSF SCHEDULE. 

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

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

l · 
I 

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 

411A.4(c) above). 

Resident!al, all units above 99 units $ 8. 7 4 for all gsf of Residential use in all 

dwelling units at and above the 1 oath unit 

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

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 $ 21.0419.04 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). 

Health Services, all gsf above 12,000 gsf $11.00 for all gsf above 12, 000 gsf 

Production, Distribution and Repair $ 7.61 

Supervisors Avalos, Campos, Mar 
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!I 
'j 
!1 l 
lj Section 3. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after l 
jj enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the l,:!.

11 
1)· I ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or th€3 Board 

1 
j of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance. _ 1 

11 I ,, l 
I• i,., lj · Section 4. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors 
!. ! !j intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles, j 

lj numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Municipal !;

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

\j additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the "Note" that appears under l 
l 1 the official title of the ordinance. . ! 

Ii APPROVED AS TO FORM; I ll DENNIS J. HERRjERA, \ity Attorney 

lj ~ 
11 By: I ___.--
·, ~ QUIDE 
j ! Deputy · ·om y 
Ji I! n:\legana\as2015\15008~0\01 OS3035.docx 

]! ,I 
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FILE NO. 151257 

REVISED LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 
(2/23/2016, 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 Departmenfs determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings, including general findings, findings of 
public necessity, convenience and welfare, and findings of consistency with the 
General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

Existing Law 

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

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

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1 



September 11r 2015 

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

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

Establishing a New·~tywide ~ran:sporlafion Susta?iability Fee 
Board File No.150790 

Plamrlng Commission Recommendation: Approval with Modifications 

. . 
Dear Ms. Calvillo and Sup.ervisor Wiener: 

9n September 10~ 2015, theSanF:rincisco,Planning CoIIIJilission conducted a duly noticed public 

hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider !he proposal introduced by Supervisors Scott 

Wiener,, Breed, and Christensen to: create a new Planning Code Section ~11\.; amend P~g 
Code Sections 411 (Transit Impact Development Fee), 401 (Definitions), and .406 {Waiver, 
Reduction, or Adjusl:men.t of Development Project Requirements); and.to make other conforming 

. ·amendmen!B to the Area Plan Fees in Planrring Code· Article 4. At fue hearini, the Planning 

Commission recommer0-ed appt<?val ~th modifications. 

The proposed amendments have been determined to be not a project 1lllder the Califomf~ 
Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15378(b)(4) and is thus exempt from environmenttl 
review. Pursuant to San Francisco's Administrative Code Seclfon 8.12.5 ''Electronic Distribution of' -
Multi-page Doaiments'', the Department is sending electronic documents and one hard copy. 
Additi.'?~ hard copies may be requested by contacting Llsa Chen at ( 415)~75-912~ · 

Supe;:rvisor, please advise the City Attorney: at yoi;rr earliest convenience if you wish to incorporate 
the ~ges recommended by the Comirrissions. 

Please find attached documents relating to the action of fue Planning CoIIIJilission, as well as a 

resolution issued by the SFMIA Board of Directors and a list of Board and public c;omments heard · 

at their Septembei: 1st meeting. If you have any questions or require further information please do 

not hesitate to contact me. 

www.sfplanninq.org 
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San Francisco, • 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

P.oc 
415.55B.64Il9 

Planning 
lnfmmation: 
415.558.6371 
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. :.:-,- ~. T ransmltal Materials . CAS~ NO. 2015-00909GPCA 

.. Establishing a New Transportation Sustai~ability Fee 
~ ~ ·. - .. .,. 

cc: 
An~ Power, Aide, Supervisor Wiener's Office 
Jon Givner, Deputy City Aftomey 
Andrea Ruiz-Esquide, Deputy City Attorney 
Nicole Elliot,, Mayor's Director of Legislative & Government Affairs 

Attachments (two hard copies of the following):_ . 
Planning Commission Resolution 
SFMfA Board of Directors Resolution No 15-123 

·. 

SFMIA Board of Directo_rs September 1st Meeting: Summary of Board Member &Public Co=nts 
Planning Department Executive Summary 

SAN FIWICISCD 
Pl.Al'llNINO. DEPAIUMENT 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT· 

Project Name: 
Case Number: 

. . Inifiateij. by: 

Stir.ff Con.tact: 

Reviewed by: 

Recammendatinn: 

Pl~nnin.g Commission 
·Resolution No. 19454 

HEARING DATE SEPTEMBER 10, 2015 

Establishing a New Transportation Sustainability Fee 

1650 Mission st 
.Suile400 
San Francisco, 
GA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
~15.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

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

· Mayor Lee and Supervisor Wiener,· Supervisor Breed, and ·supervisoi::5~::.~77 
Orristens~ / Substituted September 8, 2015 
Lisa Chen, Planner, Cityw.ide Division 
lisa.chen@sfgov.org, 415-575-9124 
Adam V arat, Senior Planner, Citywide Division 
ad.ant.. varat@sfgov.org, 415-:558--6405 
Recommend Approval 

RECOMMENDING THAT THE. BOARD OF SUPERVISORS.· ADOPT A PROPOSED 
ORDINANCE AMENDING THE PLANNING CODE BY ESTABLISHING A NEW CITYWIDE 
T~NSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE AND SUSPENDING APPLICATION OF JHE 
EXISTING TRANSIT IMPACT DEVELOPMENT FEE, WITH SOME EXCEPTIONS, AS LONG 
AS THE TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE REMAINS OPERATIVE; AMENDING 
SECTION 401 TO ADD DEFINITIONS REFLECTING THESE CHANGE:S; AMENDING 
SECTION 406 TO CLARIFY AFFOROABLE· HOUSING AND HOME!---ESS SHEL TI;R 
EXEMPTIONS FROM THF TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE; MAKING 
CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO THE AREA PLAN FEES· IN ARTICLE 4 OF THE 
PLANNING CODE; AFFIRMING THE PLANNING DEPART!\llENT'S DETERMINATION 
UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT, AND MAKING FINDINGS, 
INCLUDING GENERAL FINDINGS, FINDlN~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 (hereinafte- "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 1ong as the TSF is in effect; and 

. . 
. WHEREAS, San Francisco is a popular Flace to work, live and visit, placing strain on the City's existing. 

transportation network; and · 

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

www.sfpla..(loing.org 
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Resolution 19454 
September 10, 2015 

CASE NO. 2015-00909GPCA 
Establishing a New Transportation Sustainability Fee 

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

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

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

increased demand· for transporlation infrastructure and services, and reconunended that the TSF apply to 

bofu residential an~ non-residential development project in fue City; an~ 

WHEREAS, This fee would help 1_>ffset impacts of both residentW. and non-residential development 

projects on the City's transportation netwo_rk, inclucllng impacts on transportation infrastructure that 

support pedestrian and bicycle trav~l; and 

~EAS, The TSF rates take into consideration fue recommen~tions of a TSF Economic Feasibility 

Study that analyzed the impact of the TSF <'>n the feasibility of development projects furoughout fue City; 

and 

WHEREAS, The TSF Expenditure Plan will help enable !he San Francisco Municipal Transportation 

Agency ("SFMTA'') and other rei;ional transportation agertcieS serving San Francisco to meet the demand 

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

~, The TSF will require sponsors of development projects in the <:;ity to pay a fee that is 
reasonably related to the finan~ burden such projects impose o:i;i the City's ttansportation network; and 

· WHEREAS! Every five years, or sooner if requested by the Mayor or the Board of Supervisors, the 

SFMTA will update the TSF Economic Feasibility Study, analyzing the impact of the TSF on the feasibility 

of development, throughout the City; and 

WHEREAS, The Planning Department determined that the proposed legislation is ~ta project under the 

Califoinia Environmental Quality Act, as a "governmen~ 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 impll:ct on the enviro.iiment." (CEQA Guidelines Section 15378(b)(4)); and 

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted .a duly noticed public 

hea:ring at a regularly scheduled meeting to co~der fue proposed Ordinance bn September 10,.2015; and 

WHEREAS, the Planlling 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 

Departmenf 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 400, ·San Francisco; and . . 

. WB:EREAS, the Planning Commission has r~viewed the proposed Ordinan~e; now, therefore., be it 

2 
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Resolution 19454 
September 10, 2015 

CASE NO. 2015-00909fiPCA 
Establishing a New Transportation· Su.stainability Fee 

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

L Grandfather residential pr~jects before July .1, 2014 with a 50% fee reduction and residential 
projects after Iuly 1, 2014 with a 25% fee reduction;. 

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

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

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 ou area/neighborhood of the city, 
and/or consider removing ~e area: plan fee :reduction; and, 

6. Require economic feasibility ~ysis updates every tfyree years rather than five, and include the · 
Planning Commission as an entit)r 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, conclude5, and determines as follows: · 

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

8. The TSF is an ~cient a:r:id equitable method of providing funds to address the fransportation 
demands imposed on the City by new development pr«;>jects, . and is projected to generate 
approximately $12 billion in re~enue over the next 30 years, of which approxiffiately $420 
million wocld be new revenue. · 

9. Th~ TSF rates were set to maximize revenues for transportation and complet~ streets ~thout 
making developments too costly to build, and were based on the findings of the TSF ~exus Study 
and TSF Economic Feasibility Study. 

10. General Plan CQmpliance. The propo~ed. amendments to the Planning Code are not addressed 
in the Gen~al Plan; the 9ommission finds fu?i.t the proposed Ordinance is not inconsistent with 
fue Objectives and Policies of the General Plan. 

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

3 
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· Resolution 19454 
·September 10, 2015 

CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA · 
Establishing a New Tran~portation ~ustainability Fee 

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 prapased Ordiiumce would not ha:oe a n~gatioe imparl an neighborhood senifig retail uses and 
will not impact apporf:unifieQ for resident empfuyment in. and ownership of ~ghborhoad-seromg 
retail. 

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

Thi proposed Ordimmce fl!Duld not have a negatiue effect on housing or neighbarhoad character. 

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

The proposed Ordmance wauld:not have an adverse effect an the City's supply of affordable housing. 

4. That commuter . traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our str~ts oi: 
neighborhood par.king; 

The proposed Ordmance would not result in commuter traffic impeding MUNI transit service oT 
overburdening the strl!{;ts oT neighborhood parking, a:nd would raise revenues to ·f:nlumce tr«T1Sit service 
a:nd improve streets to meet growing demand. 

5. That ~ ~~erse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors 
from displacement due to. coqunercial office dev~opment, and that future opportunities for 
resident employment ll!ldo~hip in these sectors be enhanced; · · 

The prwosed Ordimmce would not muse displm:emen..t of the industrial ar se:roice sectors due to office 
development, and future appartunities far resident employment or ownership in these sect.ars would · 
not be impairea: · · · · · 

6. That the Cjty achieve.the great.est possible preparedness to protect against injury and toss !>flife in an 
earthquake; · 

The prapased Ordimmr;e woUld not htwe an. imparl on City's preparedness against injury and fuss of 
life in. rm. earthquake. · 

'/. That the landmarks and historic buildings be. preserved; 

The proposed Ordinance would not ha:oe an impact on the City's Landmarks aid historic bUildings. . . . 

8. That om 'parks and open space and their access to .sunlight and ~las be protected frorn 
development; 

SAN FRANGISCO 

The proposed. Ordmance wa!'11 not have an impact an t{le City's ·parks a:nd op.en space and their access 
ta sunlight and vistas. · 

Pl.ANNING DEPAlrrMENT 4 
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Resolution 19454 
September 10, 201s 

CASE NO. 2D15-009096PCA 

Establishing a New Transportation Sustainability Fee 

B. Planning Code Section 302 Findings. The·Piarming Commission finds from the facts presented 

that the public necessity, con".'enience:an~ general welfare require fue proposed amendments to 
the Planning Code as set forth in Section 302. 

NOW TIIERE.FORE BE IT RESOLVED that fue Cormrtjssion hereby recommends ihaf: the Board ADOPT 
the proposed Ordinance as described in this Resolutio~. 

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

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

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 

SAii fMNCJSCO 
PUU\INll'{G DEf'IAQTMao:' 5 
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Exec~tive Summary 
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HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 10, 2015 

Establishing a New Citywide Transportation Sustainability.Fee 
2015.-Q09096PCA [Board File No. 150790] 

Mayor Lee, Superv:iSor Wiener, Supervisor Breed, and 

Supervisor~/ SUbstilutedJuly28, 2015 

Lisa Ci.en, Planner, Citywide Division 
lisa..chen@sfgov.org, 415-575-9124 

Recommendation: 

Adam Varat,. Senior Planner, Citywide Division 
a.Pam.varat@sfgov.org, 415-558-6405 

Recom:niend Approval 

. PLANNING CODI; AMENDMENT 

The proposed Ordinance would amend· the Plam:ring c;'.ode by: ~stahlishing a new citywide 
Transportation Susbrin.ability Fee (TSF) and suspending app:qcation of ;the existing Transit Impact 

- Development Fee (TIDF), with some exceptions, as long as -the TSF remains ope_rative; ameriiling 
Sectio~ 401 to add definitions reflecting thei>e changes; amending Section 406 to clarify a!fordable 
housmg and homeless shelter exemptions from the Transportation Sustrlnability Fee; amending 
conforming am~. b? the Area ·Plan. fees m Planning Code, Article 4; affimring the 
Planning Department's determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and, 

· making findings, including general findings, findings of ·~lie necessity, convenience and 
welfare, and findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priotj.ty policies of 
Planning Code. Section 101.1. -

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

San Francisco is a popular place to work, live and visit,. placing strains" on the City's existing 
transportation network. T.l:ie City is projected to gro~ substantWiy over fue 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, tbis gro~ will result ID.more than 600,000 cars on 
ou:i: streets - or more than all the cars traveling each day on the Bay anc~ Golden Gate bridges 
combined. If we don't invest in transporta!J.on improvements cifywide, we can expect 
'unprecedented gridlock on our streets, and crowding on our buses and trains. 

. . 

The City is addressing the need to enhance and expand the ·system in a comprehensive way, 
including making multiple public inve:>bnents in key projects such as: 

1 Association of Bay ~ea Governments (ABAG), Projecfions 2013. 

www.sft: J.org 
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Executive Summary 
Hearin!:J Date: September 10, 2015 

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

• Transit capital and operational invesbnents (Central Subway, Muni Forward, Bus 
Rapid Transit Projects, etc.) 
Bicycle infra.st:rui:ture (protected lanes, parking, etc.} 

• 'Pedestrian safety (VISion Zero, Walk First, etc.) 

The Transporf:af:ion Sustainability Program ("TSP"} is an :i:aitiaf:ive aimed at improving and 
expanding the transportation system to help accommodate new growth, and creating a policy 
framework for private developmeut to contribute to :urinirnizing its impact on the transportation 
system, including helping to pay for the system's eohancem~t and expansion. The TSP is a joint 
effort by :fue Mayor's Office, the San Francisco Pl.arming peparlrn.ent, the San Francisco County 
Transportation Authority and the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), 
co:mpri.Sed of the following three ~omponents: · 

1. invest Fund Transportation Improvements to Support G:rOwth. The propos~d 
Transportation Sustamability Fee ("TSF"). would be assessed on new development 
including resideuti.al development, to help furi.d :improve:rru!nts to transit capacity and 
reliability as well as bicycle and pedestrian improvements. 

2. Align: Modernize Enviroillnental Review. This component of the TSP will change how 
the City analyzes impacts of new development on fhe transportation system under the 
California Environmental. ~ty Act (CEQA). This reform has b~en prompted by 
California State Bill 7 43, which. requires that the existing Level "Of S~ce (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 gllide1ines, and are expected to release ·new CEQA guidelines ·m. 

. 2016. 

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

These thiee components are discrete policy initiatives that are programmat:i,cally linked through 
fue TsP. The focus of this Planning Code amendment is on fhe first component of the program, 
fhe ';rransportation Sustainability Fee_(ISF), which was introduced at the Board of Supervisors by 
Mayor Lee and co-sponsoring Supervisors Wiener, BJ:f'.!ed, and Cluistensen on July 21st, 2015 
[BOS File No. 150790]. The changes to CEQA are being led at the state level, while the TDM 
componeut 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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CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA 
Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) 

network ~ prepare .it for the future. The T~:k Force found that in order to meet current need 
and fuinre demand, fue City needs to invest $10 billion in transportation :infrastructure through 
2030, mcludfilg $6.3 bWiori m new revenue. In November 2014, San Francisco voters passed · 
Proposition A, approving a $500 million one-time mvesfme:nt in transportation infrastruqure.. 
They also passed Proposition B, which is ,projected to contribute about $300 million for 
transportation over the next 15 yeai:s. These funds are dedicated to improving the City's existing 
transportation· infrastructure and do not materially· address fue 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 £uncling ~P- The · 
TSF would replace fhe current Transit Im.pact Development ·Fee (TIDF; Plamring Code Sedio~ . 
. 4J.l), which is a citywide impact fee on nonresidential development and would expand 
applicability to mclude both larger market-rate residential ap_d · nomesid£ntial uses. 
Developments would pay the·proposed fee, contril;iuting a portion of fheir fair share to help pay 
for transportation system expansion and efficiency measures to serve fhe demand created by new 
residents and workers. -

On May 15, 2012, Mayor Lee, along wiih· co-sponsoring Supervisors Wiener ~d Olague, 
mtroduced a. previous ordinance to e5tahlish a Transportation Sustainability Fee [BOS File no. 
120524], whith was proposed to replace fhe TIDF and expand applicability to residential and . 
nonprofit uses. At fhat time, fue fee was contemplated as both a mitigatio~ fee rmder CEQA and 
a development :impact fee, and a draft nexus study and economic feasibility study were 

· develop~cl · 

The TSF was reintroduced by Mayor Lee and co-sponsoring S1;ipervisors Wiener, Breed, and 
Christensen on July 21, 2015. As part of the new proposal, fue CitJ and fue San Francisco County 
Transportation Authority have reconfigured fhe prograin and are now proposing the TSF as a 
development :impact fee only. This proposal mcludes 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 mtended to offset impacts of new development on 
the City's transportation network, includfilg ·transit capital maintenance, transit expansion and 
reliability, and pedestrian and bicycle projects..2 

In fue comse of developing fhe TSF proposal, staff conducted _extensive outreaclt to affected 
stakehoiders to solicit feedback on fue fee. Pi,rblic outreach included but was not limited to the 
followmg groups: Citizen Advisory Committees (SFMI'A, SFCTA, Eastern Neighborhoods,· 
Market & Octavia); SFCTA Board; Housing Action Coalition; Chamber of Commerce; Residential 
'Build~s Association; BART; Hospital Co11nci1; SFMI'A Board Policy and Governance Committee . 
and Full Boar~ San Frap.cisco Bicycle Coalition; WalkSF; residential and commercial real estate 
developers; participants :in the Muni Equity Strategy Working Group - mcluding O:rinatown 
~mmu:rri.ty Development· Center, Transit Riders, Senior & Disability Action, Council of 
Commu:rri.ty Hou.sing Organizations; SPUR; BOMA; San Francisco Labor Council; the Small 
Business Commission, and ofuers. A full schedule of outreach meetings and public hearings is 

2 The Complele Slr~ts nexus was established by the Citywide Nexus Study available at 
http://www.sf-p~.org/flp/files/p~-and-p:rograms/plan­

implementation/201404D3_SFCityWideNexusAnalysis_Marcb2014.pd£ 
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attached (Exhibit F). Staft considered the feedback received during this process when drafting the 
pr?posed legislai:ion.. 

The Way It Js Now: 

The Tral:is.i.t Impact Development Fee, or TIDF (Seclion 411), is an impact fee levied on most nOII:- . 

residential development citywide and serves as .. fue City's p:r:irnarY mechanism to offset the 
impacts of new development on the transportation system... Revenue generated by the fee is 
directed to fue SFMI'A and used fu fund Muni transit capital and preventive maintenance. F:irst 
enacted in the Downtown area by local ordinance in 1981, the fee has been amended :in 2004, 
2010, and 2012 to expand both the geographic scope and the types of development subject to the 
fee, in recognition that a broad range of uses have impacts on the City's transit system. The TIDF 
rates are applied to seven ~on-residential economic actiVity categories as follows: 

Table 1. trans:itln;tpact: DeveiopmentFee (TIDF) 

(2015 !Mes> . 

Use Fee [$/G;SF] 

Management Information, and Professional Services $13.87 

Retail/Entertainment $14li9 

Cultura]/Institution/Education $14-59 

Medic.al $14li9 

Visitor services $13.87 

Museum. $12.12' 

PDR $7Ap .. 

Th~ TIDF does not apply to residential uses, allil crn:rently there is no citywide transportation 
impact fee on residential uses. However, :in many plan areas, both resideni:ial and nonresidential 
projects pay an area plan impact fee that allocates a portio~ of revenues to transportation with:in 
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. 

Tue TIDF also exempts properties owned and operated by non-profits (through a Charitable 
Exemption process per Section 411.8) and by the city, ~te, 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 applicai:ion of the fee would violate the terms of that plan or 

agreement. 
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Required paymen~ of the TIDF is triggered by an application for any of the follow.ing: 

• New construd:ion of 800 square feet or greater; 

• Additions of greater than 800 sqiia:re feet to an existing building; and,. 

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

A prior use credit is available for existi:i;ig uses on the project site, as long as such uses were an 
approved and aclive use wifhlnfive years prior to the date of the development applicatio:p.. 

Finally, the existing TIDF includes a Policy C.redit 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 fuey 
qualify as ~ small business (defined as a business that is less thail 5,000 square feet; formula retail 
uses are ineligible). Credits are available first-come, first-served ·an 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 resid~ develapments, and large 
non-profit universities (those fhat are required to submit a·full Institutional Master Plan per 
Section 304.5). Under the TSF, there would be no change in the status quo for the vast majority of 
nonprofits, who would continue to be eligibie for a Charitable Exemption. 'l1tf? TSF would 
'consolidate land use categories into residential, non-residential, and PDR, consistent wifu other 
Pla:oiring 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 Im.pact Development Tra~ortation Sustainability Fee 

.. . Fee(TIDF) CTB!?) 

Use· [$/GSF] . [$/GSFJ 

Residential n/a $7.7.4 
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 fu.e total cost to the City of providm.g transit servir;e to the new 
population, based on the increased transpbrtati.on ·demand from new development. The TSF 
Economic Feasibility Study evaluated fu.e potential impact of a range· of fee levels on new 
development, to determine how :high fees could be set without making projects too cosfly to 
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build. See the following secrums for further Qiscussion of how the proposed fee amounts were 
established . 

The legislation w~d :require the City to update the TSF Econo~c Feasibility Study evety 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-fue TSF Nexus Study and th~ TsF 
Economic Feasibility Study. The TSF Nexus Study, developed. by Urban Economics, is)ntended 
to meet the requiren:ients of the California Mitigation Fee Act (California Governp:tent Code 
Sectj.on 66000 et seq). This statute establishes requirements and principles for local jt:µ:isdictions to 
impose certain fees as a condition of development approval One of.the requirements is fuat tl}e 
local jurisdiction establish a reJl.Sonable relationship or "nexiis" between the impacts of new 
development and the use of the proposed fee. 

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

Table 3: ~um Justified TSF1per Building Square Foot (2015 dollars) 

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

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

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

1. The TSF Nexus Study describes fue IDBXlmmn amount of development impact fees that can be charged for transit 
3.rui complete streets projec!B, 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 SanF~ G.tywide Nexus Study (2014). Includes bicycle f:acililies plus pedestrian and 
other streetsca.pe Jnfrastructure. 

'The nexus study methodology ID.valved. estimating fue demand for new IDfrastruCtu:re, based on 
a consistent set of develo:Pment estimates for 2010 ai:td land use projections for io@. These 
estimates are converted to trip ~ati.on estimates and used to evaluate the impact of 
development .on the trani>portation system, and subsequently, the Cost of new :infrastructure 
needed to address this demand. Furfuer :information on the land use and trip generati.on 
·assumptions used to establish the maximum justified TSF rates can be' found in Appendix A of 
the TSF Nexus_ Study. 3 

• Residential trip generation calculafions are based on housing unit sizes from the Eastern Neighborhoods Nexus Sbldy 
.(2008)- Nonresideniial trip generll:tion calculalioru are based on trip generation rates from fue TIDF Nexus Study (2011) 
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The nexus study detemrines the legally justified maximum rafe that can be charged to new 
d~velopment. ht order to understand the :implications of the fee on new developm~t the Gty 
also commissioned a TSF Economic Feasibility Study to help de~e the ultimate fee rates. 

TSF Economic Feasibility Study 

. Uie concurrent TSF Economic Feasibility Study, conducted by Seifel Consulting,. he1pe4 inform 
what fee levels would maximize transportation revenues, without stiffing development or 
causing housing and commercial real estate 'costs to :increase substantially. The study evaluated 
fue potential :impact of fue proposed U?F on new residential and non-residential developments 

· citywide, by modeling fue ~feasibility of ten development prototypes (seven: residential, 
furee nonresidential) rmder se1.;·eral fee scenarios, repres~t:ing fee ra:teS ranging from 100% to 

250% of levels initially proposed :in fue' 2012 TSF proposed ordinance. Tiris 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 fuat 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 m 2012 (accounting for cost inflation). These fees would amount to an :increase of 
roughly 1 to 2% ol construction costs for residential developments, and less than 1% of 
constructio:q costs for noni:esidential projects, dep~ on project and consfrq.ction type. The 
study found fuat tltls would not have a major impact on overall project feasibility or resulting 
housing costs mneighborhoods where most new. development is occurring. 

The study a1s; found· fuat raising the TSF above fuese proposed amounts coll!.d :inhibit 
development fyasiliility:in some areas of the city and for s0me project types. NeW' development m 
certaffi :neighborhoods in fue Gty- such as fue western neighborhoods and outer Mlssion - have 
lower than average price levels and rents and may not be financially feasible given the current 
high cost of constructipn relative to potential revenues. While the TSF itself Will not cause these 
developments to be :infeasible, it may further d!fil:ance fuese areas _from development feasibility. 
As the City wants to ensure that new hous:i:rig and other development can occur :in these areas, 
the study recommended setting fees no higher than what was ulfunately proposed :in ilie TSF 
ordirtance. As part of fue TSF prpposal, the Gty will renew fue economic feasibility analysis 
·every fiye years - or sooner if requested by the Mayor or the Board of Supervisors - to ensure 
fuat fue fee levels are appropriate. 

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

and employmi;nt density factors that are ronsistenl: with the Plamrlng Depm:tmenrs land use alloratlon tnol, with the 
exception of oftice development Office trip generation calculafions utilize the TJDF trip generation rale and an 
employment density factor that blends the citywide factor w.ith the r~ceal: figure idenlified in the Central SoMa draft BIR 
analysis, which found that the area has higher employment densifies than the city average (see Table A-3 of the 1SF 
Nexus Study for mm:einfonnalion). · · 
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Tabl 4.Pr e opose dF eescompare dioT "t dC rans1 an 1 t Str tsN omp. e e ee exus 
Transit: · Compl.ete streets: 

Proposed TSF Total fees as a% of maxim.um ·Total fees as a % of maximum 
Use ($/GSF) justified. nexus1 fustified nexus1 

Residenfial $7.74 33°/o-34% 3%-99% 
(in area pl.tm.s: 33% - 343)' (in area plans: 30% - 993) 

Non- $18.04 21%-32% 8%-B9%. 

residential (in area plans: 22% - 323) (in area plans: 18% - 89%) 
PDR $7.61 32%-33% 7% 

(in' area plans: 32% - 33%) (in area pl.ans: 7%) 
1. "Total fees as a% ofmaximumjustifiednexus'' includesportions of areaplanimpactfeesthatfile dedkated to transit 
and complete slrects.projects, with the exception of the Transit Center District Plan area. That area p~ fee (the Transit 
Center Transportation & Street Improvement Fee) has a separate nexns design~ for specific projects meant to address 
the substantial impai::ts on transit associated with areas devcloped to such a high level of density. 

TSF Applicability and Exemptions 

The proposed TSF would apply to any development project fuat results ID: 

• More fuan.20 Il:ew dwellingunits 

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

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

• · Changes/replacement of use from a category wi~ 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 TIDFFee Trigger Proposed TSF Fee Trigger 
Non-res~dential New_ amsb:uction of 800 sf or greater New consi;ruction of 800 sf or greater 
andPDR 

Additions of 800 sf or greater Additions of 800 sf or greater 
! • 

' 
Residential n/a Any developmen,t (new construction or 

(not assessed on residenfial) additions) that results in more than 20 new 
unih; 

New group housffig facilities or additions of 
800 sf.or more to an existing facilily 

Changes of use All. changes of use of 800 sf or greater All changes of use, 

except fur small ~inesses 
(see below) 
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, 
Under the proposed TSF, fue following types of development would be exempt from paying the. 
fee. Many of these exemptions are in~ded to ensij.Ie that the TSF is aligned with. other citywide 
policy goals (e.g. :increasing production of affordable housing). 

• Affordable .housing: income-restricted .housing unifs up to 80% of AMI, consistent 
with. other Planning Code impact fees; :income-:resl:ricted middle-mcom.e units up to 
150% of AMI if they are located kt a building where all of the l.IDj.ts are mcome­
:restrii:ted. Inclusionary housing units as required under Sedion 415 would sfill be 
subject to the fee. 

• HOPE SF projects, includirt.g 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 fonnitla retail. 

• No:p.-profi.t instib.ltions (same as existing .TIDF), except for large non-pro.fit 
·universities fuat are required to submit a full Institutional Master. Plan (Section 
304..5). 

o Non-profit hospitals would. con~e to be exempt However, the ordinance 
proposes. that the Board of Supervisors may vote to ·apply fue TSF to 
hospitals w~en California's Seismic Safety Law: requirements are exhausted 
( ctn:rently 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 fue terms of ~t 

plan or agreerrient (same ~-existin!? TIDF). · 

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

The proposed TSF would eliminate the current TIDF requireritent for prior uses to be active 
within the last five years in order to r~ceive a fee credit; which would increase the number of 
projects th.at would be eligible to receive a· credit for prior uses on sita This change would 
streamline admin,istrati.on of the fee and is consistent with the way other area plan fees are 
as~essed in fue Plann:ing Code. 

The proposal would also eliminate the policy credits program currently m the TIDF, which is a 
first-come, first-served program to reduce or eliminate fees for sma1l ~esses and projects that 
~educe onsite parking. The TSF proposes a small buslltess exemption that would, :in effect, 
~and the existmg policy crec#t System and apply it to all'qualify:ing sma1l businesses, obviating 
fue :i:i-eed for a credit The -TSF would not provide any reduction or credit for projects that reduce 
onsite parking. The existing policy credit system does not serve as an adequate incentive for 
developers to reduce their parking supply, as the available credits are vety limited in scope and 
are typica1ly ex_r.ended ~y in the year. However, parking reduction is being contemplated as 
one of the to9ls th.at :may be ID.eluded in a future Trl!DSPortatlon Demand Management program,. 
which is another component of fue TSP. 
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Relationship to Area Plan Fees 

Developments ID. many plan areas -where much of the city's growth is concentrated- curren~y 
pay area plan impact fees that require a $pecific porti0n of revenues to be allocated to transit 
and/or complete streets projects. Under the TSF proposal, residential projects ID. some area plans 
may be eligible for a reduction of fhei:r 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 ~ee (the proposed TSF) and the full area plan :impact 
fee, as tJ;iey do nnder fue existing TIDF. 

The area plan fee reduction for residential. uses wmtld be equal to the b:ansit .componenf of the · 
area planinfrasb:uctru:e fee, up to the fy1l amount of the TSF. (For example, the Market & Octavia . 
Commmrl,ty hnprov~ts Fee onresiden:tial uses requires 22% of fee revenues to be allocated to · 
transit projects, so the fee reduction would be $10.92/GSF (2Gl5 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 ID. full, and would _not receive any fee reduction 

for this amount 

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

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

Ne:t11£W resideJttial fee 
Area plan residential (Proposed TSF Rate, 

fee redu.d:i.on Less area plan fee reduction) 
Pian area ($/GSF) ($/GSF) 

Outside of Area Plans $0.00 $7.74 

Eastern Neighborhoods 

Tierl $0.97 $6.77 

Tier2 $1.46 $6.28 

Tier3 $1.94 $5.80 

Balboa Parle $1.17 $6.57 

Market & Octavia $2.40 $5.34 

Van Ness & Marlcet SUD $4.00 $3.74 

Visitacion v alley1 · $0.00 $7.74 

Rincon Hil11 .. $0.00 $7.74 

T~lUIBit Center District Plan (TCDP)2 

Ti.er 1 (FAR belnw 1:9) $0.00 $7.74 

Tier 2 (FAR 1:9to1:18) $0.00 $7.74. 

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

reduction. 
:2. Transit Center I)istrictPlan is not eligil>le for an area plan fee iiduciion. The Transit Center Txanspm:fution and Street Improvement 

Fee is designated to address the suhsfBntial impac1x on transit associated with development to such a high deirree of density. 
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Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF} 

Grandfathering of Projects in the Development Pipeline 

The proposed legislation includes a grandfafuering provision for projects that are currerJfly under 

review by fue City, in recognition of the fact that such projects may not have anticipated the cost 

of the. TSF when making past :fin.anci.al decisions about their development projects. The 
grandfathering proposal is as follows: · 

• Projects that have received a planning entitlem~t 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 amormt 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 $12 billioii. in over 30 jrears. If the fee is 
not aq.opted, the TIDF would genera~e abo:ut $24 million a year on average for transit capital and 
maintenance projects. The TSF is eipected to generate an additioruu $14 million a year in :reyenue 

- resulting in over $400 million in :i;tet new revenue over 30 years. It will expand eligiWe 

expenditu:res to :include ·transit service _expansion and :reliability :improvements, 

bicycle/pedestrian projects, and program administration,. :in addition to the transit capital 
maintena:O.ce 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 graii.dfather:ing. 

Table 7: Projected TSFRevenues (2015$) 

Cate?;ory. Amtual revenue 30-year re:oenue 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 

TotalTSF $38,000,000 $1,170,000,000 
l. Includes projected.revenue loss due to exemptions fur affordable hotising, small residential.~ 20 units), small 
busmesses, andnon-profifs, plus grancl.fal:hering for projects in development pipeline. 
2.. Figures are rounded to nearest$1000. · · 

Tables 8 an<:f 9 show how the TSF _expi;nditure program would be allocated among project types. 
TSF revenue would help fund projects that fall w:iflrln these categories, such as {but not limited 

to): the expansion of the Muni fleet, reliability and travel time :improvements projects, upgrades 
to Mimi maintenance facilities, :improvements to regional transit (such as retrofitting BART t_ra:in 
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. cars to provide more space for passengers and bikes), and improvements to bike and pedestrian. 
infrastructure. 

Project t:y-pe 

Table B. TSF Expenditure Program (Proposed Table 41:l.A.6A) 

(except Rincon Hill and VISitacion Valley) 

% expenditure 

enditu:res) 

Table 9. TSF Expenditure Program (Proposed Table 411A.6B) 

(in Rincon Hill and Visitacion V alleyi) 

61% 
32% 
2% 
3% 
2% 

Project t:ype · % expenditwe 

61% 
35% 

1.. The 1SF experulitm;eplaninRinronBilland V:isilacion Valleyai:ea plans does not allocate funds to 

complete streets, as ihese area plan fees do not include any transit expendib.n:es and al:read:j allocate a 
high proportion of funds to complete streets ll:nprov~. 

2% 
0% 
2% 

}lee revenues would be collected by the Planning Department and then routed to fue SFMTA to 
be allocated through an :interagency process -that will be ouilined in a Memorandum of . 
Understandffig, curr~tly being developed.. The SFMTA and 1he Mayor's Office, as part of the. 
regular budgeting process, will develop a five-year spending plan and a two-yea"t expenditure. 
budget for eacl:t category. AB part of ibis process, SFMTA and the Mayor's office will confer with 
the County Transportation Aufhority: Every two years the Controller's Office will produce a 
report iQ.entifying the fees collected and aclnal expenditures by project in ~ch category, which 
will be reviewed at the City's Capital Planning Co:rmnittee. 

In order to respond to co:rn:ri:tunity feedback that projects should prioritize areas where significant 
growth is anticipated to occur, Iangiiag~ was added m the substitute ord:inance (ID.traduced July 
28, 2015) specifying that the expenditure plan shall give priority to transportation projects 
identified :in. area plans. 

777 
12 



Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: September10, 2015 

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

Other amendments to-~e Plamrlng Code 

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

ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS 

TSF Public Outreach and Comment 

City staff c6nducted outreach on the TSF to key stakeholders who would be impacted by the fee, 
. including: Citizen A4visory Committees (SFMTA,. SFCTA, Easiern Neighborhqods, Matlcet & 

Octavia); SFCTA Boarn; Housing Action Coalition, Oi.amber of Commerce, Residential Builders 
Asso~tion, BART, Hospital Council, SFMTA Boa:rd Policy and Governance Committee and Full 
Board, San Francisco Bicycle Coalition, Walle SF, residential and commercial real estate 
developers, participants in the Muni Equity~ Strategy Working Group - including Chinatown 
Commmrity Development ¢enter, Transit Riders, Senior & Disability Action, Council of 
Commmrity Housing Organizations; SPUR; BOMA; San Francisco Labor COuncil; the Small 
Business Commi,ssion, and others. The proposed legislation incorporates the feedback staff 
received as part of the stakeholder engagement process. A full schedule of outreach meetings and 
public hearings is attached (Exhibit F). 

The SFMTA Board of Directors unanimously resolved to support adoption of fhe TsF without 
modifications at their September 1st m~eting, a.S did the SmalJ. B~ss Commission at their 

. ·August 24th meeting. Most ~eholders, :including residential developers, expressed support for 
the legislation and acknowiedged that new · development needs to contribute to fund 
transportation improvements. Stal<eholders raised several issues during the public outreach,. as 
follovis: · 

Small Businesses 

1;h.e Small Business Commission had questions about the applicability of the fee, particulatly as it 
relates to the 5,000 square foot threshold. S:imilatly, the Chamber of Commerce had qnestions 
about the applicability of the fee to changes of use as well as to forinula 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 August241h hearing, 
the Small Business Commission voted unanimously to issue a resolution . in support of the 
Transportation Sustainability Fee, wifhout modifications . 

.Area Plan. CA.Cs 

Members of the Marl<et/Octavia and Eastern Neighborhoods Community Advisory 'comtn:ittees 
(CACs) expressed general support of fue overall fee concept They also indicated a desire to 

·ensure that funding would he allocated to projects within the respective area plans. 'f o a.cl.dress 
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this concern,. the proposed legislation states that when allocating revenues, priority should be 
given to specific projects identified ID. 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). 

Devellrpriient Community 

Staff from residential and commercial development firm.S aclmowledged that new development 
may furlher strain our transportation system, and they were generally supportive of ihe 
proposed TSF amounts. However, some developers noted that the grandfathering rates for 
residential uses were set too hlgh (inifull.y proposed at 75% of the TSF rate, versus 50% ill the . 
current proposal) which could make some projects currently ill the development pipeline 
:infeasible. Further, some residential builders noted that the fee might disproportionately burden 
smaller residential projects, which led to !he development of the fee exemption for projects 20 
units and smaller. · 

Traiiq;orta.tion & Other Advo~tes 

. F:inally, some advoc;ates have expressed concerns with respect to the fee not bcing hlgh 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 currf7Iltly considered as part of 
gross squa;i:e footage for the purpose of calculating Plannffig Code :impact fees. AI; ~cribed 
above, fue fee amounts were set based on the findings of fue TS11 Economic Feasibility Study, 
wifu the goal of :maximizing transportation revenues whlle maintaining economic feasibility in a 
:range of neighborhoods around fue city. See the "Basis for Recommendation" ~ection below for . 
further disCUBsion of these findings. 

Potential Modificafions to the Ordinance 

As part of fue continued public outreach process that occurred ill August ( coincicling with the 
recess at the Board of Supervisors), tecl:rrrica1 code issues were· identified that require 
moclifications to tbe orclinance as substituted on July 28, 2015. These issues a:re minor. and :q.on­
substantive :in nature, and they are expecred to be addressed ID. an additional substitute version 
of the ordinance. Any such changes will be identified :in a: subsequent memo to the Planning 
Coromission. 

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 
. . 

Tue proposed Ordinance is before fue Commission so that it may remmmend adoption, rejection, 
or adoption with moclificaiions to fue Board of Supervisors. 
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CASE NO. 20.15-009D96PCA 
Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSP) 

RECOMMENDATION 

The Department recommends that the Commission recommend approval of the proposed 
Ordinance and adopt the aJ;tadted Draft Resolution to that effect. · 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

The proposed TSF is projected to generate. approximately $1.2 billion in revenue for 
transportation and·=plete streets projects to accommodate the G.ty's expected growili,. w;hidt 
represents over $400 million net new revenue above current TIDF and Area Plan :impact fees. 
This revenue would help address fun~g needs_ identified by the TSF N~ Study ~d the 
M:yors Transportation Task Force, and would support the City's Transit First Policy by funding 
more transit vehicles, faster and more reliable transit, and safer streets for all users. During the 
development of the TSF, outreadt was conducted with key stakeholders to :inform them about the 
fee and solicit feedback, much of which haS been :incorporated:in the proposed ord:inance. 

Combined wifu the other two components. of the Transportation Sustainability Program, the TSF 
would ensure that new developments are doing their part to .contribute to :improve the 
transportation system; as well as :rninimi.ze their :imp?-cts by encouraging more sustainable modes 
of travel. If adopted, the TSF would·be the first citywide transportation fee on residential uses,· 
ensuring that ~-rate residential developers thro~ghout the city are payiri.g to :improve the 
transportation system. to serye new growth. The fee would also represent ihe 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 
i:ransportation.. The economic feasibility study found that these fees would not have a significant 
impact on developll!-ent feasibility or housing costs across the city. 

Fee amounts were set with ihe goal of maximizing transporta1ion revenues, :without illhiliiting 
development feasibility. The ~dy found i:hiif fee amounts above fb,ose proposed in th~ TSF 
ordinance could negatively impact development feasibility for some project types and :in some 
areas of the tjty. Further, ihe study noted that jf the real estate market w~e to experience a · · 
downturn sudt that future revenue growfu is :insufficient to cover construction and oihe.r. 
development costs, new development will be more sensitive to higher impact fees. For these 
reasons, the study recoro:inended that the TSF be established at no more than 125% of the initial 
fee levelS, whlCh is consfuten.t with the fee amounts proposed in the TSF orclinance. 

Similarly, the TSF grandfathering proposal for residential projects was developed to ensure that 
the fee does not cause projects currently m the pipeline to become lnfeasible. Members of the 
·development commurtlty acknowledged the need fot additional transportation funding, but ' 
indicated that payment of 75% of ihe fee (ihe ampunt :initially proposed during the ou,treadt 
process) would be difficult for projects already in the development pipeline that haven't 
budgeted for ihis cost in their pro fonnas. However, they indira.ted that most resmential projects 
could likely support a 50% fee amount. 
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Although stakeholders have voiced feedback that the :income criteria. for ~ proposed middle­
mcome exemption is too high,, staff from fhe Mayor's Office ·of Housing and Comm.unity 
Development (MOHCD) have confirmed that fhe 150% AMI fureshold is appropriate and 
consistent with fhe agency's eligibility criteria for ~Middle Income Rental Housing ~gram-4 

Flnail.y, in response to stakeholder cO:rnments, staff have investigated whefher :impact fees could 
be ass~sed on space devoted to acC:essory parking. They found that charging such uses cannot 
be justified by the TSF Nexus Study, as fhe study did not include an analysis of whefher fhe 
amount of accessory parking haS a corresponding impact o~:increased demand for transportation 
services. However, as mentioned above, parking reduction may be one of fhe tools considered as 
part of the "Fransportation Demand Management program currently under develoJ2ment by fhe 
City. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
. . 

The proposal to create a new Plaruring Code Section 411A; amend Plarrn:ing Code Sections 411 
(Trmt Im.pact Development Fee), 401 (Definitions), and 406 (Waiver, Reduction, or Adjustment 

of Development Pr?ject Requirements); and-to make other conforming amendments to fhe Area 

,. P1f!Il "Fees in P~g Code Article 4 is exempt ·from environmental review under Section 
· 15378(b )(4) of fhe CEQA Guidelines . 

. , RECOMMENDATION: Recommendation ~f Approval 

Attachments: 
ExbfuitA:. 
ExbfuitB: 
ExbfuitC: 
ExbfuitD: 
ExbfuitE: 
ExbfuitF: 
ExbfuitG: 

Draft Plann:ing Commission Resolution 
Board of Supervisors File No. 150790 
CEQA Findings 
San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) Nexus Study 

· San Francisco Transpo~tion Sustainability Fee Economic Feasibility Study· 
TSF Stakeholder Outreach Llst 
Public Comments 

4 More info=ation on ihe :Middle Income Renfal Housing Program is available at hll:p://sf- · 
moh.org{mdex.aspx?page=l411. 
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. SAN FRANCISCO 
MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

RESOLUTIONNo.15-123 

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

WHEREAS, Since 1981, the City has imposed a TransitJmpactD_evelopmentFee ("TIDF") 
on new developm~nt in the City, first limited to office space in fue 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 
Authori.fy have worked to develop a comprehens~ve citywide transportation fee and supporting nexus 
study (the "TSF Nexus Study''); and . 

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

WHEREAS, This fee. would help offset impacts of both residential and non-reside~tial 
development projects on the City's transportation network, including impacts on transportation 
inftastnicture that support pedestrian and bicycle travel; and, 

WHEREAS, As part ~f 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 IA, 

imposing a citywide transportation fee, the Transportation Sustamability Fee, which will help enable 
tQ.e 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 servi~e, and · 

. . 
WHEREAS, Section 41 IA will require sponsors of development projects in the City to pay a 

fee that is rea.Sonably related to the financial burden such projects impose on the City's iranspo,rtation 
network; and .. 

. WHEREAS, The TSF is an efficient and.equitable method of providllig funds to address the 
transportation demands imposed on the City by new de".'elopment projects; and · 

WHERE{\.S, Every five years, or s~oner if requested by the Mayor or the Board ~f 
Supervisors, fue SFMTA will update the TSF Economic Feasibility Study, analyzing the impact of· 
the TSF on.the feasibility of development, furoughoutthe City and · 

WHEREAS, The TSF would replace the TIDF, suspending the TIDF as long as the TSF 
remains in effect, and 
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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 Dep~ent determined that the proposed legisl~tion is not a 
project nnder the California EnvU:onmental 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 i~ 

RESOLVED, That th~ 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 fue San Francisco Municipal Transportation 
Agency Board of Directors at its meeting of September I. 2015 .. 

y~ 
Secretary to fue Board of Directors· 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 

783 



SFMfA Board Hearing: September 1, 2015 . 
Item 12: Recommending that the Board of Super-Visors approve legislation establishing the 
Tran:sportation Sustainab~ty Fee. 

Summary of Board Member~ Public Comments 

Board Member comments: 

Cheryl Brinkman: 
• Explain the accessory parking issue and why it is not J;onsidered part of Gross Floor Area 

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

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

Gwyneth Borden: 
• LOS reform is exciting. 
• Hospitals which have completed th~ir 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 eystem. 

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. 

P~blic .comm~nt: 

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

Members of the public expressing opposition: Herbert Weiner 

Members of the public expressing neither support nor opposition: Edward M~on · 

· Edw:ard Mason: 
• There should be no exemptions from the fee, including singlC-family home. 
• Why is this program so late? 
• Will VMT take into account TNCs? 
• Should have mitigations at the point of origin. 
• Needregi.onal bus service. 
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SFMTA Board Hearing: September 1, 2015 . 
Item 12; Recommending that the Board of Supervisors approve legisl;i.tion establishing the 
Transportation Sustainability Fee. · ' 

KathyDeLuca (WalkSFJ: 
• ·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. 
• Sho~d charge for accessory parking. 

Howard Strassner:· 
• Fee should be higher. · 
• Should charge f01; accessory parking.' 

. Tyler Frisbee (San Francisco Bicycle Coalition): 
• Strong support 
~ Fee should be higher. 
• Should charge for access~ry parking. 

Tim Colen (SF Housing Action Coalition): 
• Supportive. 
• . Fees cannot go higher. 
• . Fees should be spent to provide improvements local to developmentproject:S. 
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BO'A.lll)·of S"(IPERVISOR$. 

San~h Jones 
Environmental Review Offic~r 
Planning Departm~nt · 
1650. Mission Street, Ste, 400 
Se1n Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Jories: 

City;Efan 
Dr~ ~arlfon :a. Goodlett Place; Room 244 

sa.11 F•·!!"l.i~isco ·94102-4689 
Tel. N9. 5!;i4-S184 
FilX No. 554-Sl 63 

TD:OLTTY No .. 554-5:227. 

December 2.8, 2015 

File No. 151257;.2 

Oh Dec'er:nher 8, 201s: thefollbwihg· prop·osed legislation was duplie-ateg, from Fil~ No. 
15=11.21, furfh~r .amE?ncj~d, ;:ind r?-referre~ back to the L~nd Use and Transpo~Uon 
-Committee: 

F'ile Nb. '1"51_257 ~2 

Ordinance amending ·,the Piaiining Code. to ihcr.ea~e the I Transportation 
Sli~faihability Fes· for Non..,resi.dential -projects .larger than 99,999 gross square 
feet, and fo req.uir~ Non..:residentia1 or Prododiorr, DrsJ:rTuqtion ~nd. R~pair (PD.R) 
p.ro]ects· that filed .Peve!opment or e,nyironrrienta:I appllcatipns on or before July 
21 .. 2015 .. hut that have not Vet received. apptov~is_, ta pay the Ttcin$portation 

.. sustainabilify Fee With .a _p.arfiar r-efund; affrnning the Planning Department's 
determination under the California .Environmental ·Quality Act;· and making 
findings·; in.c;luding genera! findings_, ·nndings of putilic necessiiy., .conve.niebce and 
welfare,. and findings of cons.istency With the General Plah, and the eight. priority 
.policie5 of Pfa'hr'iing Code1 Section 101.1. 

This l$gisJation. Js beif!g tran~mitfed to you for environmental review. 

Attachment 

Angela Galvillo, Clerk of the :Board 

~ 
By:: Alisa Somera; Assistant Clerk 

Land Use and ·Transportatfon Committe~ 

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

c: Joy Navarrete_, Environrnehfal Planning· not result ill a physical change in the 
Jeanie Poling,. Environmental Planning environment. 
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BOABD of SUPERVISORS 

July 29, 2015 

City Hall 
Dr. Carlton B. G<iodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
TeL No. 554-5184 
Fai No. 554-5163 

TDD/ITYNo. 554-5227 

File No. 150790 

Sarah Jones 
Environmental Review Officer 

. Planning Department . 
1650 Mission Street, 4tti_Floor 
San Fr,an_cisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

On July 28, 2015, M~yor 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!3 
existing Transit Impact Development Fee, with some exceptions, as long as 

'· the Transportation Sustain.ability Fee re111ains 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~. . 

This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review. 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

c-A~ 
By: Andrea Ausbimy, Assistant Clerk 

Land Use & Transportation Committee 

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

c: Joy Navarrete,· Environmental Planning 
Jeanie Poling, Enviro.nmental Planning 

1 6 5 2 ·-~- ... Md"'J"'"""'"~ . . 
1.Wrf Navarret~ ~=~-==... _ . 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

July 29, 2015 

City Hall 
Dr. Carlton B. Gpodlett Plaa; Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No.554-5184 
Fa.x. No. 554-5163 

TDDfITY No; 554-5227 

File No.150790 

Sarah Jones . 
Envirnnmental Review Officer 
Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, 41h 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 
Transpor:tation Sustainability Fee and suspending application of the 
existing Transit Impact Development Fee, with some exceptions, as long as 
the Transportation Sustainability Fee remains operative; amending Section 
401 to add definitions reflecting these chan'ges; amending Section 406 to 
clarify affordable housing and homeless shelter exemptions from the 
Transportation S.ustainability Fee; making conforming_ amendments to the 
Area Plan fees in Planning Code, Article 4; affirming t.he Planning 
Department's determination under the California Environmental Quality 
Ac;t; and making findings, including general findings, flnaings of public 
11ecessity, 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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EXECU'TIVE SUMMARY 

Jn the City and County of San Francisc~ (the City) the only. cuttent citywide 
ttaru;portation impact fee is the 'I'i::ansit Impact Development Fee (IIDF). 
The fee is currently imposed on most n9nresidenthl development in San 
Francisco an\{ not . on residential devdopment 'The TIDF funds .costs. 
associated with _increased ttan¥t service provided by the San· Francisco 
Municipal 'Trau.sportation Agency (SFMTA) to accommodate development 
impacts, including capirnl facilities, fleet expansion, and capital maintenance. 

The only other current City tra.tlsportation impact fees are separate fees 
imposed in specific plan areas (e.g. Eastctn Neighborhoods infrastructure 
impact fee). These fees apply to both residential and most non-residential 
development within plan. areas. _Nonresidential development projects 
cuttentlypaythese area plan fees in addition to the TIDF. 

This r~port presents the technical analysis ('nexus stud.y") necessary for the 
City to update the TIDF 2.tld support adoption of the proposed 
'I'ransportation Sustainabilitf Fee (fSF) that would replace the TIDF. The 
'I'SF would rep4tce and expand the·TIDE's applicability to include residential 
development projeci:S. The use of TSF revenues would expand to include 
bicycle. facilities and pedestrian and other streetscape infrastructure in 
addition to e.xisting uses of the TIDF for public transit 

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

1. Replace the exiSting TIDF and expand its application to residential . 
dev:elopment W.d 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 tra.nSportation impacts from new development 

3. Establish a maximum justified ttarisportatton impact fee for all 
d~<?pment whether or not subject to an area plan ttaru;portation fee in 
addition to the citywide TSF. 

Growth Projections 

Currei;1t 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 

l!l!S:W>i!<+i2if#~~f9§2±123l!i@;J11'~!i!i0il!ll4\fil!!%1!!!illiitf0l!illl§i'm@m•CS$i12FWFW-mt><::<>Wl!lO'l!!'!"l!i::P 5Sa:ll<IW $11¥5\b±fYm& tti"P F &'*eiBW& 
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· percent 1 Increased population and employment citywide from new 
development will generate increased auro and transit tti.ps as well as increased 
bicycle and pedestrian actiV:ity. 

The City's transportation system is already highly congested ~er current 
conditions; as a result of both. limited roadway capacity for vehicles and 
limited .transit vehicle capacity for transit passengers. Congestion occuts 
partiCulatly during morning ·and afternoon commute hours in the same 
eastern ru::eas of the City that are ·also expected 1D experience the most 
devdopment Pe;desttian 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 sumtruri:y of the growth projections used in the nexus 
study. "Non-'TSF Development"' primatily refers 1D .major projects nor 
subject 1D the 'TSF because· of separate devdopment or other contractual 
agreements or whose impacts are regulated by other agencies. "TSF 
Development" is ari estimate of development that would be subject to the 
'TSF. 

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

Non-TSF TSF 
Develop- Develop-

ment ment Total 
Residential Housing Units 

Housing Units 47,000· 54,400 101,400 
Perc'ent 

0

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 
Pen;ent 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 (ABA9). See 
Tables A.1 and -A2. in Appendix A for details. 
1 Includes major projects not subject to the TSF because of separate 

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

1 See Table 2.1 in Ch>J.pter 2. 
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AB a dense and built-out urban environment, the City does not have the 
option· of physically ~ its toad.ways to accommodate mote · . 
automobiles. Instead, the City's Transit First policy directs inves1lllents to 
transit; bike, and pedestrian. modes of travel· to improve tt2DSportation 
services within the City and shift travel away from the use of single-occupant 
autos. The policy thus benefits all travel modes: ,;,,.hen commuters choose tp 

travel by transit, bicj~ ot walking they benefit from improvements to these 
±acilities; when they chc:>ase to drive, they benefit from the reduction. in 

. ~utomobile congestlo:n that would ~t without these impro.,;-eme:nts. 

The TSF would ad.dress' the impacts of development on the minsportation 
system while supporting impleme:nmtion of the Transit First policy. The TSP 
would accomplish these objectives by :fun.ding increased transit capacity to · 
relieve transit congestion and by expanding bicycle and 'pedesttian facilities. 
The TSF would lra.ve three compone:nts: (1) transit capital mainterui.nce, (2) · 
transit capital facilities (including fleet expa:nsion), and (3) complete streets 
(bicycle, pedestrian, and othet streetscape inftastrUctnre). These three 
components ·are described in the followitig sections. 

SFM'I'A 'Transit Capital ~aintenance Component 

M.qy2015 

The transit capital maintenance component of the TSF is based on the same 
methodology used to calculate the maximum justified rates for the current 
TIDF. If adopted the TSP would replace the TIDF with reve:nues con.tinning 
to support SFMTA service expansion.. The relation.ship between 
development and the transit· capital ·maintenance component is summarized 
below: 

• Need fot transit capital maintenance: The impact of developr:q.e:nt on 
the need for addition.al transit capital maintenance is based on . 
maintail;ring the existing ~ansit level of service (tra'nsit LOS) as growth 
occurs. The existing transit IDS is the cutte.nt ratio of the supply of 
transit services (measured by transit teve:nue service hours) to the level of 
transportation. demand (measured by number of auto plus transit trips), 
.&· development generates new trips the SF1v.CTA must in.crease the 

. supply of tra:nsit services, ;ind in particular capital mainterurn.ce 
expenditures, to maintain the existing transit LOS. 

+ Use. of TSP ttansi~ capital maintenance teve:f?.ue: The benefit to 
development from the use of fee revenues is based o:n improving transit 
vehicle maintenance to increases the availability of vehicles that provide 
tra:nsit service. SFMI'A's transit vehicles include motor coaches (buses), 
trolley coaches (clectric buses), light rail vehicles, historic streetca.rs

1 
and 

cable cats. Improved vehicle maintenance directly increases teve:nue · 
service hou:ts by reducing the amount of time that '.!-.vehicle is out of 
service. 

ii! 
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+ · Proportional cost: The TSF varies in direct proportion tQ the amount of 
ttip generation of each development project 

Transit Capital Fa~tles Component 

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

+ Need for exp~ded transit capital facilities: The impact of 
development op. the need for expanded transit facilities· iS caused by 
increased transit and auto trips. The fair share cost of planned transit 
facilities is allocated to TSP development based on trip generation from 
TSP development as a percent of tornl trip generation served by the 
planned facility (including existing development and development not 
subject to the 'I'SF). · 

For example, if a bus rapid transit project will improve service for botli 
e:rlsting and new· developm~t then. the cost allocated to the fee is the 
share of total trips in 2040 associated with 'I'SF development Alternately, 
if a fleet e:Xpansion project' only serves growth then the cost allocated is 
the TSP devdopment share of trips from growth only (TSF plus non-
TSP development)~ · 

+ Use of'TSF transit capital facilities component revenue: The benefit 
to development from the use of fee revenues i_s based on funding new or 
expanded transit capirnl facilities to support inCt:eased transit services 
including improved vehicle availability. 

+ Proportional cost The TSF varies in direct proportion to the .amount of 
trip ge.lle.ration of each development project · · 

Mfy2015 
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Complete Streets Component 

'the complete streets component of the 'TSF ~ould fund the enhancement 
and expansion· of bicycle facilities as well as pedestrian and oth~ streetscape 
infrastructure to accomm.odate growth. This component of th~ TSF is 
equivalent to maintaining the existing amount of sidew:tlk space per 
pedestrian. in. San Francisco. 'The relationship between. devdopment and the 
complete streets component of the TSF is summarized bdoW: . 

+ Need for pedestrian infrastructure: The impact of devdopmen.t on the 
_need for enhanced.. and expanded. pedestri2n arid other stteetscape 
infi:astructru:e is based on achieving the pedestrian levd of service 
(pedestrian LOS) recommended in. the San Francisco Ci-pywide Nexus 

· .Anafysis completed in March 2014.2 The pedestri2n IDS is based on 
sidewalk space per capita. AB growth occurs more investment is :neeCled 
in pedestrian and other stteetscape ~astrueture to offset the co?gestiOn 
caused by more pedestrian trips. . · 

+ U'se of TSF complete streets .re-venue: The benefit to ·devdopment 
from . the use of fee revenues is based· ou enhancing and expanding 
pedestrian and other stteetscape infustructure. 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 devdopmen.t project. · 

1'SF Summary. · 

'Table E.2 ·provides a s~ of ~e maximum justified 'TSF for each fee 
component describe above. The two transit components are summed 
because they apply to the same type of facility and to enable comparison with 
area plan transportation fees. Ar.ea plan fees. have one fee component for 
transit and a separate one for complete streets (bicycle facilities and 
pedesf:!:ian. and other streetscape infrastructure) based on legislation currently 
before the Board of Supervisors. The transit fee levds in. 'Table E.2 are the 
rrurrimum justilied amounts that the City may chru:ge new development for 
impacts on ~t facilities and services, and likewise for complete streets. 
The City may ~oose to impose any amount u.p to the maximum justified . 
amount fo;t eifuet or both of the two COID}JOlletlts. 

z San Francisco Planning Department, San Fran'd.sco G!yTPitlt NfXf!s Anafy.rir, Mfil:ch 2014. 
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Table E~2: :Maximur:n 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 

D#&'iiif.HR&EW 

'The l'SF is part of a larger effort, the proposed . l'ransit Sustainability 
Program (TSP). In addition to the TSF, the l'SP includes (1) a transportation 
derruind :trumagement (IDM) program for new development projects, and (2) 
revision to the City's significance standard and threshold regarding evaluation 
of transportation impacts under. the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) co:nsiStentwith the new requirements of State SenateBili'743. 

'The l'SF nexus study and the expenditure of l'SF revenues are designed 1n · 

avoid any overlap with other TSP reqmrements or in ;i.ny way double cbrge 
development projects for the. same.impact Based pn the EUttent proposal, 
the 'TDM component of the TSP is focused on reducing vehlc:1:e miles 

· travelled ftom new development whereas the TSF is focused _ on 
acmmmodat:illg increased transit, bicycle, and pedest:riall trips from new 
developm~t The TOM compo:nent would include a wide range of measures 
to encourage travel by transit; bicycle, and pedestrian modes and thus 
increase the need for the e.xpati.ded facilities and services funded by the l'SF. 

Transportation fees within: plan area.S, e.g .. Easte.ttt Neighbothoo~, may 
overlap with the l'SF depending on the types of 4npacts addressed by the 
particular plan area fee and the types of facilitie~'and serVices fup,ded. Unless 
additional analysis is conducted to distinguish the TSF ftom a particular plan 
area fee, the TSF ri.e.:x:us studjr provides the ma:rimutn justified amount that 
may be imposed on development subject to both the TSF and a plan area fee 
fortb:e same type of facility (transit or complete streets). 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

This .c:b.aptet provides a background and overview, presents the purpose of 
the report,. ab.d defines several ko/ concepts and methods. 3 

Background 

In tpe City md County of San Fra:ncisco (the City) the only" current citywide 
transportation impact fee is the 'Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF).4 

The City :first-adopJ:e4 the 'TIDF in 1981 and impose,d it only on downtown 
office development only to fund increased transit sei:vices required to serve. 
that devdopment In 2004. the City substantiill.y revised and expanded the 
'IIDF to apply to most nonresidential development citywide. The 'TIDF 
funds costs associated with increased transit service (including capital 
fucilities, fleet expansion, and capital .trutintenance costs) incurred by the Safi 
F:tancisco Municipal 'Transportation Agency (SFMTA) to accommodate 
develop:tnent impacts. 

The Qnly other transportation impact fees cu:trently being imposed by the 
·O.ty are separate fees imposed in specific plan areas (e.g. Eastern 
Ncigbborhoods infrastructure impact fee) that apply gene:tally to most 
development. within plan. areas, including residential and nonresidential 
development For nonresidential development projects these fees are 
imposed in additlon to the TIDF. 

Al> further explained in Chapter 2, :toughly one-quarter of the City's projected 
development over this 30-year planning horizon will be exempt from ·tlie 
existing 'IIDF o:t the proposed 'TSF. In most cases, this development is 

. subject to an adopted development agreement that requires implementation · 
of a substfilltial array of transportation mitigation measures and oth.e:t 
requirements identified during the environmental :teview and p~ 
entitlement process fo:t 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 JI and the 'Treasure Island- Y erba :Buena Island 
development projects. 

3 This i:eport has beep. prepared at the direction of the San Francisco City Atto=f s Office and the San 
Francisco Municipal Transportation .Agency (SFMTA) in close coordinatlon wi1h the San Francisco County 
Tnm.sportation Authority (SFCTA) and the San Francisco Planning Department. 

4 San Francisco Pliwning Code, Sectlon 411. 
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At this time, bas~ 0:0.cutten.t law, the rerrniining three-quarters of the Gty's 
projected development will be subject to either (1) the citywid.t; 'I'IDF on 
nonresidential development- outside plan areas, (2) one of several 
transportation development impact fees witbiri. ~opted. plan areas5 plus the 
'I'IDF, or (3) :0.0 ttllnsportation ·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 ('nexus study') rieeded to support 
the City's adoption of a cityw.ide development impact fee for the following 

. transportation services and facilities: 

+ 'transit capital maintenance 

+ '!~t capital facilities 

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

The nexus study draws substantially ftom prior efforts. The nexus for the 
transit capital maintenance component is based on the tuttent 'TIDF ne:x:uS 
analysis last adopted. in 2012. 6 'The nexus for the· coniplete streets component 
is based on the S r;n Frandrco Citfwidc Nexus .A7tafysis prepared oy the San 
Francism Planning Department in. March 2014. 'The transit capital facilities 
component is a new nexus aruil.ysis that relies subst.anrially on recent capital 
plannhig studies cop::ipleted by SFMI'A.. 

By adopting and implementing the Transportation Susrainability Fee (fSF) 
1he at:Y would be able to achieve the following three objectives: 

l. Replace 1he existing T.IDF w;i:th an impact fee that extends to residential 
development and cerrain major institutions. 

2. Expand me use of this cityw.ide tta.risportation impact fee to cover 
bicycle facilities plus pedestrian. and othet streetscape .infi:astructure, in 
addition to impacts on transit service. 

3. Establis:q_ a maximum justified transportation fee for all deVelopment 
whether or not subject to ·an area plan transporl;ation fee in addition to. 
the citywide 'TSF. 

5 Adopted .Ar.ea Plans are part of the San F!llllcisco Gener:tl Plan. Several of these Ar.ea Pl:i.ns resulted. in. the 
·creation of new development impact fees. 

6 Cambridge Systeroatlcs (with U:tban Economics), San Frand= TratJ.rit Impact Dwclopment Fee Update, Febn=y 
2011 (adopted in 2012). 
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The TSF would be part of a la:tget effort, the .Transportation Sl.?-Stainability' 
Prognun (TSP). In. addition to the TSF, the 'TSP would in.dude, if adopted, 
(1) a transportation demruid management (TDM) prog:tfl!Il for new 
devdopme:o.t projects, and (2) revision. to the City's policies regarding 
evaluatipn of transportation impacts under the Cillomia. Environmeptal 
Quality Act (CEQA) .. 

'I'.his report describes the nexus inalysis and documents the :findings required 
by the Mitigation Fee Act (the Act)7 for the City's adoption of the TSP. The 
purpose of the TSF would. be to fund transportation system improvements 
that accommodate citywide devdopment impacts caused by inCJ:eased 
demand for auto, transit, bike, and pedestrian travd generated by new 
development 

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

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

+ Use of fee rev~ue: Reasonable relationship between new develop~ent 
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 ~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 expenditure:S to be funded by the fee. 

Citywide Approach To Nexus 

'I'.his section explains the citywide approach to the nexus for the TSF 
including the responsibfutles 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 Gov=µient 
Cod.e. . 
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Citywide Transportation System 

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

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

1 Tral}sportation network companies such as ~yft, Uber, etc. 

"'Private Auto 

Iii Transit 

,,,,Walk 

!!!Bike 

~Taxi 

fiiTNC* 

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 sur:fuce transportation within the 
City ·including public transit, bic:ycling, pedestrian. planning, accessibility, 
parking and traffic management, and taxi regulation. T,he transportation 
system is the citywide network of public facilities9 that support transportation 
services for all modes of travel (auto, transit, biC:ycle, and pedestrian.). The 

B The dam cited ref~ to "trips'', not ''t,rlp ends", as explained in !he Trip Gentraiion section of Chapter 2. 

9 Private pailing lots, shuttles, ride hailing companies, and gamges and a few pri:vate streets are !he only non-
_public components of !he City's trJmsportatlon fucilities.. · · · 
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SFMTA seeks to provide mobility for its custome:rs tlu:ougb. whatever mode 
they choose. 

The Municipal Railway (1Y.lun1) is San Francisco's ex:tensive local transit 
system and is. the largest SFMI'A operating division.. San Francisco is the 
nation's second most densely populated Iru!.jor city, and Muni is one of the 
most heavily ridden transit systems on a per capita basil). 'I'he system has over 
700,000 boa:tdings on an average weekday.· Muni focuses on serving 
downtown. employment centers· d:uri:ng the mo:tning and afternoon peak 
periods and also provides cross-town and neighborhood service. With 73 bus 
routes and rail lines nc;atly all city :residents are within two blocks of a Muni 
stop. With neatly 1,00b vehicles the Muni fleet is unique and includes historic 
streetcars, biodiesel and electric hybrid buses, electric trolley coaches, light 
rail. vehicles, para~it cabs and vans, ?fid cable cats. 

. The SFCTA serves as the county congestion management agency for San 
· · F:mn:cisco, providing funding and coordinating planni:tlg. efforts with State 

and regional transportation agencies. The congestion management agency 
role includes . strengtliening local land use policies With r~spect to 
transportation impacts and mitigations: · 

The City is a major regional destination for employment, shopping, tourism, 
and recteation. As a result, conilections with other parts of the Bay Area are 
also critical component:S of the City's transportation system. Due to 
constraints E:om: wate:t 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~ys (I:nti::rstate 280 and Hwy. 101) extending south. 

· Calttans 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. 289, Hwy. 1, and Route 35 (Skyline 
Bomevard). · 

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

• .Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District ("AC Transit" serv:ing Alameda 
and Contra Costa counties) 

• Bay Ar~ Rapid Transit District ("BART" serv1ng .Ahrneda, . Contra 
Costa, and San Mateo counties) 

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

• Peninsula Corridor Joint P_owers Board ("Calttain" setVing San M:ateo 
and Santa Clara counties) 
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• San Mateo County 'transit Di~trict ("Sam'ttans?). 

• San Francisco Bay Area Water .Emergency 'transportation. Authority 
CWE'tA" or ccsan Francisco Bay Fetty" serving Ahmed.a, Marin, and 
San Mateo counties) 

Addtessing Development Impacts 011 the Citywide 
'Transportation System .. 

Cwent projections indicate tha!= over the .tie:X:t 30 yeru:s, 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 devdoprne.n.t will generate increased auto and transit trips as well 
ind:eased bicycle and pedestrian travel . 

The City's transportation. system is -alr~y highly congesfed, including 
significant transit crowding, under current conditions. Congestion occurs 
particuhrly during morning and afternoon commute houts in. the same 

· eastern. areas of the City that are also expected to e:x:pe.tlence the most 
development Pedestrian activity will also increase in congested areas.· This 
increased travd activity will directly affect the perfo.rmance of the. City's 
transportation system and constrain the City's ability to achieve its 
transportation system guals.11 

. ./ . . 
.& a dense and built-Out urban. en.vironrnent, .the City does not have the 
option of physically expanding its_ roadways to accommodate more 
aut6mobiles. Instead, the City's Transit First policy directs invi:stm.en.ts to 
transit, bike, arid p.edestrlan. niodes of .travd to improve transportation. 
services within the City and shift travel away from the use of single-occupant 
autos.12 These investm.ents include incr~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 · c?ngestion and transit overcrowi!ing. The policy tb.U.S 
benefits aJl travd modes. Those choosing to ·travd by transit, bicycle, or 
walking benefit_ from irnprov~ents to the facilities ·associated with these 
modes. Those choosing to drive benefit from the congestion reductiqn 
caused by ili.e in.creased use of· these modes associated with these 
improvements. 

10 See Table 2.1 in Chapter 2. 

11 San Fra.nciseo County Transportation .Authority, San Fr@tisco Trnmportation Plan 2040, Decemb~ 2013, pp. 
13-17. . -

12 City and County of San F!l!Ilcisco, 1996 Charter (as amended tlu:ongh Novembei: 2013), Section SA..115. 
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The City employs various land use :tegula.tory tools t.o reduce development 
impacts on its transportation system. These tools iri.tlude (1) design standards 
adopted by o:tdiruince requiting. on site and . adjaq::n.t transportation 
improve.men.ts, (2) the envl:tonmental review proeess resulting iri. :mitigations . 
for tta.usportation impacts, (3) agreements with devdopers to implement 
transportation improvements or fo:tm ·transportation. rnana.gemeut 
associations as a condition of project approval, and (4) deVelopme.ut impact 
fee programs that identify and fund plan area or citywide transportation 
improvements. As mentioned under the Purpose of &port section, the TSF 

·would update the City's citywide transportation dev~opip.ent impact fee 
program by including residential development, expanding the use of funds to 
inclnde bicycle and pedestrian modes1 and providing a trurrim.um justified 
amount fo:i; all development projects whether o:t; not subject to a separate 
area plan fee. ' 

Citywide Impacts and Use ofF~e Revenues 

The TSF is intended to address the citywide impact on the City's 
transportation system of development subject to the fee. Every development 
projei::t has citywide impacts because most trips extend across significant 
portions of the City's transportation network..13 Furthermore, all new 
development projects benefit fton;i the expenditure ofTSF revenues citywide 
for the same reason that the SFMTA and SFCTA must plan for 
transportation . improvements . from a citywide perspective: the 
interconnectedness of the tr@sportation netwotl:. 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 tran_sfers within the 
MUni system and the myriad origins and destinations. Furthermore, these 
improvements -must address potent:W. impacts to the system that extend 
acr~ss the network, for example the effect of a transit line upgrade on service 
to Jines connecting to different parts of the City. 

Report Organization 

The nexus study is organized as follows: 

13 San Francisco County Transportation'Authcirity, San Frntuisco Tranportation Plart 2()4.(), December 2013, pp. 
11-19. . . 
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+ Chapter 2 explains ho:w tra:nsporta.tion impacts fi:o:r;n. new de'veloptnent 
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 TSP. 

+ Chapter .5 provides the nexus analysis for the co:mpleJ;e streets 
component of the TSF. 

+ Chap.ter 6 summariz~ the maximum justified TSF and explains its 
rela:tionship to area plan .fees and the 'Transportation Sustainability 
Program (TS'.!;>). · 

+ Appendices provide additional tables to support the qlli!lltitative 
infotmation provided in individual chapters. 
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2. GROWTH IN DEMAND FOR l'BANSPORTATION SERVICES 

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

2010 Development Estimates and, 2040 Projections 

M1g2015 

The TSP :i:iexus study is based on citywide development estimates for 2010 
and a consistent set of development projectio:ns for 2040. These 30-year 
projections a:te based on the most recent estimates avail?.ble when the nexus 
study was produced. Projections were prepated by tlie Association of Bay 
Area Governments (+\BAG) for the nine-county San Francisco Bay region in 
association with tlie Metropolif:lln.Transportation Commission (IYITC). These 

. ABAG/MTC developmen,t 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 (P Ian Biq Area). 

The ABAG/MI'C development projections anticipate that the City Will 
continue to attract growth and investment as a primary emploj.ment 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 wfil ·be supported by both .ill.creased commuting from outside the 
City and the addition of over 100,0QO housing units bi the City. Botli 
employment and housing growth will depend o:n increased commuting into 
and out of the City supported by increased transit servic~s. 

The San Francisco· Planning Department prepared estimat.es of existing and 
projected devdopment for use in the TSF :nexus study based on the 
.ABAG/MTC projectioiµ 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~nn the basis for 
testing transportation impacts of n~ policies, projects, and plans. 

The Planning Department maintains a land use 21location '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 1:J:?nsportation 
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 eaqi of .the travel demand model's structure of 981 traffic analysis zones 
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(TAZs):14 The Planning D.epartn:ient's Iancl use ailoai.tion tool constrairu the 
sum of its projections by TAZ withlo. plus or min.us one percent' of the 
ABAG /MTC ci~de totals for population, households, and. employment 

The PJann.higDepartrnentland. use ailocation. tool converts theABAG/MrC. 
ernplciyment by :in.d~tty sector to the· larid use categories used by the 
Planning Department and SF-CHAMP. The Planning Department's 
economic activity categories are: 

• Residentiiil 

• ·~ement, ~o~tion, and Professi<?nal Services 

• Retail/Entertairunent 

• Productlon, Distribution, Repair 

.+ Cultw:al/Institution/Education. '· 

• Medical and Health Services 

• V .isitor Services. 

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

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

'I'SF and Non--'l'SFDeveloptnent 

Only a portion of the growth surnm?rized in Table 2.1 would be subject- to 
the TSF. Co~ponents of non-TSP. de\relopment included in the growth 
projections ate described below. · 

+ Major. private devdoproent projects that ha.Ve already received primary 
entitlirnents from the City and./ or entered into devdopment or other 
contractual agreements With the City.15 These entitlements ·and 
agreements conttactnally define devdopets' commitments to 
transportation infi:asttuctute improvements .to mitigate transportation 
11npacts. These projects would not be subject to. the TSF b~ nonethdess 
'fund substantial 11nprovemen~ to the City's transportation system to 
mitigate project 11npacts. 

14 TAZs ru:~ SIIlllll geographic ari:as (e.g., city blocks) used by SF-CHAMP to aggregate trips within the 
geographic l!!:ea for analysis by the model. · 

15 State and local kws provide the City with authority to enter into development agreement:S (or ~osition and 
development agre=m, in the Cl!SC of a Redevelopment Plan) with private parties, tu establish the terms fur 
exactions .including impact fees in connection with the ·development of the particnlar project. Unless authorized 
by the t=s of the development agreement, the City may not o:rdinarily impose additional fees on future 
devclopment with ru:eas covered by these agreements. · 
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Table 2.1: San Francisco Growth 2010~2040 

·2010 ..:..2040 
Growth 

2010 2040 Amount Percent 
Housing 

Housini:i 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 2!)% 
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 15,100 43% 
Visitor Services 21,000 26,800 5,800 28% 

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

Sources: Tables A.1 and A.2. 

+ Local state and federal public development projects that are regulated py 
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 TSF would ·:not 
be adopted until 201~ and could not apply to prior development Pipeline 
· devdopme.nt- also include;s reside.n1ial project:S that have already received 
their first co:nsttuction document and tb.erefure would not be subject to a 
neW fee program adopted in 2015. At the time of adoption of the TSP 
these projects would be too :fur il.ong in the development process with 
permit conditions that would not provide for imposition of the TSP. 
Entitled or approved non-resident¥ projects as of 2015 are excluded 
from pipeline d~elopment (and included in TSF development) because 
these projects would be subject to the TSF. as an update to and 
replacement of the TIDF. 

:Major private and public development projects includd in non-TSF 
development and not subject to the TSF are listed in 'Table 2.2 (the first two 
of the three categories descn.bed above). 

All other development would be subject to the TSF, including certain major 
projects plus development within areas of the Citr 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. 
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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 k> adi;lress impacts and prevents 
application of TSF to project 

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

Parkmerced and Treasure Disposition and development agreement requires 
Island - Yerba Buena payment ofTIDF but project not subject to new 
Island (residential only) .impact fees. Nonresidential develop.ment would 

pay "J:SF as update to the current TIDF. 
Residential dev~lopment 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 sf?te agency exempt from the 
University current TIDF and has a separate mitigation 

agreement for transportation impacts • . . 
Transbay Redevelopment Exempt from th'e current TIDF based on S.F. · 
Project Area (Zone 1) Planning Code. 

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

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

Project Why TSF 's Applicable 

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

Parkmerced and Treasure Disposition and development agreement requires 
Island-Yerba Buena payment of TIDF but project not subject to new 
Island (residential only) impact fees. Nonresidential development would 

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

Other major development No development agreements have been approved 
projects currently under for these projects at the time of the nexus study. 
review (e.g. Mission Rock, Future updates to the TSF would address the 
Warriors, Pier 70) impact of any approved agreements that exempt 

these projects. 

Development within area Area plan transit and complete streets fees 
plans, including: generally do not address citywide impacts of 

• Balboa Park development that would be addressed by the TSF. 

• Eastern Neighborhoods 
See Chapter 6 for more. detail regarding relation of 
area plan fees to the TSF. 

• Market & Octavia 
Note: Transbay Redevelopment Project Area 

• Rincon Hill (Zone 1) parcels within the TCDP would not be 
• Transit Center subject to the TSF (see Table 2.2). 

Development Plan 
(TCDP) 

• Van Ness & Market 
Downtown Residential 
Special Use District 

• Visitacion Valley1 

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 

DevdopmeJJ.t projections for 2010 to 2040 allocated to TSF and non-TSF 
devdopmeJJ.t are shown in 'I' able Z.4. 
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Table 2.4: TSF and Non~TSF Development (2010-2~40) · 
Housing Units and Employment 

Non-TSF Development 
Pipeline 

Major Devel?-
Economic Activity Category Total Projects1 men Subtotal 

Formula a· b c d=b+c 
Residential Housing Units 

Housing Units . 101,400 29,900 17,100 47,000 
Percent 100% 29% 17% 46% 

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

Nonresidential (ex. PDR) 187,300 25,800 1,900 2],700 
Production, Distribution, 9,600 400 (1,100) (700) 
Repair {PDR) 

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

TSF 
·Develop-

ment 
e=a-d 

54,400 
54% 

105,500 

22,400 
16,600 

9,200 
. 5,900· 

. 159,600 
10,300 

169,900 
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 201 O through 2014, plus residential projec~ 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 i:in update to a~d replacement qf 
the TIDF after 2014. 

Sources: San Francisco Planning Departrrient, Land Use Allocation Model Output, 
Dec$mber 2013; Table 2.1". 

Measuring 'I'ransp~rtatio:o. System Impact . 

14 

'rhe TSF . uses two measures C?f the impact of' development on the 
tran.sporta.tlon system: .~P. · generation and service population. 'rhe 
assumptions and methods for conve.rting the growth projections discussed 
above to each of these two measures of impact are explained in the following 
sections. · · 

814 Aftq2015 



San Fraftcisco MnnicipaJ Transportation Agetlfj Transit SllSfaitld.bifi!y Fee NCX11S Stuefy 
S!@S!!ti!*P'ft& gq:1 ynHt5£SP-5ii&&A &ft!· r· Ha; %£ti ii ii :'>! 0 M&ri'*& 

'Trip Generation 

'Ibe transit capital maintenance and. transit capital facilities components of 
the TSF use trip generation to measure development impact on 1he need for 
transit service. 'f :t;ips oc:Cur between. origins and destina.t4>ns such as from 
home to work, or from work to shopping, or from shopping back to home. 
'frip generation is related to .travel demand, or the desire ,for mobility by 
residents and workers to access homes, jobs, shopping, recreation, and othet 
activlties.16 

· · 

'Ibe inipact-of development on the need for expanded transit ~ervi~es and 
facilities is caused by increases in b<?th transit and auto trips. Increased transit 

· trips r~ulting 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 road.way 
congestion tba.t increases travel times for transit service. In sum, .increased 
transit and auto trip generation directly increases crowding on transit 
vtiliicles. 

'frip generation estim.ates_for the purposes of this nexus study do not include 
pedestrian ruid bicycle trips. Any .increase .in 1hese trips from development 
benefits the transit system by reducing demand for transit services and 
thereby reducing crowding. · · 

'fo ai.lculate total trip generation, housing and employment projections are . 
converted to building space, and a trip generation rate applied pet 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 w;ed 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 commop]y applied in studies of devdopment impacts .in· San 
Francisco. · 

'Table 2.5 converts the projections in 'fable 2.4 to building space for 'fSF 
and non-'fSF devdopment, the basis on which the 'fS;F will be applied to 
development projects. As shown in 'Table 2.5 'fSF development includes 
1ibout 54 percent of total residential growth ~d 87 .percent of total 
nonresidential gto:wtlJ. in building space. 

16 For the purposes of the n=s study trip generatlon represents the movep:i=t 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 carry more than one person). · 

Mqy2015 
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Table 2.5: TSF and Non"TSF Development (2010-2040} 
Buildf ng Square Fe~t 

Non-TSF 
Development . TSF Development 

Sq. Ft. Housing· Building Housing Building 
Ecori<;>mic per Unit Units or Space Units or Space 
Activity or per Employ- (1,000 Employ- (1,000 : 

Category Employee ment SQ. ft) ment sq. ft.) 
Formula·· a b c=a~b d e=a*d 

Residential 1,156 . 47,000 '54,300 54,400 62,900 
Percent 46% 54% 

Nonresidential 
Management, 260 14,200 . 3,700 105,500 27,400 
Information & · 
Professional 
SeNices 
Retail/ 368 3,100 1,100 22,400 8,200 
Entertainment 
Cultural/Institu-. 350 I 4,000 1,400 16,600 ,5,800 
tion/Eduqition 
Medical & 350 6,500 2,300. 9,200 3,200 
Health Services 
Visitor Services 787 (100) (100) 5,900 4,600 

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

Proc!uction, 597 (700) (400) 10,300 6,100 
Distribution, 
Repair (PDR) 

Total Non- 27,000 8,000 • 169,900 55,300 
residential 1 

Percent 13% 87% 
Total 62,300 118,200 
Percent 35% . 65% 
Sources: Tables 2.4 and AA. 

Total 

Housing Building 
Units or Space 
Employ- {1,000 

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

100%' 

119,700 31,100 

25,500 9,300 

20,600 7,200 

15,700 5,500 

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

9,600 5,700 

196,900 63,300 

100% 
180,500 . 

100% 

For the nexus study, the e;.rnployment density factor and trip.generation rate 
for the management, information, and professional services economic 
actlvity category is updated to represent a weighted average of assumptions 
used for citywide development, ·and assumptions recently developed for the 
Central SoM.a area plan enviro.nmental review. The latter. represents higher 
empioyment densities associated With the type of . teCbnology-based 

t'f)§I 
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· companies likely to locate .in that area. · 

'I' able 2.6 converts the building space estimates in Table' 2.5 to estimates of 
tntal trip generation for 'TSP and non:-TSF development. 1'o be consistent 
with existing area pfun impact fee nexus studies and the recently 'completed 

816 
M'!]2015 



.... I 

.I 

San. Fr@tisco Mmti.t:ipalTran.sportationAgC11fJ T ran.rit S ustdnability Fee NCX11S S tuJy 
irl*'*"'Hi"t!*Q1!FUWd&t WM@M?P#@4ii44 &S (L , Sh ¥W5"di?fEfHi'clhhAA8#t Silt i' 94 tau:; 

San Francisco Cit;widc NBX11.r Atta!Jsis,11 :live of the s:ix nonresidential economic 
activity categories are. merged ·into . a single category ''Nonr~dential 
(excluding PDR)". The Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) category 
is ·mainTI!in.ed as a separate category. A weighted average ttip generatlo.tt rate 
for the five merged categories is calculated based 011 the irip getieratlo.tt rate 
for each ca~ry 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-
Cateqorv ft.) so.~) ti on sq. ft.) ti on SQ. ft.) ti on 
Residential 7 54,300 380,000 62,900 440,000 117,200 820,000 
Nonresideritia! 
(ex. PDR) 25 8,400 210,000 49,200 1,230,000 57,600 1,440,000 
Production, 
Pistribution, 
Repair (PDR) 7 (400) (3,000) 6,100 43',000 5,700 40,000 

TotafTrip Generation 587,000 1,713,000 2,300,000 

Sources: Tables 2.5, A4, and A6. 

More detail 011 housing unit size, employment density factors, and ttip 
generation rates is shown in Appenc;lix A, Tables .A3 and AA- See Tables 
A.5 and A.6 in that appendix for more detail on the estimates of total tri.p 
generation used in. the nexus study:. · 

Trip generation from new development~ cause the need for higher levels 
of transit service and increased· ttansit facility capacity. Wiri?-out the ·transit 
services and facilities to be fully or partially funded by 1he 'TSF, transit service 
in San Fnincisco is projected to become increasingly overcrowded. Incteai;ed . 
overcrowding will. diminish. pclormance of the Citf s transportation system 
and· constrain the City's ability to achieve its. transportation system goals.18 

SFM!A si:aff conducted an analysis of overcrowding using SF-CHAMP 
model output for existing and 2040 conditions. The 2040 pr0jections include 
transit capital projects to be completed without funding from fue TSF such 
as the Central Subway. As shown in Figure 2.1, the number of passengers on 

17 San F:rnllcisco Planning Department, San Promisco Citywitk N= Ana!Jsis, lv.farcli 2014. 

18 °San Francisco County Transportation Authority, St1J1 FrtJhtisco Transportation Plan 2040, December 2013, pp. 
13-17. . 
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overcrowded routes Will increase from 2010 to 2040 by appro:xlmately 6,500 
passengers during the rooming and after,noon peak periods. When transit 
reaches capacf.ty, mot:Q:tists that would have: taken transit 'are unable to shift 
and opt to d:tive, exacerbating congestio:n. 

!§ . 

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 on each route. 

Source: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, personal 
communication summarizing analy~is of SF~CHAMP model output, 
MLP Loads & 0,i,, ContribUtion.xls, August 29, 2015. 

Service PopUl.ati.011 

The complete streets component . of the TSF uses service population to 
measure the iffipact of new development on the need· for complete streets 
(llilJ?roved pedestrian and .other streetscape infrastructure). Servic~ 
population includes both residents an.cf 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: deiaand for complete stt~ts infustructute. 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· inftasttuctute 
associated with the workday compared to the morning, evemng, and 
weekend demand of a resident Tourists and visitors are reflected in the 
growth in employment in the City's business esµ.blisbments that serve 
to~sts and visitors. This service population approach to measuring the 
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impact of devdopmen.t on the need. for complete streets infrastructure is 
typical for impact fee nexus stu~es and is consistent with the San Francisr:o 
Cirywide Nex/lsAnafysis.19 

Assumptions used in the nexus study that convert populatio~ and 
employment to building space are shown in 'Table A-4. 

19 San. F:mncisco Phmnlng Depm:tment, San Francisco Citywide N= AM!J.ri.r, March. 2014. 
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3. TRANsrr CA:PI'TAL MAINTENANCE 

The SFMTA transit capital :tnaintenatlce component of the TSF is based on 
the same methodology used to calculate the maximum justified rates for the 
cuttentTIDF. If adopted, the TSF would replace the TIDF. The relatioruhip 
between development and the transit c~it.al tnainte:oance component of the 
TSF is snmmarized 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 lD2inteillm.ce is based on 
maintaining the existing tramit level of service (transit LOS) as growth 
occa:rs. 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 derruw.d (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 llli!intain the existing tt;ansit LOS. 

• Use of TSF transit capital ·roa:i:o.tenan.ce revenue: The benefit to 

devdopment from the use of fee revenues _is based on improving 
SFMTA transitvdnde maintenance to increase the awilability of vehicles 
that provide transit service. SFMI'A's transit vehicles includ.e motor 
coaches (buses), trolley coaches (electric buses), light rail. vehicles, historic 
streetcars, and c~l?le cars. Improved. vehicle trurintenance directly 

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

+ Proportional cost: The TSF 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 trurin~ce to maintain the existing SFMTA transit 
LOS. 'Transit LOS is based on the existing number of revenue service hours 
per trip. The latest awilable .financial data from the National Transit 
Database used to calculate the transit capit.al maintenance component is. for 

.20 AB discussed in Chapter 2 (J.f.easming Tr411S}ortation ~stem Impact section), "trips" include both transit and auto 
trips because an incrc=e in the former generates additlonal demand for ttansit, and an increase in the latter: 
generates additional ttansit delays due to increas~ auto congestion causing a need for additioruil ttansit service. 

' . 
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. 2013 so the transit LOS calcu1ation is based on 2013 estimates as well.. As · 
shown in 'Table 3.1, SFMl'A delivers 131 revenue service hours for every 
1,000 auto and transit trij:>s. 

table 3.1: · SFMTA Transit Capital Maintenance Service 
Standard 

Formula Amount 
Annual Revenue Service Hours a 3,458,000 
Days per Year b 365 
Average Daily Revenue Service Hours c==a!b .9,474 
2013 Average Daily Trips (AD1)1 .d 7,235,000 

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

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

Sources: U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration, 
National Transit Database, RY 2013 ·oataTables . .. 
(http://www.ntdprogram.gov/ntdprogram/pubsfdt/2013fexcel/DataTa 
bles.htm); Table A.5. . 

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

· these costs are not directly rehtted to providing expanded transit service. .Fare 
box revenue is also deducted because ttatisit system users from development 
projects would paj fai:es to _offset costs. Otlw SFMrA funding is not 
deducted because it is not restricted to uses that increase service. Unlike the 
TIDF nexus analysis, capiW. expenditures and funding are not included in · 
the transit capital maintenance component of the TSF. 'The transit capital 
impacts of development are addressed separately fa the transit capital 
facilities component of the TSF {see next chapter). 

Use of Fee Revenues 

Based on the nexus approach, SFMTA may use fee revenues from the TSF 
transit· capital maintenance component for any operating cost that directly 
support increastil wm.sit service. SFMI'A anticipates us1ng fee revenues 
·solely for direct preventative .capital maintenance costs that increase transit 
service. Fee revenues may not fund capital _faciliti~ costs to avoid overlap 
with the trarisit capital facilities component of the TSF, nor costs in the two 
categories excluded. from the level of service calculation in Table 3.2 (non­
-vehicle maintenance costs and general administration). 
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Table 3.2: Net Annual Cost per Revenue Service Hour 

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

Non-Vehicle Maintenance b $ (66;000,000) 
General Administration c (111,000,000) 

Farebox Revenue d (220, 100,000) 

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

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

Net Annual Cos~ per Dai!Y h=f/g $28,594 
Revenue Service Hour 

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

Maxim.um. Justified Fee 

The. maximum justified fee for the transit capital maintenance component is 
. based on the net abntial cost per revenue service hour converted. to a cost 
per trip. The cost per trip ~es into account that the fee is paid once when a 
development project receives a .building p"ettoit, but transit service must be 
provide~ for years following to serve that devdopment project The net 
:l1lD.llill cost per trip is multiplied by a net present value· factor representing 
tlie funding :needed over a 45-year period to provide the additional transit 
service. These calculations are shown in Table 3.3, with suppo:ttfug 
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 DailyTrip1 c=a*b/1,000 $ 37.46 
Net Present Value Factor d 58.78 
Total Cost per Trip e·=c *d $2,202 
1 Auto and transit trips only.· Excludes bicycle and pedestrian trips. 
2 Net present value factor represents the multiplier for.$1.00 in annual costs to 

be fully funded ".ver a45-y~ar period, given interest earnings and inflation. 

Sources: Tables3.1, 3.7, and 8.2. 

The maximum justified transit capital mainterumce cornpo:tl.ent of the TSF is 
based· on the- cost per trip shown in. Table 3.3 multiplied by the trip 
generation. rates for each economic ~ctivity category. The maximum. justified 
fe~ is shown in. Table. 3.4. The variance in the fee by economic activity 
category based ott trip genemtion, and the scaling of the fee based on the size 
of the devdopment project, supports a reasottable rda.tiottship between th~ 
amount of the fee and the sha.:te of transit capital maintenance attnlmtable to 
each develop'.11ent pr9ject. 

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

Maximum 
Justified 

Trip Transit 
Generation· Capital 

Cost R,ate Maintenance· 
per (per.1,000 Fee 

Economic Activity Category Trip sq. ft.) (per SQ~ ft.) 
Formula a b c=a*b/ 

.1,000 
Residential $2,202 7 $15.41 
Nonresidential (excludina 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. 'I'RANSI't CAPITAL FACILI'tlES 

The transit capital facilities component of the TSP is based. on a list of 
cuttently planned capital projects and programs needed. to accommodate 
lnc.teased transit demand from developtnen.t21 'The relationship between 
devdopment and the transit capital facilities component of the TSF is 
summarized bdow and explained. more fully in the sections that follow: 

+ Need fo:t expanded transit capital fac.\lities: The impact of 
devdopment on the need for expanded. transit facilities is· caused. . by 
incteased transit and auto trips as discussed in Chaptct 2 in the· Trp 
Generation section.. The fair share cost of planned. ttans'it facilities allocated. 
to TSP development to accomrriodate this demarid is based on trip 
generation ftom TSF devt:;lopment as a percent of total trip generation 
served by the planned facility (including existing develop~ent and non- ' 
TSF-devdopmen.t, depending on fue specific facility)? 

+ · Use of'tSF mm.sit 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 'I'he 'l'SF Vl!iies in direct proportion to the amount of 
trip gen:eration of each development rroject. 

Need For 'transit Capital Facilities 

'The impact of increased trip generation fro~ devdopment on the need for 
expanded transit capital facilities is accommodated by a list of major 
proposed projects and programs drawn from the SFM'.I'A's most recent long­
range plans. Only projects and programs that are not fully funded with 
progratPtned funding are included.in the TSP list of transit capital facilities. 
'The total cost of each project o:t program is allocated to 'I'SF devdopment 
based on one of the foll.owing 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 cc:;>st is allocated to trips 

21 Bicycle &cili.tles are included in the transit capitl!l, facilities coml?onent nexus bcµ.use bicycle infrast:t:uctufe 
improv=ents shift demand away from transit thereby relieving transit overcrowding. However, TSF spending 
on bicycle infrast:roctw:e will occur solely from the complete streets component of the TSF. See text later in 
this chapter for more e:i<:planatlon. 

2Z See Ckpter 2 for definitlons ofTSF and non.--TSF development 

Mqy2015 
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generated. by existing and new (2010-2040) development beca-q.se 
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 progta:tn only provides expanded transit capacity 
· needed to serve demand ftom new development then the total 
cost is allocated only to trips generated by new development, 
both. non-TSP 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 percrot of the 
total cost to TSF development. Method 2 results in an allocation of 75 
percent of total cost to TSP develop~e.nt 

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 62%. 25.5% 
TSF Development 1,713,000 18.0% 74.5% 

Subtotal 2010-2040 2,300,000 242% 100.0% r-

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

The planned projects and prog:ran:is used to calculate the transit capital 
fa~ties 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 plai:ined 
projects ~d programs are shown in th.tee major facility categories: 

+ Transit service expansion and reliability improvements 

+ Improvements supporting regional transit operators 

+ · Bicycle infras1±ucta:te improvements (see explanation for inclusion of 
bicycle improvements following the tables). · ' 

.. &a 

826 Mir/201.S 



Table 4.2: . Transit Capitai Facilities Fair Share Cost Allocation ($1,000) 

Non-TSF Cost Share 
Non-TSF 

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

Expenditure Category I Total tlon ment (2010- Share Cost 
Project or Pro!lram Cost M,ethod1 12010) 2040) Subtotal Share 

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

a 
where x, v, z = fair share cost a/location. (Table 4. 1 J 

SFMTA Transit Sent"ice Exoansian and Reliabilltv Improvements 
Transit Fleet Expansion $630,500 2 -NA. $160,800 $160,800 $469,700 
Transit Facilities r 449,500. 1 $340,700 27,900 368,600 80,900 
Muni Forward Rapid 53,700 2 NA 13,700 13,700 40,000 
Network 
Geary Bus Rapid Transit 323,500 1- 245,200 20, 100 265,300 58,200 
M-Ocean View I j9th Ave. 520,000 1 394,200 32,200 426,400 93,600 

Subtotal $1,9n,200 $980,100 $254,700 $1,234,800 $742,400· 
Improvements Sunnortrnu Re.uibnal 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 Electrilication 1,332,100 1 1,009,700 82,600 1,092,300 239,800 
T ransbay Transit Center 2,376,900 1 1,801,700 147,400 1,949,100 427,BOO 
(Phase2) 

Subtotal $3,954,200 $2,811,400 $292,500 $3,103,900 $850,300 
Bicycle Infrastructure Improvements 
Bicycle Programs 548,500- '.2 [\IA $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 trlp generation tr:om new development (2010-2040). 

Sources: Tablies C.2, C.3, C.4, C.5, C.6, 4.1, and 4.3. 

_ _,, .. ,....,_ • .,,..,t®"'""''"'""'"....,' "'""'""""z __ .. _._ .. ,._...,,_,,,_ .. au...,,,...,. ..... ""'' ·~"''"""""111 __ ,...,..,,.....,.;·~ijilliW'.IWWW •1 " !<I. 
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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{cpansion in recent (.?014) fleet and facility planning 

studies 1 Excludes cost of replacement vehicle 
capacity, Central Subway vehicles (funded), and 
Gearv 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 

pf existing facilities. A more detailed analysis by 
facility would likely result in a }!igher 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 
~pacity. TSF funding limited to funding 23 
percent of Rapid Network total cost ($153 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-Oeean Allocate to all 2040 development because project San Francisco County 
View/ 19th would replace and increase capacity of ~xisting Transportation Authority, 
Ave. seivice. Total cost represents most likely cost for 1fl' Avenue Transit Study, 

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

Project or 
Program Fair Share Cost Allocation & ·Funding Notes Sources 
Improvements Supporlinq Re_qional Transit Operators 
BART Fleet All costs associated with. additional capacity 

.. 
San Francisco Bay Area 

Expansion needed to setve 2010-2040 growth. Total cost of Rapid Transit District 
44 additional cars. to accommodate additional (BARn •. Building A Better 
peak hour trips, based on SF-CHAMP model run BART: Investing In The 
indicating 4,554 passengers that would exceed ·Future Of The Bay"Area's 
current capacity, and 105 passengers per car at Rapid Transit System (draft), 
100 percent capacity. Assume $3.3 million cost July 2014, p. 13; San 
per car based on latest public report though Francisco Municipal 

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

regarding SF-CHAMP model . 
output; 
transitCrowding_Peak_BAR 
T_Transbay.:_v2.xlsx, Nov. 
2.1, 2014). 

BARTTrain· 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 componeht 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 ~ther end of each trip). The 
total replacement and upgrade project cost of the 
TCMP is $915 million. 

Caltrain Allocate to all 2040 development because project San Francisco County 
Electrifica- would replace and ·increase capacity of existing Transportation Authority, 
ti on service. Based on $1,456 mil. in year-of- . 2.014 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 Tf'.1!n Control (funded). 

Transbay Allocate to all 2049 development because project San Francisco County 
Transit would replace ?nd 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 cornpl~tion 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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Bicjcle improvements are included because bicycle .inftastructure 
improvements shift demand away fi:om autos and transit thereby relieving 
.auto co:ngestion, improving transit travel tlnies, a.J:?.d reducing transit 
overcrowding.23 However, 'TSF spending on bicycle ib.fi:astrucillte will occur 
solely fi:om the complete streets comp~rie.nt of the TSF (see Chapter 5). This 
approach is con.Sistent with the bicycle, pedestrian, and streetscape 
inftastructure components of the area. plan fees based on cuttent legislation 
pendi:ng before the Board of Supervisors. 

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

TSF development · 

The potential TSF cost sllitre shown in 'Table 42 must be adjusted to 
calcllJate the maxim.um justified fun.di:ng that could be provided by the 'TSF. 
Maxim.urn justified TSF funding is based on applying any currently· 
programmed funding ayailable after funqing of the non--'TSF cost shai:e. 
Programmed funding is funding tlrat has been programmed th.tough prior 
legislative action and includes fun.ding fi:om: 

+ Proposition 1( fun.ding fi:om the San Francisco County Transportation 
Authority 

+ 'T~portation 2030 general obligation- bond recently approved in San 
Francisco · 

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

+ Caltrain fundit?g for the Caltrain electrification. project 

+ 'TransbayTransit Center funding fi:orn various sources 

23 The San Francis~o Councy- T=i.:>omi.ti.on Authori.ty (SFCTA) modeled the impact
0

ofbuilding out the 
Class 1 bicycle fu:ilities to 100 miles and estimated that daily bike trips wouldJnc::t6isc by about40,000, or 
abou:t.20 percentinclncling shifts from auto ind transit modes (personal co=unication, Sep. 26, 2014); Dill, 
Jennifer and Theresa Catt (2003), ".Bicycle Co=uting and Facilities in Major U.S. Cities: IfYou Build Tern, 
Co=uters Will Use Them-Another Look", TRB 2003 .An:nual Meeting CD-ROM; Nelson, Arthur and 
David Allen (1997), "If You Build Them, Commuters Will Use Them; Cross-Sectional Analysis of Co=uters 
and Bicycle Facilities", Transportation Research Record 1578; SanF.rancisco Department of Parlcing and 
Traffic, ''Pollr. Street Lane Removal/Bike Laue T.tial Evaluation'', Report to Sm F.rancisco Board of 
Supervisors, May 16, 2001. 
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• Devdoper funding through devdopment or other contractual 
agreements. 

Programmed funding is first allocated to the non-TSF · cost share. Any 
funeling remaining after allocation to the non-TSF cost share is then: 
deducted from the 'I'SF cost share. Table 4.4 shows the maximum justified 
TSF funding for the transit capital facilities component based on this 
approach. All funding reflects 2015 dollars. Detail regarding programmed 
funding is showninAppendixTable C.7. 

The SFMTA has access w oth(_!t revenue sources to address any funding gaps 
fot the projects and programs listed in Table 4.4, after deduct:i1;lg · 
programmed fu.ndirig and TSF revenue. These alternative sources ensure that 
the projects and programs listed in Table 4.4 are :financially fea.sJ.'ble. These 
alternative funding sources are Tu:ted in T al;>le 4.5 . 

Use of Fee Revenues 

M1!}2015 

The SFMTA or SFCTA may use revenue from the TSF transit capital 
facilities component for any capititl. project that ~ands tran&t service in or 
to/from San Francisco, or_ directly supports the expansion of that service. 
such as vehicle maintenance facilities. Eligible costs that IJ?.2.Y be funded 
include capital expenses such as project manag=ent, design, digineering, 
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 w.ill occur :from the ·complete streets 
component of th~ TSP. 

The TSF may fund projects or programs that replace and expand existing 
transit facilities as long as_ metl;iod 1 is :used to allocate expansion-related 
costs i:o the 'I'SF (aeross existing and new development) (see Need far Transit 
Capita!Farilities 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 t:he 'fSF devdopment (new devdopment only). · 

fli A we S&t lfWRttCR"'J:ii. 
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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 TSFCost , TSF 
Project or Program Funding Cost Share Cost Share Share Funding 

Formula a b. C'"'a -b
1 d e==d-c 

SFMTA Transit Service ExDansion and Reliability Improvements I 

Transit Fleet Expansion $406,000 - $160,800 $245,200 $469,700 $22.4.500 
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 Transit Center 46~,900 1,949, 100 - 427,800 427,800 
(Phase 2) 

Subtotal $575,600 $3,103,900 $- $850,300 $8~0,300 
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 - Urbaf)ized 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 

• Prop1B - Transportation Bond Program 

• Prop1A- High-Speed Rail Bond Program 

• Regional Transportation Improvement Program 

• State Transit Assistance for capital projects 

• State Highway Op{i}ration and Protection Program 

Regional and Local Funding Pr~grams 

• Climate Initiatives Program 

• ·cost Sharing With Other <;:aunties on Jofnt Projects 

.. Lifeline Transportation Program 

• OneBayArea Gn~nt P;ogram . 

• Prop AA (San Francisco vehicle registra.tion fee) 

• Regional Measure 2 (bridge tolls) 

• Transit Performance Initiative Program 

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

• SFMTA revenue bonds 

.. General Obligation Bonds 

• General F.und Allocation for Capital Projects 

Maxim.um Justified Fee 

fMFQ 

MqyW15 

The fee schedule for the TSF ttansit capital facilities component.is based on 
the .ma:rimum justified cost per trip and is shown in Table 4.6 The cost per 
trip is bas.ed on the maximum jus'tifi.ed funding and the total number of ttips 
generated by 1:SF development.. 
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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 per Trip $1,025 
Source: Tables 4.4 and 2-.6 

The maximum justified fee fot each economic activity category is based on 
the cost pet trip shown in Table 4.6 multiplied by the trip genctation rates 
for each category-. The maximum justified fee schedule -is shown in 'T~ble 
4.7. The variance in the fee by economic activity category based on trip 
generation, and the scaling of the fee based on the size of the development 
project, supports a reasonable relationship between_ th~ ainount of the fee 
and the share of transit capital facilities attributable to each development 

. proj~ 

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 Eastem Neighborhoods 
Nexus Study, prepared for the City of San Francisco Planning Department, 
May 2008; Tables 2, 3, and Appendix D fable D.2; Tables 4.6 and A4. · 
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5. COMPLETRSTREETS 

The complete streets c~mponeut of the TSF would fund the etlhancement 
and expansion of pedestrian and other stteetscape .infrastructure to 
accommodate growth. 'Ibis component of the TSP is intended to maintain 
the eXisting levd of service cru::rently provided for pedestrians in San 
Francisco. The relationship' between devdopmeut and the complete streets 
component of the TSF is summarized bdow and explained more fully in the 
sections that follow: 

+ Need for pedestrian :infrastructure: The impact of devdopment. on the 
need for en.b2nced and expanded pedestrian. inftas1::tU.ctute is based on 
achieving the pedestrian levd of service (pedestrian LOS) recommended 
in the San Francisco Ci!Jwide Nexus Attafysis.24 The pedestrian LOS is based 
on sidewalk space per capita. 

+ Use of 'TSF. complete streets revenue: The b~efit to devdopment 
from the use of fee revenues is based on: enhancing and expanding 
pedestrian and other stteefscape .infrastructure. Reven\res may also be 
used for bicycle capital facilities for reasons explained in the section Use 
efFee Revenues. 

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

Need For Pedestrian Infrastructure 

The need for pedestrian .ip.ftastructure· 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 denla:!ld from visitors who use the City's business 
establishments. The combln.ed service population of residents and employees 
for pedestrian infrastructure as calculated.· by the Ci(ywide Nexus A.tza!ysis is 

· based.on residents plus employees weighted at 50 petcent.25 Employees are 
w~hted lower than resideu~ became of the lower demand for pedestrian· 
infrastructure relative to residents Q.ess time at ·work as au employee 
compared to time at home o:t; doing other actiV:ities as a resident). 

~4 San Francisco Planning Departm~t, Si11'1 Franci.rco Citywide N= A.!za!ysir, March 2014, pp. 25:-30. 

25 ~=Francisco Planning Departmen~ St11l Francisco bifra.rlrJld:llrt Level rf Serdce .Attafy.ris, March 2014, p. 44 . 
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'The Citywide Nexus Alta!Jsis cak.ulated the pedestrian LOS based on the 
amount of existing sidewalk. space and the future service population. Thus 
the study assumes a pedestrian IDS of 88 square feet per capita in.the future 
compared to 103 square feet per capita cuttently. To compens~te for this 
conservative assumptlo:o, the pedestrian LOS assumes a cost per square foot 
that incorporates improvements to existing sidewalks with the addition of 
dements such as curb ramps, bulb-outs, and pedes~ sighals.26 

'The unit cost of pedestrian. ·inftastructure calculated by the Ci-tywide.Nexus 
Anafpis and updated to 2015 dollars is $47.18 .per sqtiate 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. 
spedfically excludes dements of pedestrian infu.structure that may be 
required under Section 138.1 of the San Francisco Planning Code rdated to 
urban design standards. Under this se~on uf the code the City may require 
certain devdopment projects to improve pedestrian infrastructure directly 
adjacent to the project By excludi:ni these cost ~etnents 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 
catego:ry representing the cost of. pedestrian infrastructure to serve new 
devdopmentis shown in Table 5.1. · 

26 Jbid, Table 18, p. 45. 

21 San Fran?sco PlanningDepartm711~ San Francisco Cify1»ide Next/! htafysi.r, Mru:ch 2014, Table 17, p. 29. 

28 AECOM, memorandum to San F:nincisco Planning Departme!).t regru:dfug San Francis£:? Infrastructure 
Nexus .Analysis-Streetsaipe 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. ff. per Cost per Population ·Cost per 
Category capita) 'sq. Ft.1 Weight.2 Capita 

Formula a b c d;::a*b*c 

Residential 88 $47.18 100% $4,152 
Nonresidential (ex. PDR) 88 $47.18 50% $2,076 
Production, Distribution, 
Repair (PDR) . 88 $47.18 50% $2,076 
1 Cost based on $43:00 ($ 2013) ftorri Citywide Nexus A~alysis, increased by 

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

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

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

Use of Fee Revenues 

The primary purpose of the TSF complete streets i;:omponents is to fund 
capital improvements to the City's pedestrian and other stteetscape 
infrastructure. As discussed ln. the B~tter Streets Plan (BSP),29 tlie City aims 
to improve the pedei;t:riali environment for all of San Francisco'~ residents 
and employees .. Ac;ceptable uses pf revenue from the TSF complete streets 
component ln.clude (but are. not limited to) sidewalk paving, lighting 
installation, pedestrian. signalization of crosswalks or ln.tersections, street tree 
planting, bulb-out construction, street famishing, landscaping, traffic 
calming, and other streetscape improvements cited in the BSP. Current 
,planned expenditures of '!SF revenue drawn. from the SFMTA 20-Year 
Capital Plan are. shown in Table 5.2. The table also shows programmed 
funding .fur these programs with Proposition K being the only current 
source. 

29 San Francisco Pul;>lic Works Code, Section 24.13. 
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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 

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

Funding Need $316,20.0,000 

1 Prop. 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 
th tough FY 2034 to 2014$ fur those line items, (3) determin'ing 
the share available for SFMTA projects (vs. other departnents 
and agencies), and (4) allocating the discounted sharetofhe 
. 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; SFC1:Astaff 
(for discount factors). 

For all area plan fees except the 'Transit Center District fee, legislatlo.n 
pending before the Board of Supervisors :would distinguish bet"Ween a fee 
component for 1:t!nsit and a fee component for bicycle, pedestrian and other 
stteetscape infrastt:ucptte. 'To provide consistency with the proposed area 
plan fee programs, revenue from the TSF complete streets eomponent may 
also be used fuJ; bicycle :fu.cilit:ies. The use of the 'TSF for bicycle facilities is 
already justified ·under the transit capital facilit:i~s component (see prior 
chapter). 'Thus, as long as the trui:x:irnurn justified fees for ea:Cb. component 
are not exceed~ bicycle facilitles may·be fundt;d by either component. 

Maxim.um Justified Fee 

38 

'The mix:imm;u 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 b the fee by 
economic activity category based on building space per capita, arid the scaling 
of the fee based . qn the size of the development project, .supports a 

· reasonal:ile rclationship between the amount of the fee and the. share of 
. complete streets inftasttucture attributable to each development project 

l@i& 58Af?lf + 
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Table 5:3: . Complete Streets Component Ma:X:imum Justifie.d 
Fee (2015 dollars) 

Maximum 
Sq.Ft Justified 

Cost per per Fee 
Economic Activitv Cateqory Capita Capita (per so. ft.) 

Formula a b c=alb 
Residential $4,152 498 $'8.34 
Nonresidential ( excludino 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 SUSTAINABJLITY FEE 

The ma:rimum justified transportation sustainability fee is the sum of the 
t:b.iee component .fees presented. in Chapters 3, 4, and 5. The maxi.mum 
justified, TSP is shown. in Table 6.1 per square foot of building space. The. 

· two ttansit components aie subtotaled to show the total :n=:itnum justified 
TSF for transit facilities and services. The total fee 0:0. a devdopment project 
for transit facilities and· services should :not ex:ceec! tbis amount without a 
nexus study justifying the higher amount. likewise, the total fee on a 
devdopm.ent project for pedes~ and other .streetscape infrastructure 
should not exceed the complete streets component without a nexus study 
justifying the higher amount. · 

Table 6.1: Maximum Justified T~F (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 Betw~en TSF and Area P~an Fees 

Al? listed in Chapter 2, Table 2.3, the City has area plans that have their own 
sepatate transportation development impact fees. Pen.Cling approval of 
legislation currently before the Board of Supi;rvisors30

, these fees would be 
separated between transit arid complete streets compondlts. The ~omplete 
streets component would include bicycle, pedestria.n, and other stteetscape 
.infrastructure. The TSF is proposed to have a similitt structure (separate 
transit and complete streets components) to mirror the proposed area plan 
fee structure. This structure is also consistent with the Citywide Nexns .A11afysis 
referenced ln. Chapters 2 and 5 of this report. 

30 Pending legislatlou fu regat:ding adoption of: the CifywirJe.N~ .Anafysis referenced. fu Chapters 2 aud 5 aud 
would am.end Artlcle 4 of the Planning Code. 
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As explained in Chapter 1, the current TIDF is a ci~de fee on 
nonresidential development only. Nonresidential development Within a plan 
area curren.tJ.y pays the TIDF in addition fo any area plan tta:nsit fee 
component If adopted, the 'TSF would replace the TIDF and be applied to 
both residential and nonresidential development 

Ar.ea plan ttar1sportation fees were developed to fund .improvements within. 
their respective plan areas to address local .impacts from new development 
By contrast the 'I'SF is designed to fund citywide projects an~ programs to 
address citywide development impacts. Regardless of the separation or 
overlap between area p~ fees and the 'TSF, the TSF should be adopted at a 
level such that the combined area J?.lan- and 'I'SF amounts are l~s than the 
maximum justified 'I'SF amounts shown in 'Table 6.1. This approach would 
ensure that new development is not overpaying for ttansportatlo.n .impacts 
and _that new development fully benefits ftpm the expenditure of fee 
revenues. Specifically, within. each plan areas the 'I'SF should be adopted at 
less than the tna:ximum justified amount such that: 

+ The combined runount of the adopted area. plan and 'I'SF transit fee 
_ components remains less ~ the maxi.mum justified TSF ttansit fee 

component (transit capiml maintenance plus ttansit capital facilities). · 

+ The combined amount of the adopted area plan and TSF complete 
stteets components remains less than the maxim.um justified TSF 
complete streets component _ 

See Appendix D, 'tables D.1 and D.2 for a list of current ttansportation _ 
fees within plan areas and a comparison with the tna:ximum justified TSF 
-amount The maximum justified TSF is greater than the current fee 
(including the 1'.p)F) across all economic activity categorie8, area plans, and 

- for both the transit and complete stteets fee components. In mqst cases ~e . 
maximum justified 'I'SF is -more than 50 pettcent greater than the current fee. 
Thus there is su~stantial flexibility for the Citf. to detenrune the apprc;>pria.te 
'I'SF ·am~un~ to adopt and implement · 

Relationship Between 'TSP and 'TSP 

42 

The TSF will be pa.rt of a larger effort, the propqsed 'Transit Sustainability 
Progtam (TSP). In addition to the TSF, the TSP .includes (1) a ttanspotrn.tio:n 
demand roanagernent (ID:M) program for new dey-elopment projects, and (2) 
revision to the City's policies regarding evalua.tlon of ttarlsportation .impacts 
under the California Env.ironm~tal Quality Act (CEQA) consistent with 
State Guidelines adopt:ecf pursuant to Senate Bill 743. 

The TSF nexus study and the expenditure of TSF revenues ate design.ed to 
avoid any overlap with. other TSP requirements or .in any way double charge 
development.projects for the same impact Based on the current proposal, 
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the TDM component of the TSP in.dudes a wide range of measur~ 
including measures to encourage travd by transit, bicycle, and "pedestrian 
modes. These measures do not overlap with the TSP because: · 

;- TDM measures related to ttansit service ate focused on transit pass 
subsidies for residents and employees of devdopment projects to 
encourage transit use. The TSF is focused on offsetting the impact of 
increased tt2!1Sit use on tt:msit capital maintenance and transit capital 
f~cilitles rosts. Furthermore, farebox revenue ·supported by tninsit pass 
subsidies only covers about one-tb.i:td of tornl operating costs ($220 mil. 
in annual ,revehue versus $668 n;ri1 of annual costs) and these revenues 
are excluded from cill.culation of the 'TSP transit capital irurin.terutnce 
component (see Table 3:2). ' 

• 'IDM measures related 1D bicycle and pedestrian improvements ate 
focused on on-site improvements suc:h as bike parkillg and frontage 
improvements for pedestrians. The TSF is focused on citywide capital 
investments in bicycle facilities and pedestrian infrastructure. 

'!SF Updates 

The TSF i;hould be updated using the fullowing two methods: 

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

2. Five-year updates: The :Mitigation Fee Act and the PJannini Code 
require every five years that any local agency implementing . a 
devdopment impact fee 1?Jike findings similar to those made at the time 
of the initial fee adoptlon.31 For these ~ve year updates the City should: 

a. Update the transit capirnl 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 capirnl facilities fee component based on the la.test 
available list of major t:tmlsit capital projects that benefit new 
devdopment, along with updates to project costs and prograroroed 
funding. 

31 California Government Code Section 66001 (d). 



Transportation Sustoinabili!J Fee NCXllS Stfll[y San Frtmcist:o Mmiicipa/Tramportaiion Agenq 
% <·WbP'H •m& · &8~4 ¥H !!!dl!!N"H"§@l§<lifuif31':tb b $GP# B • bfiii!Hiffil@Si'®ev@'Bfft'"'' •-""' 

HS fR§i!i§i 'Rii 

44 

c. Update the complete streets component based on a reView of the 
pedesttiw. level of service and. o:u:rent cost estlma.tes for pedestrian. 
and other stteetscape fuftasttuci:ure. • ' 

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 ~porta1ion system. · 

' 
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1\- LAND USE PROJECTIONS & 'TRIP GENERAT~ON 
ESTIMATES 

The 'Transit Sustainability Fee; 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 de:vdopment on the transportation. system. This appendix 
descn"bes these estimates arid projections in.duding key assumptions and 
methodologies used to develop them. 

Consistency With Regional Projections 

In preparing the land use allocations for 2010 and 2040-, the Phnning 
Department con.trolled citywide totals to the most recent estimates available 
fi:oru. the .Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) for the cine-county 
San Francisco Bay regi~n de:vdoped in association with the .Metropolitan 
'Transportation Commission (M'IC). Citywide totf].s were controlled to be 
within plus or minus ·two percent 0£ the 2010 and 2040 ABAG totals for 
population., housing, and emp~oyme.nt. Comparisons of the Planning 
Department's citywide totals with the ABAG totals are shown in Tables A.1 
andA.2. 
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Table A-1: San Francisco Development 2010 

Difference, 
Nexus 

Study vs. 
Nexus ABAG -
·study ABAG Amount Percent 

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

·Employment (Jobs) 
Management, Information and 
Professional Services 295,100 NA NA NA 
Retail/Entertainment 97,700 NA NA NA 
Production, Distribution, Repair 59,900. NA NA NA 
Culfural/lnstifution/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 Household 1.65 1.64 

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

Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, Land Use Allocation Model 
· Output, December 2013; Association of Bay Area Governments and the 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Plan Bay Area, Final Forecast 
of Jobs, Populauon 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 He.alth Services 52,200 NA NA N,l\ 
Visitor Services 26,800 . NA NA NA 

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

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

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

Housing Unit Size, Empioym.ent Density, and 'Trip Generation Rates 

Housui.g unit size (average sqllilte feet per housing u:cit) and employment 
density factors (square fee per employee) ate used to convert projections of 
housing units an.d employment to projections of building space. Average 
housing unit size is based on the Eastern Neighborhoods Nexus Study 
completed in 2008.34 Employment density factors are consistent with 1hose 
used in the Planning Department's land use alloeation tool with one 
exception (see next paragraph). Trip generation rates are based on the most 
recent update of the 11DF completed in 2011.33 

32 Seifel Consulting, Inc., SiJJt Frand.rro Eastern Ne'ighborhoods N= Stnrfy, prepared for the City of San Fran.ciBC:o 
.Planning Departm?lt, May 2008 . 

33 C~bridge Systtmatics with Urban Economics, Transit Impact Development Fee Update, prep2!ed for the San 
Francisco Municipal Transportation .Agency, Febmaty 2011. 
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The empl~yment density factor and trip generation rate for the Management, 
Infoi:mation, and Professional Setvices (MIPS) economic activity category 
were adjusted to incorporate recent information from the Central SoMa 
environmental review as explained in Oui.pter 2. See Table A.3 for the MlPS 
adjustment 

See 'Table A..4 for the factors and rates used for all economic activity 
categories. See 'I' ables A.5 and A.6 for trip generation estimates used for the 
nexus an:alysis for the TSF transit capital maintenance; and TSF transit capital 
facilities c;omponents, respectively. 

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

All 
.other 

Central City~ 

Formula Sol\ila wide Total 
Management, lnfonnation & a 45,000 74,700 119,700 
Professional Services 
Emplovment 
Sq. Fl per Employee1 b 200 276 . 247 
Occupied Building Space c=a*"b! 
(1,000 so. ft.) ·1,000 9,000 20,600 29,600 
Vacancy Rate d 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 
Total Building Space e.=c/ 
(1,000 SQ. ft.) (1-d} 9,500 21,700 31,200 
Trip rate {per 1,000 sq. ft.)" 

., 
18 13 15 

Trips g=e"f 171,000 282,100 453,100 
Trio Rate (oer emoloyee) 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 Departmenl "Central 
SoMan trip rate is calculated based on the inverse of the ratio of All Other 
Citywide to Central SoMa employment density. "Total" trip rate is the 
weighted average of the Central SoMa and All Other Citywide trip rates •. 

Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, Land Use Allocation Model 
Output, December 2013; Cambridge Systematics with Urban 

. Economics, Transit Impact Dev_elqpment Fee Update, prepared for 
the San Francisco Municioal Transoortation Agency, Februarv 2011. 
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Table A4: Service Population, Building Spai::e, 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 Rafe (fo_r Housing 1,000 

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

Housing 
HousinQ 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 

e·roduction, Distribution, 567 5.0% 597 7 
Repair (PDR) 
1 Average daily motorized (transit and auto) trips. 

z 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 
l;Jevelopw 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,doo·sq. (1,000 per 1;000 (average 
Category ment) plovee SQ. fl) ~) sq. fl) sq. fl) daily trips) 

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 Outpu~ December 2013; 
Tables A.1 and A.4. 

Table A-6: Trip Generation 2010·and2040 

Trip 2010 ·2010-20.40 . 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 fl) sq. ft.) tfon sq. fl) tion · sq. fl) ti on 
Residential 7 434,700 3,043,000 117,200 820,000 551,900 3,863,000 
Nonresidential 
(ex. PDR)1 25. 157, 100 3,928,000 57,600 1,440,000 214,700 5,368,000 
Production, 
Distribution, 
Repair (PDR) 7 35,800 251,000 5,700 40,000 41,500 291,000 
Total Trip Generation 7,222,000 2,300,000 9,522,000 
1 Trip generation rate. based on'weigh~ed average of building square feet for 2ofo-204o development by 

economic activity category and rounded to whole number. . . 

Sources: Tables 2.5 A.4, and AS. 
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B. TRANSIT CAPITAL MAINTENANcE 

The followfug two tables provide support for the calculatlo:ns prese:nted in 
Chapter 3 for the transit capital maintenan.ce compo:ne:nt of the TSF. 
'Table B.1 p:tovides the source for the inflation cand interest rates that are · 
inputs to the modd for the. net p:t:ese:nt value factor shown ID. Table 3.3. 
'Table B.2 provides a ttun.cated version of the modd used to calculate the 

. net present value factor. . . 

Table 8~1: Inflation and Interest Rates 

Cost fnflation 1 Interest Earned~ 
Fiscal 

Calendar Annual Year Annual 
Year Index Rate End in a 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 233'.4 2.59% 2011 102.6 1.24% 

. 2010 ·227.5 .. 1.38% 2010 101.4 1.38% 
2009 224.4 2009 100.0 

Five-Year Compounded Five-Year Compounded 
Annual Averaqe . 2.35% Annual Averaae .1.12% 

1 San Francisco Bay Area Consumer Price Index (index 1982-84 ='= 100). 

z Average annual interest ea'ming 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 lhtto:f/sftreasurer.org/reoorts-olans). 
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Table B-2: Net Present Value Factor 

Year 1 2 3 ... 43 44 45 

Beginning Furid a 58.78 58.44 ·s8.01 ...... 7.97 5.40 2.75 
Balance1 

Interest b=a*1.12% 0.66 0.65 0.65 ... 0.09 0.06 0.03 
Eamings2 . 
f?cpenditures" c = c {prior yr)* (1.00) Jtm 

2.35% 
JiQfil ... (2.65) (2.72) (2.78) 

Ending Fund 
Balahce 

d-a+b-c 58.44 58.07 57.67 ... 5.40 2.75 p.oo 

Net Present 58.78 
Valu~ Factor1 

Note: This fable 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 forto calculate the net present value factor. The Year 1 
value i1; setsuchthatthe Year45 ending fund balance equals $0.00. In all other years the 
"beginrying fund balance equals the ending fund balance fmm the prior year. 

2 Assumes interest earned on beginning fund balance and all expenditures made at end of year. 
3 Expenditures at beginning of Year 1 equal $1 :oo and are infl<!-ted assuming all costs represent end 

of year (inflated) values. 

Source: Table.S.1 (for interest and inflation rates). 
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C. TRANSIT CAPITAL FACILITIES 
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This . appendix provi~es the supporting documenta:tion: for the transit capital 
projects and programs included in the ttansit capital facilities component of 
the TSF presented in Chapter 4. All cost· and fun.ding data reflect 2015 
dolla.ts. · · 

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 n~w development (2015-2040). 

+ 'Table C.3 provides supporting data for the transit fleet maintenance 
facilities projects. The facility plan (see table sources) repres~ts a 
significant re-positioning, upgrade, and expansion of SFMTA's facilities. 
to serve both existing and new development . 

+ 'Table C.4 p~ovides supporting ·data for tlie ~t relial:iility 
improvements. The projects in the upper part of the table are to be 
implem~ted in the near tc;rm (e.g. by 2_017) and are fully funded largely 
th.tough the Oty's 2014 general obligation bond. The:;e 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 illocated to TSF transit capital facilities 
(Table 4.2): · 

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

project This project replaces and upgrades an existing transit line so it 
serves existing development and provides for capacity expansion. to serve 
grOwtb.~ J • • 

+ 'Table C.6 provides supporting data for the bicycle facilities program. 
These projects represent a significant expansion. of the bicycle program. 
These projects only serve development by sbi:iling trips out of autos 
(thereby rdiev:ing vehicle congestion and improving transit service) and 
shifting trips out of transit (thereby relieving transit overcrowding). 

+ 'Tables C.7 and C.8 provide supporting_ data for the ·programmed 
funding available for transit.capital facilities shown in Tables 4.2 and 4.4 . 

. Estimates reflect funding for 2015-2040 in 2015 dolla.ts. 
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Table C-1: Transit Fleet Plan 
Fleet 

Existing ~pans ion/ Planned 
(2015) Contraction . (2040) 

Motor Coach (40') 337 . (55) 282 
Motor Coach (60') 1 

· 159 157 316 
Trolley Coach (40') 240 (50) 190 
Trolley Coach (60') 93 17 no 
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 3Z4 vehicles). 

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

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

Fleet Cost per 
Expansion Vehicle Total Co!?t 

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

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

Geary Bus Rapid Transit 
Vehicles1 

. . 

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

Central Subway Light Rail 
Vehicles2 

(24) $6,000,000 $(144,000,000) 

Net Fleet Expansion Cost · 
After 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 fu~ded. 

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

Facility· Name Amount 
Motor and Trolley Coach "Facilities 

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

Detail By 
lslais Creek 
Kirkland 

Facility Not 

Marin 
Available 

Potrero 
Presidie 
Woods 

Subtotal $433,000,000 
Other Fleet Faciliti6:51 

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 Seo~ facility because it is only used for non-
rev~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, Table3, 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 C4: MunrForward Rapid Network Improvement? 

Project Name Amount 
Sample Near Term Projects To Address Existing Deficiencies & Provide Additional Capai:ity (funded)' 

5 Fulton: Outer Route Fast Track Transit Enhancements $2,800,000 
71 Haight-Nmiega: Haight Street Fast Track Transit & Streetscape Enhancements 1,500,000 
9 San Bruno: Potrero Ave Fast Track Transit & Streetscape Enhancements 7,133,000 
Columl;>us Street Fast Track Transit E:nhancements 700,000 
lrvinq 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 800,000 
10 Townsend: Sansome Contraflow Signals 1,000,000 
28 19th Avenue: 19th Ave Transit and Pedestrian Enhancements 16,500,000 
30 Stockton: Eastern Segment Transit Enhancements 3,400,000 
5 Fulton: Mid-Route Transit Enhancements 22,700,000 
71 Haight-Noriega: Haight Street Transit and Streetscape Enhancements 6,600,000 
BX Bayshore Express: Geneva Ave Transit Enhancements 8,250,000 
9 San Bruno: 11th St'and Bayshore Blvd Transit and Pedestrian Enhancements 4,400,000 
N Judah: Transit Enhancements 14,600,000 
BX Bayshore Express: Mid-Route Transit Enhancements 3,750,000 
14 Mission: Downtown MissionTransifand Streetscape Enhancements 19,600,000 
14 Mission: Inner Mission Transit and Streetscape Enhancements 1,500,000 
14 Mission: Outer Mission Transit and.Streetscape Enhancements 3,850,000 
22 Fillmore: 16th Street Transit and Streetscape Enha.ncernents - Phase 1 34,745,000 
J Church: Transit Enhancements 10,800,000 
L Taraval: Transit and Streetscape Enhancemenfs 10,500,000 

Total $177,528,000 
Share 77% 

Sample Longer Term Projects To Provide Additional Capacity (unfunded) 
1 California Travel Time Reduction Prolect $8,920,000 
.22 Fillmore Segment 2 (on Fillmore) Travei Tirne.Reduction Project 6,620,000 
2819th Avenue Segment2 (in Marina) Travel Time Reduction Project 1,900,000 
30 Stockton Segment 1 (west of Van Ness) Travel"Time Reduction Project . 23,120,000 
5 Fulton TEP Travel lime 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 Tirne Reductior.i Project1 500,000 
M Ocean View Segment 1 (West Portal to 19th Av) Travel Time Reduction Proiect1 

3,000,000 
M Ocean View Se~ment 2 (East of ·19th Av) Travel lime Reduction Proiecf 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 2D14 general obligation transportation bond. 
2 Tf:ie 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 .ForVliard Rapid Netwo~k Capital Projects :-
lmplementation 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 passenQer 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 Phasi;: (SFMT A Board 
Presentation), Nov. 13, 2014. 

Table C-6: .Bicycle Facilities Program Expansion 

Proqram Element Amount 
Bicycle Network Expansion $64,825,000 
Bicycle Network Long Term Improvements 3I0,400,000 
Bicycle Plan Netwqrk Sllort Term Projects 23,000,000 
Location-Specific Bicycle Hotsp.ot Improvements 13,500,000 
Bicycle Sharinq 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 8-5. 
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Table C-7: Transit Capital Projects & Programs - Programmed Funding ($1;000) 

Proo: K1 

Expenditure Pl;m c;ategory Exp en- MTC Caltrain TTC Total pro-
I diture GO Core Project .Project o'eveloper. grammed 
Pr;,lect or Prooram Line Amount Bond Caoacitv Fun din a Funding Fundina Funding 
Transit Service Expansion and Rellabflltv Improvements 
Transit Fleet Expansion 15 $- $- $400,000 $- $- $6,000 $406,000 
Transit Facilities Vision 20M 13,800 70,000 67,000 150,800 
Munl Forward Rapid Network 1 2,000' 2,000 
Geary Bus Rapid Transit 1 46,100 46,100 
M-Ocean View/ 19tti Ave. 1 - 71,800 71,800 

Subtotal $61,900 $70,000 $467,000 $- $- $77,800 $676,700 
Improvements Supporting Regfo11al Transit Operators 
BART Car Expansion 17B - $- $- $- $- $- $-
BART Train Control 228 2,800 2,800 
Caltrain Electrification 6 3,900 $105,000 108,900 
Transbay Transit Center 5 83,300 380,600 463,900 
(Phase 2) 

Subtotal $90,000 $- $- $105,000 $380,600 $575,600 
Bicycle Infrastructure improvements 
Blcvcle Programs Expansion 39 $13,000 $- $- $- $0 $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) detennining 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 llne Items, (3) 
determining the share available for SFMTA projects {V'!. 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 (forTransbay 
Transit Center funding) and Appendix F (for all other projects), Sep. 12, 2014; SFCT,O. 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.1B, 2014 (appendix). MTC Core 
Capacity: Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Resolution No.. 4123, Dec. 1B, 2013. Caltraln ~nd TIC Project · 
Funding: See Prop. K source, based on allei:ated plus programmed funding discounted 9.3 percent to 2015 dollars net 
of Proo. K contribution I shown In separate column). Developer Funding: San Francisco Planning Department. · 
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Table C~8: Transit Capital Projects & Progral'!l Funding Notes 

Expenditure category I 
Sample Project or -
Program Funding Notes ' 

Transit Reliability Improvements 
Transit Fleet Expansion Prop. i<: No funding for this line item after FY 2015. MT~ Core 

Capacity: $400 miL from Cap and Trade based on proposed 
legislation (AB 574 (Lowenthal) proposed in 2013). TTC Project 
Funding: Excludes TCDP impact fee funding of $2 mil. for two 40' 
coaches so that TSF maximum justified fee is inclusive of TCDP . · 
impact fee {see discuS!?ion of area plan fees in Chapter 6). 
Developer Funding: Parkmerced providing $6 miL for: one light rail 
Vehicle through development ai:ireement. 

Transit Facilities Prop. K: Allocate 100% of line item. GO Bond: Allocate 1. 00% of 
"Muni Facilities" category. MTG Core Capacity: $67 mil from Cap 
and Trade based on proposed legislation (AB 57 4 (Lowenthal) 
proposed in 2013). · 

Muni Forward Rapid Prop. K: Allocate $2 mil. from line item.. GO Bond: No funds -
Network al!o~ated 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/ 191Il Prop. K: Allocate 0% of line item. GO Bond: Does not allocate any 
Ave. available funding for Corridor Improvement Program ($28M) that is 

limite~ 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 Expans!on Prop. K: Allocate 0% of line item because line item is' only for car 

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

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

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

' 
Transbay Transit Center Prop. K: Allocate 100% of line item. TTC Project Funding: Includes 
(P.hase 2) all allocated and programml:')d funds discounted B.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 tenn 
Expansion allocations (remainder for other deparfn!ents-a.nd transit agencies and 

for non-capital projects). 

Sources: See Table C.7. 
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D. . A.REA PLAN FEES 

Mf!Y 2015 

'table D.1 provides a schedule of current ttansporta.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 Sa:n. Francisco Planning 
Code), currently pending adoption at the Board of· Supervisors as of 
publication of this report The current 'I'IDF is added to the area plan transit 
tomporu:.nt because the TIDE is imposed citywide on al). devclopment 
projects. The 11DF cuttently only applies to no_nresidential projects and not 
to residential projects. Based on the proposed legislation,· i;he compiete 
streets component or the area plan fees funds bicycle facilities pllis pedestrian 
and other .streetscape infrastructure. There is no current city:wide fee for 
pedestria:n infrastructure and bicycle facilities. 

'table b.z. compares the total current fee with the rnaxirnum justified 
transportation fee documented in thi;; TSP nexus study (see Table 6.1 in 
Chapter· 6). The table separately compares the transit 21ld complete streets 
fee components. The existing TIDF is replaced by the TSF and the TSF is 

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

economic activity categories, area plans, and for both fee components. In 
most eases the.maximum justified 'I'SF is more than 50 percent greater than 
the cuttent fee. 
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Table 0"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 D% -
Market & Octavia 
Residential 10.92 22% 2.40 - - 2.40 44% 4.80 
Nonresidential (exciuding PDR) ·4,:13 20% 0.83 14.14 14.97 . ·a1% 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 18.20 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 Nei.Qhboihoods - 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 (excludinq 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 (excludinq PDR) 16.99 53% 9.00 14.14 23.14 34% 5.78 
Production, Distribution, Repair {PDR) - 0% - 7.46 7.46 0% -
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Table D.1: Existing Transportation Fees (fee per sq. ft.) (continued) 

- lncre- Complete 
mental Total Transit Streets 

Area Plan/ F~e Area Area City-
. Economic Activity {TCDP Plan Transit wide 
Category Only) Fee1 Share Fee T!DI=2 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 · 728 . 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% 0:49 
Produc,tion, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.46 7.46 ·03 -
Eastern Neighborhoods - Affordable Housing 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 NA" 4.39 14.14 18.53 NA" NA' 
Industrial 4.39 4.39 NA-' 4.39 7.46 11.85 NA_, ·NN 
Transit Center District Plan - FAR 9:1to18:1 
Residential .6.58 7.68 NA" 7.68 ' 7.68 NA-' NA-' -
Office, Retail, Institutional 21.40 15.09 NA-' 15.09 14.14 29.23. NA3 NN 
Hotel 8.78 8.78 NA" 8.78 14.14 22.92 NA-' NA" 
Industrial 4.39 4.39 NA_, 4.39 7.46 11.85 NA," NA" 
Transit Center District Plan - FAR Above 18:1 
Residential 3..29 9.97 NA" 9.97 - 9.97 NA3

' NA3 

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"' NA" 
Industrial 4.39 4'.:39 NA"' 4.39 7.46 11.85 NA" NA"' 
1 ForTCDP, average fee for projects with 9:1to1_8:1 FAR based on maximum possible amount (18:1 

FAR), or 100% of base fee plus 50% of incremental fee. Average fee for projects with greaterthaa 
18: 1. FAR based on 181 Fremont project, or 70% of thr_ee 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 
tlsed for nonresidential (ex. PDR) and Office, Retail, Institutional (for the TCDP). · 

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

Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee 
Register (rates effective Jan. 1, 2015). · · 
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Table D-2: E:xisting Vs~ Maximum Justified Transporfution 
Fees (fee per sq. ft.) 

Area Plan{ 
Economic Activity Ca~egorv Transit Complete Streets 

Max. . Differ- Differ,; Max. Differ- Differ-.. 
Cur- Justi- ence ence Cur- Justi ence ence 
rent tied (amt.) (%) rent -fled (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.BO 8.34 .(3.54) (42%) 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 14.98 80.68 (65.70) (B1% . 2.52 6.74 (4.22) (63%) 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) 7.46 22.59 (15.13) (67%) - 3.48 (3A8) (100%) 

Rincon Hill · 
Residential - 22.59 (22.59) (100% 8.25 8.34 (0.09) (1%) 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 14.15 80.68 (66.53) (82% - 6.74 (6.74) (100%) 
Production, Distri~ution, Repair (PDR) 7.46 22.59" (15.13) {67%) - 3.48 (3.48) (100%) 

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

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

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

Eastern Neighborhoods - General - Tier 1 
Residential 0.97 22.59 (21.62) {96%. ·3_01 8.34 (5.33) .(64%) 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) . 18.01 80.68 (62.67) (78% 2.48 6.74 (4.26) (63%) 
Production, Distribution, Repair (FDR) 7.46 22.59 (15.13) (67%) - 3.48 (3.48)- {100%) 
Eastern Neighborhoods - General - Tier 2 
Residential 1.46 22.59 (21.13) .(94% 4.51 8.34 (3.83). (46%) 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 20.58 80.68 60.10) (74% 4.13 6.74 (2.61) (39%) 
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) 7.46 22.59 (15.13) (67% - 3.48 (3.48) (100%) 
Eastern Neighborhoods - General - Tier 3 
Residential 1.94 22.59 (20.65) (91%) 6.02 8.34 (2.32) . (28%) 
Nonresidential (excludina PDR) 23.15 80.68 (57.53) (71%) 5.78 6.74 (0.96) (14%) 
Producti()n, Distribution, Repair (PDR) 7.46 22.59 (15.13) (67%) - 3.48 (S.48) (100%) 
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Table 0.2: Existing Vs. Maximum Justified Transportation Fees 
(fee pe~ sq. ft.) (continued) 

Transit Complete Streets 

Max. Differ- Differ- Max. Differ- Differ-
Area Plan/ Cur- Justi- ence ence Cur- Justi- ence ence 
Economic Activity-Category rent fled (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 Nei_qhborhoods -Affordable Housin 1 Zones - Tier 3 
Residential 1.17 22.59 (21.42) (95%) . 0.78· 8.34 (7.56) (91%) 
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 28.59 80.68 (52.09) (65%) 0.68 ·6.74 (6.06) (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%) 
lndusbial 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%) mC!ximum justi.fied under 
Transit Center Disbict 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%). 
lndustri9I 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 by2040.1 Much of this growth is already occurring-projects 
aimed at creating housing for upwµrds of 60,000 new residen~ are currently under construct;ion or are 
being reviewed. More housing and more jobs means more travelers· using the City's roads and transit 
li~es, further straining the City's a!ready-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 thafln order to meet current need and future demand, the 
City would need tq.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:ipact of the proposed TSP on new development in San _Francisco.- The Transportation 
Sustainability Fee (TSF), the TSP component examined in this study, is a proposed citywide impact fee 
that.will help fund new transit, bicycle and pedestrian improvement projects as well as capital , 
maint~nance. The TSF would provide· additional revenue to help fill the City's transportation funding gap 
and ensure that new developments pay their fair share for impacts on the City's transportation system. 
Another TSP component examined in this stl!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 rriore reliable, timely and cost efficient manner. 

San Francisco is currently experi~ncing a sur~e in residential arid commercial real estate construction 
and absorption, _after a significant recessionary period that ended in 2012. Increased demand from both 

. bµ~iness expansion and new residents, combihed with the rel<itively slow pace of developm~nt 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 housing development) to meet the needs of a 
growing· population and to ensure th~t 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 thatthe program will 
not impair de'(elopmentfea~ibility overall. · 

This report presents the following infonl\ation: 

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- proviaes an overview of the 

T~P and its three interrelated components: the Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF), which 
will replace the current Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF), California Environmental Quality 
Act {CEOA)/ Level of Service (LOS} reform, anCJ Oi:yv;ide Transportation Demand Ma~agement 
(TDM). 

1 Associ~tion of Bay Area Governments,. Projections 2013. 
i For more information ~n the Mayor's 2030 Transportation Task Force, please visit: 
http:/ /transportation203D.sfplanning.org 
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IV. Study Goals and Methodology- presents the key goals f~r the study, along with a summary of 
the analysis me~hodology, including the selection often 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 the·TsF 
would be established at the fee rates listed in the 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance {after adjusting for 
inflation, to 2015 dollars} and assuming the proposed consolidation of non-residential fee 
categories, as described in the 2015 San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus 
Study. (For purposes of this study, these fee rates are referred to as "Base Case TSF."} 

VIL 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 

. Page 2 
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. .IL Summary of Findings 
This economic feasibility study evaluates the potenti~I impact of the proposed Transportatio~ 
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 th~ potential economic benefits from 
streamlining the City's environmental r~view process as a result of California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA)/ Level of Service (LOS) reform. 

. . 
~ Impact of Base Case TSF on New Development . 

The Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) is a proposed citywide impactfe~ 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 th"e 2012 DraftTSF Ordinance, also referred to as 
the "Base ~a.$"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 TJDF 
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 credjt 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 experjence 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 <lue to the imposition of the Base Case TSF is equivalent to an 
average increase in direct construction costs of about 1-2% depending on the type of 
construction. In neighborhoods where the bulk of development is occurring, this level of 
increase would not have'a major impact on overall project feasibility or resulting housing costs~ 
The impact ofthe additional fee on residential uses is partially mitigated in :;ituations where.a 
project is eligible for a prior-use credit, area plan fee credit or predevelopment time and co!'.t . 
savings due to CEQA/LOS Reform (as described in thf'. next section). 

3 Residual land value is the difference between what a developer expects to receive in revenues, less all costs 
associated with developing the buildings. Land r~sidual 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 cire defined as the fee rat~s in the 2012 DraftTSF 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 2012. Draft TSF Ordinance can be found here: . 
http://www.sfbos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/cornmittees/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 fe?sible. However, the TSF itself will not cause these developments ta be infe~sible. 

B. Impact of CEQA/LOS Reform on New Development 

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

• . If a project is currently requited to_. undertake a transport9tion Lev~! of Service (LOS) analysis, 
~he TSP :will !JrDVide-modest economic benefits if the·level of envirqnmental review remains the 
same •. In these cases, the elimination of LOS analysis could reduce consultant casts by $25,000 

·to $95,ooo and result in a time savings of 5 months during the entitlement period, which would 
potentially decrease pred.evelopment carrying costs. This scenario applies to four of the ten 
prototype_s evaluated in this study. For two of these prototypes, the combination of consultant 
cost savings and predevelopment saving~ could fully offset the impact of the Base Case TSF. 

Projects th_at would be eligible for a lesser level of environmental review as the result of 
CE QA/LOS reforn:i would achieve the greatest economic benefit. For instan_ce, one of the 
prototyp":s studied might be eligible for a Community· P,lan Exemption (CPE) under the TSP, 
as compared to a Focused Environmental lmp;ict Report (FEIR) under current conditions. 
This could potentially result in direct co.st savings of about $550,000 in environmental 
consultant/Planning Department fees and predevelopment time savings of S mdnths, which 
could fully offset the impact of the Base CaseTSF. 
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 savings would likely Qccuras 
a result of CEOA/LC?S reform. However, these projects may experience indirect benefits, as 
CE QA/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·predev!'!lopment 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 an RLV with and without prede:velopment savings .. 

C. Transportation Sustainability Fee Sensitivity Analysis 

Given the study findings that the TSF {at Base case ISF levels) would not have a major impact on overall 
project feasibility and potential predevelopment savings from CEOA/LOS reform could help offset this 
financia1 impact, this report examines the impact of higher TSF levels that could provide increased 
funding for new transit, biqcle 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 

PDR
7 .. $7.61 ri/a n/a n/a $26.09 

The sensitivity a.nalysis results_ indicate that: 

The financial impact of fees at 125% of the Base Case TSF on new development is similar fo 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 ptoject feasibility or resulting housing costs 
in neighborhoods where most of new development is occurring. . . 
At 150% of ~he Base Case TSF, the fee does not Impact overall project feasibility fort.he 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 t~is level could.inhibit development feasibility. 

• · Fee increases to 250% of the Base Case TSF would more significantly increase the cost of 
development for most of the prototypes, to a level that could not be offset by potential time 
and cost savings under CEQA/LOS reform for any of the prototypes. In many areas of the city 
and for a broad range of development types, the TSF at this level could significantly inhibit 
development feasibility. 
If the City's real estate market were to experience a downturn and. future revenue growth is not 
sufficient to cover construction and other development costs, new development will be more 
sensitive to higher impact fees. 

For all of these rea~ons, and as further described in the final ch~pters of this report, the findings 
from the economic analysis indicate that th'e TSF should be established at no more than 125% of the 
initial fee level. 

5 All of these fee levels are within the maximum justified fee a.mounts 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~ented in the San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee 
Nexus Study (2015). 

• 
7 New developm~nt of PDR uses was not analyzed in the feasibility study. 
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Ill. Description of Proposed Transportation Sustainability Program . . . . 

The Transportation Sustainability Program (TSP) is an initiative intended to improve and expand 
. San Francisco's transportation system, which will help t? keep people moving as the City grows. Today, 
San Francisco's streets are congested while transit lines are already at or near cqpacity, with record 
numbers of riders traveling on Muni, BART and Caltrain. If San Francisco does not change its current 
development practices and invest in transportation improvem.ents citywide, futUre developme~ttould 
result in unprecedented traffic gridlock on San Francisco's streets and overcrowding on San Francisco's 
buses and trains. Without inyesting Jn transportation infrastructure, San Francisco will bave more than 
600,000 vehicles added to its streets every day by 204;0, which is more traffic than all the vehicles 
traveling each day on the Bay B~idge 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·(~r 43%) by 
2040.9 Signifieant design measure~ need to be implement~d to ma~e it safer for cyclists and pedestrians 
to navigate San Francisco's heavi!y-trafficki:d streets. · 

. . 
The TSP will help fund transportation improvements so San Francisco's streets are saf~r and less 
congested and.minimize ne~d~velopment'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 transport~tion. 

The TSP project goals include: 
~.:; 

Make it easier to safely, reliably and comfortably travel to get to WO(k., 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 :node of transportation they cho?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 ~nd t19i~s, helping'to ·~ccommodate new residents and 
new members of.the 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 CEO.A. The new practices will be more reliable and will · 
emphasize travel options that create less traffic: ' 
Encourage Sustainable Travel: Make it easier for new residents, visitors and workers to get to 
their destination by means other than driving alone, and by integrating environmentally friendly 
travel options into new developments. New practices will provide on--site amenities so that 
people have options other than driving their cars by themselves (such as car-sharing and shuttle 
services). 

The TSP consists of three policy components: 1) the Transportation Sustainability F~e cTSF), which will 
replace the current Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF); 2) California Environmental Quality Act 

8 San Francisco County Transportation Agency, San Francisco Transportation Plan 2040. 
9 Ibid. 
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(CEQA) /Level of Service {LOS) reform; and, 3} Citywide Transportation Demand Management (TDM} 
development. The fol.lowing sections briefly describe each ·of these three policy components. Rgure 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 cicyw°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 crowdin.g on buses and tr'ains while creating safer 
streets. When combined with other anticipated funds, improvements could include: 

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

• . Upgraded reliability on Muni'~ 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 millions of dollars for bicycle infrastructure and pedestrian safety 
improvements. 

. .. 
The TSF would replace the existing Transit Impact Development Fee {TIDF), which currently applies to 
most hon-residential development, and would include market-rate residential development, major 
hospitals and universities. The TSF would be assessed in proportion to the size and use of the proposed 
development. As des~ribed 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 Transp!)rtation S9stainability 
~rogram website and the 2015 TSF Nexus Study.

10
} 

. . . 
Jhe TSF econ9rnicfeasibility study evalt.iates'the impact of the proposed TSF at various potential fee 
levels on prototypical developments. Table 1 ~om pares the currentTIDF fee rates (referred to as Base 
Case Tl.OF in thf~ study) with the rates contained in the 2012 ~raft TSF Ordinance (with dollar amounts 
adjusted for inflation to 2015 dollars), and assumes consolidated no~-residential fee categories per the 
2015 TSF Nexus Study {referred to as B~se 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 TJDF vs. 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance Rates 

Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF) Tr.ansportation 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 ta 2015 dollars, and non-. · 
residential fee categories have been consolidated, 

Production/ Distribution/Repair (PDR) · $Z46 
consistent with other e)dstlng 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 Francisca Planning Department, 2015 

10 Transportation Sustainability Program website: http://tsp.sfplanning.org 
11The Base Case TSF leyels are defined as the fee rp.tes in the 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance (Board File No. 

0

120S24), 
adjusted for inflation to 2015 dollars~ with the proposed consolidation of non~residential fee categories as 
described in the 2015 TSF Nexus Study. The 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance can be found at 
http://www.sfbos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/committees/materials/lu120524tdr.pdf 
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A portion of the impact fee funding from certain area plans is dedicated to transit projects. Under the 
Transportation Sustainability Fee proposal, residential projects inside some plan areas woul.d receive a 

credit for the transit portion of the area plan impact fee.12 

B. CaHfomia Environmental Quality Act and Lev~l of Service Reform 

Over the last 2 years, the City of San Francisc~ and the State of California have been actively working on 
Level of Service (LOS) reform and on improvemeryts 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 LQS as a .metric for measuring traffic impacts of pr.ojects in 
"transit priority areas" - defined ;;is areas \(l/ithili ~ mile of a major transit stop, which encompasses most 
of the developabli;! 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 In transit priority areas 
that promote the " ... reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal 
tran.sportation ne~orks, and a diversity of land uses." 

On August 6, 2014, OPR published the Updating Transportation Impacts Analysis in the CEQA Guidelines 
document, in ~~sponse to SB 743.16 These Draft CEQA guidelines indicate that the travel distan.ce and 
amount of Briving that a development project might cause should be the primary consideration· when 
reviewing the project's transportation imp.act 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, although not for environmental revi~w. 

Level of Service reform would eliminate the need for intersectjon LOS analysis for development projects 
that require a transportation impact study {flS), which is typically required for larger development5: 
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 typkally 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 ~treet:S Fee is designated to address the substantial impacts 
on transit"associated with such a high density development. Projects in the Rincon Hill and Visitacion Valley area 
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/bil!NavClient.xhtml?billjd=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 rail .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 avaiiable at: 
http://www.opr.ca.gov/dor:s/Final_Preliminary_Discussion_Draft_~f_Updates_lmple1'.1entlng_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 existirig 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 ifa 
project's traffic impact would necessitate -a high er level of environmental review (such as an 
Environmental Impact Report). As the environmental approvals must be completed prior to project 
approval hearings, this situation represents a significant risk tffthe 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 afl projects, as the removal of 
LOS analysis from transportation and envir.onmental review documents would minimize the time spent 
on environmental review (thereby reducing backlogs for City staff and facilitating new development). · 

G. Transportation Demand Management (TOM) Developmenf 

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 (TOM) measures aim to reduce single occupancy 
vehicl!'! {SOV) trips through programming and policies that encourage walking, bicycling, public or 
p~ivate transit, carpo9li~g, and other alternative modes. Transpprtation Demand Management 
measures ini:lude both project design measures (such as way-finding signa·ge or bicyde parking) and 
operational measures (such as employer transportation programs). The Caiifornia Office of Planning a·nd 
Research haSTecommended the use ofTDM trip reduction strategies in-the preliminary CEQA guidelines 
to implement Senate Bill 743.17 

San Fr.ancisco is studying the benefits of implementing TDM measures on the choice of transportation. 
mode. The City's policies already require manyTDM measures-for instance, the Planning Code requires 
resi9ential 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 incorporat~ TDM measures 
that are currently required-as part of City policy- for instance, all prototypes include the required level 
of bicycle parking facilities and carshare parking spaces, consistent with the Planning Code. However, 
this study does· no~ separately calculate the direct costs {such as increased space for bicycle parking) and 
benefits (such as lower construction costs from. less vehjcular parking) associated with TDM measure~, 
nor any P,Otential legislative changes to TDM requirements, as these TOM 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 F~ancisco 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 that Seif el 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 ~ere prepared when the TSP was originally being 
conceptualized in 2009 through 2012, as well as other studies that the City has commissi~ned to 

· e~alu;ite proposed modifications to the City's impact fees, inclusionary housing programs and 
neighborhood land use plans. {For a more detailed discussion of the m~thodology, development 
assumptions and .data sources used in this study, pleas~ refer to Appendix A.} · 

The data and analysis pres-ented 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 i.n 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 potentfal financial impacts on new development may vary from the estimates presented in 
~stu~ . ~ 

I 
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 proposal represents a 
new fee on residential uses. Seifel wm:ked with City staff to identify common developmentty·pes and 
locations by analyzing existing data sources, such as the San I:rancisco Planning Department's 
development pipeline, the Housing Inventory Report, Preliminary Project Assessments {PPAs), and 
market data :sources. · 

Th~ 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 fn 2004-2014 and in the current development pipeline. As the top graph in Rgure 2 shows, 
72% bf housing units c~nstructed in the past decade a_re located in 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% 

Ill Single Family 

lii2-4Units · 

tll5-9.Units 

t't 10-19 Units 

1:1120-49 Units 

&so+ Units 

Distribution of Housing Units in Pipeline by Development Size. 

l!l!Single Family 

l!Q-4 Units 

llllS-9 Units 

Ill lG-19 Units . 

.!!120-49 Units 

Bl 50+ Units (Non-major Development Project) 

~50+ Units (Major Development Project} 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department; 2014 San Francisco Housing Inventory Repor:f:; San Francisco · 
Development Pipeline, Q3 201~. · 

Note that the following Major Development Proje0S a.re subject to.agreements ~ith developers to implement 
specific tral)Sportation improvements as a condition of project approval, and are 'specifically exempted from . 
paying the TSF (per the terms of the applicable Redevelopment.Plan or Development Agreement}: CPMC; 

Candlestick Point/Hunters Point Shipyard Phases 1 and 2; Presidio,.SF State; i:ransbay Redevelopment Project Area 
(Zone zone 1); Trea.sure Island/Verba Buena Island (residential only);_UCSF; afld Park Merced {residential only). 
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According tci the current development pipeline, the City can expect a reduced proportion of future 
residential development to be smaller-sized developments (19 units or fewer), representing about 3% of 
housing units. About 4% of new housing units are projected to occur in developmenfs ranging in size 
from 20 to 49 units, while about 93% are anticipated to occur in larger developments (50 units or n:iore}. 

About half of these housing units in larger developments (50 units or more) are located in major 
development projects with deve\opment agreements or other contracts that specifically exempt future 
developi:nent 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 syst~m, helping to mitigate development impacts. Given this, none of the selected 
prototypes is !orated in major development projects that would not also be subject to the TSP. Most of 
the larger residential projects currently in the develi:Jpment pipeline are locateq in area plans, and three 
of the development prototypes (Prototypes 5, 8 and 9) are rep,resentative 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.oar and residential on the upper floors. In addition, most of 
San Francisto's deve!opable infill sites have zoning requirements that require active uses (such.as retail) 
on streetfrontages. Thus, all but 011e 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 wen~ chosen to represent varied 
transportatio!l conditions in order to study different eryvironmental review scenarios. Where possible, 
prototypes we.re selected to correspond with those analyzed in the con~urrent Affordable Housing 
Bonus .and Centr_al SoMa feasibility analyses, i!1 order to ~r:isure that key development assumptions are 
consistent across these studies. · · 

For purposes of pistinguishing residential prototypes by development size, small projects are defined as 
consisting of 19 or fewer units (Prototypes 1 and 4), medium projects consist of 2Q--60 units (Prototypes 
2, 3 and 6), and large projects consist of 61 or more units (Prototypes 5, 8, 9). The two non-residential 
prototype~ 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~v'enue and cost assumptions were developed based on developer input and data 
gathered from a variety of real estate professionals; includi!"g 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 Corresponds with Affordable Housing Bonus/ Central SoMa feasibility ~udies. 
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0 
0 
e 
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0 
0 

Geary Ave1 

Small residential mixed-use, 8 units 

Van Ness Ave1 

Medium resldential mixed-use, 60 units 

Outer Missip.n1 

Medium residential mixed-use, 24 units 

Mission 
Small residehtial mixed-use, 15 units 

Central Waterfront 
Large residential mixed-use, 156 units 

EastSoMa1 

Medium r~sidential mixed-use, 60 units 

EastSoMa1 

Large office, 224k sq. ft. 

EastSoMai . 
Large residential mixed-use, 141 units 

A Transit Center v Lafge residential, 229 units 

Transit Center 
Large office, 320ksq. ft. 
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Table 2. Overview of Economic Feasibility Sfudy Prototypes1 

1. Geary Ave2 

(small residential inixeq 
·use) 

2. V~n· !\less Ave2 

(meaium residential' · 
mix~d use) · ·· 

3. Outer Mission2 

(small residential mixed 
use} 

. 4. Missfon· 
{sm"all residential mixed 
use)'· · '· 

5. Central Waterfront 
(large residential mixed 
use) 

6. East SolyJa~ 
(mediurri_(esidi;ntia! 
mixed use}" .. 

7. East SoMa2 

{large office) 

8. East-S0Ma2·: • •• • .: • 

(la(ge r:esldential mixed"'.; 
use)... .. ; 

9. Transit Center 
(large residential} 

· 10. Transit Ce.rifer 
(large. affi~e) 

. : ·:-= 

.. t·· 
.. L~tAre!;I .. 
. (S_ciuare Feet) 

5,000 

14,,400 

6,QOO 

35,000 

. : ··.·· 
_:. ·.~~!OQO 

35,000 

15,qoo 

. 15,000 

io,Q.O~ 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department 

Notes: 

1 
Numbers rounded to nearest 100. 

Housing · 
UqitS . 

Residentiaf 

(Net s.quare 
Fe~t) 

· Nori-residential" 
··(Net Squa~e Feet} 

8 

60· 

24 

. .-:.·· 

156 

· - 6~r : 

128 ··. 

229 

:• 
: :._: 

8,800 1,400 (retail} 

-
~;tog (retai·Q :5~!800. 

.. 

30,000 2,900 (retail) 

... 
.. . . 

14,300 i,3oo· (retail) 

118,800 4,500 (retail) 

. . .: .. : . . 

i·: ... 

224,400 
- (202,100 office and 

22,300 retail) 

· ~.i9,8po:. . !J,?PO (r'ei:flil) 
. · ...... -· .. . 

•; .... 
! : 

241,300 

·· Aiea·i>tan 

None 

~_one 

None 

-::·: . 
. -.. £aster11 
N~ighborhooas 
...: ... · i . 

Eastern 
Neighborhoqds 

. E~stern 
N~igh.borhcfo~s 

Eastern 
Neighborhoods 

· ··, · . Eiistern 
fl!efg.h~o.rhoods 

........ 
Transit Center 

District Plan 
(TCDP) 

::'_": :--,_=- ._ :;J20~~~~. ·.·-.·:· ..... 
'. (307,500 office and· · 

~. . . . 

· .. : il,800 retaHj ...... 

2 
Prototype corresponds with prototypes studiea in the Affordable Housing Bonus/ Central SoMa fe?sibility studi~. 
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G. Transportation Impact Fees 

· In order to evaluate the impact of the TSF on new development, Seif el worked with City staff to 
calcu!ate transportation impact fees and other development imp.act 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 CaseTSF levels, which are defined as the fee rates in the 2012 DraftTSF 
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 !'!n.vironmental review and 
associated costs that would likely be required currently (before consideration of the TSP) and what 
would be required with the adoption of th~ TSP. The potential costs and time spent on environmental 
review for each of these prototypes was then compared under these two conditions iri order to 
understand the potential direct economic benefits from the adoption of the TSP. For example, if the 
prototype being analyzed might currently be required to do a transportation study that includes an LOS 
analysis (as was found to .be the case for Prototypes 5, 7, 8, 9 and 10), Oty staff evaluated what 
predevelopment cost and time savings might 0<;cur 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. 

Ttme saved during the development entitlement period can decrease the amount of predevelopment 
carrying costs that a developer would need to pay, which could in-crease the amount a developer would 
be willing to pay for land. The economic analysis assumes that predevelopment costs (including land} 
are equal to abouts% of development value (typically within a range of S-15% of development value or 
total development cost, according to the Urban Land lnstitute}.19 While µredevelopment costs varY by 
deveiopment (e.g. whether land is purchased up front or purchased at th~ 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 predevelopmenttime savings is measured by multiplying estimated predevelopment costs by a 
12% annual equity canying .cost (conservative assumption as equity during entitlement period often 

. requires a higher return 'threshold) times the number of months saved divided. by one year.20 

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

19 As described in Chapters 2 and 3·in "Financefor Real Estate Development," Charles Long, UU, 2011. 

in For example, five months in potential time savings would result in potential predevelopment carry savings eqtial 
to al:iout 0.25% of development value or about 0.5% of direct construction costs .. 
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Table 3. Comparison of Transit h11pact Development Fee (TIDF) and 
Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF} for Development Prototypes1 

1. Geary Ave 

(small residential mixed use) 
2. Vari-Ness Ave 
·· (,;,edium resid.f'.ntial mixed 
,.·.use} .... 
3. Outer Mission 

{small residential mixed use) 

4:i\11i~~?9 .: ·: .. : . : . 
(smaf/.:residen.tiql rn.ixed us.e). 

5. Central Wat~rfront 
{large residential mixed use) 

6: East soMa · . 
(ni~diu."di. i'esldeni:ial riJ.ixed · 
u~er'.' -= .. ·· ··.-· '• 

7. EastSoMa 

{large office} 
k East s'oMa .. . . . .. 
· ··(la~~~, f~identiql mi;icf uie) 
9. Transit Center 

{large residential) 
· io. Trai-isit c::enter··· :- · - ·· 
·.-· Oa~ge'offir:~/·r.' ·:-.. 

.. 

• • r • - • 

· TIDF· ... - . . ... : . · . " ·: TSFNeitPlair 

(2015
.f-· _)_ .... , )lase Case.TSF2 ,. . . .. d" 3 • 

-TSFNetFee 

: (lni;~~;~ i'!-f.!f 

.. 

. . 

.. 

ee · .. '· ·: ... ·· Cre 1t 
Lf· · [b]. · ·· · · i:J · 
!aJ • ·· · ·• · · iC • 

.. 

$18,900 $88,800 $0 

existing rees) 
. [R~a+c] 

$69,900 

. ....... - .. .. . . . 
··, 

$0 $45?,9~(1 · $0 · ·· · · $4:s&,9oo· 

.. .. , .. .. . . ., -
$0 $42,400. $0 $42,400 

.. 
. $17,800 $55,700 . ··($14,309) 

. - . . -

$3,600 $421,700 ($168,300) $249,900 

·· .. · -· .. 

sii7;65o . ·. -, ... 
·· · '. $.263,~o·o 

; . • : ::. ! • - •· I 

$3,388,100 $3,510,800 $0 $122,700 

$109;.400: .. $1,04i;400 ......... :($i92,800) $639;20ff· 
. . . . -~~-- . ~ -· 

$0 $2,059,700 $0 $2,059,700 

$5,551,:ZOO .. : · .. ·. ". $0: . :$20.i:;,2qo 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, 2014. 

Notes: 
1 

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

1 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 Tran_sportation Sustainability Fee Nexus 
Study. Prior use fee credits have been applied for eight prototypes (Pr<?totypes 1through8), 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 prpjects in the Eastern Neighborhoods area plans (PrototyP.es 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 ls 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 ~valuate the direct economic effect of the TSP, Seifel developed land residual models to 

estimate and compare the value of land before and afterthi:i 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 margin. The developer margin represents a target return tbreshold that takes 
into account development risk, including the timeline it takes to complete the development, the 

uncertainty of~uture developmet:lt revenues and costs and the level of returns that must be achieved to 

attract private capital. Developers commonly use RLV models atthe 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 c~nstruction costs and target developer margin}.21 RLV models are 
useful tools to test the financial impact of different public pol ides 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 RLVanalysis compares the potential land value for each development prototyp~ 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 chapte.r describ~ the potential predevelopment cost­

and time savings in greater detail. 

ii The Urban Land Institute {UU) has published literature that describes how developer~ analyze the feasibilify of 
. potential development projects, including tfie use of residual land value analysis. Refor to Chapters 2 and 3 in 
· "Rnance for Real Estate Development,'' Long, uu; 2011. 
22 As part of the economic evaluation process, Seifel compared the projected development values, residual land 
values, target dev~loper 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.developmeQt community. The RLVs for each 
prototype under current cbnditions were also compared to land values that are currently being assumed in recent: 
developer pro forrnas, as well as information ·obtained from recent land sales and valuation input from Clifford · 
Advisory. According to recent niarket 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\1alues, 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 t:Wo office prototypes is approximately $130/Building NSF, which is also 
within current market value range. For most prototypes, RLV ranges between 10 and 20% of development value or 
condominium sales price (after taking Into account :the cost of sale), which is also within the.typical percentage 
ranges in development proformas. For Prototype'3, the RLVis less than 5% of development value, which also 
indicates some developmen1;s in outer neighborhoods may not currently be feasible. 
:a 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 f~om. CEQA I Level of Service Reform 
As previously described, the removal of LOS ~malysis under CEQA r1Fform would eliminate the need for 

· intersection LOS analysis for projects that require a transp9rtation impact study (TIS), which is one of 
t!'le 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 oftime 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 Tirt:e Savings 

The time savings that an individual project may experience would vary.depending on its level of required 
environmental review. Under CEOA, there are three major levels of environmental review documents, 
listed i~ ascendi'.1g order of complexity and time required: · 

1. Exemption (Le. a Categorical Exemption (Cat Ex) or Community Plan Exemption (CPE)} 
2. fylitigated Negative Declaration {MND) · 
3. Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

The level of required envirnnmental review and type of document to be prepared largely depends on 
the size and scale oft~e proposed project, its ]ocaticm and whether or not it may benefit from - or be 
"tiered" from - a previous EIR, such as the City's Housing \:leroen_t EIR or the Eastern Neighborhoods 
Area Plan and Rezoning ElR. 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 
req_uire any new mitigatii:in above an~ beyond what is analyzed in the Area Plan EIR. 

After CEOA/LOS reform is implemented through the TSP, project sponsors may experience two types of 
potential direct time savings: · 

1. 11me savings ~ssociated .with not having to do an LOS analysis as part of the Transportation 
Impact Study. . . 

2. 1ime 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 environ!'Tiental review solely due to 
transportation LOS impacts. 

Table 4shows thatthe 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 d?es not change the level _of erivironr:nental 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 CEOA 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 n9t be as great as the potential CEOA 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 "{MN!;>) 

Environmental Impact 22 months 18 months 4months 
Report (EIR)- Focused1 

Environmental Impact 32 months 32 months 0 months 
Report {EIR) - Full2 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, 2014. 
. 

Notes: 

1 A "Focused EIR" would include the analysis of select environmental topics (typica!!yfour or fewer). 

2 A "Full EIR" wo!!ld inclµde the analysis of all or most of the environme~tal topics. 

3 The timeframes in t~is table .assume thatthe TIS i;; 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 tirneframes r:night need to be adjusted. This table shows timefrarnes 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 con~ultantfees. Planning Department fees include an environmental review fee, }Nhich is 
based on the type of environmental review document and the cost of project construction. Projects th<1t 
require a transportation impact study must also pay Planning Department and SFMTA transportation 
st;udy 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 cm 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 
transportatio11 review will remain· the same f~r projects that do not experience any change in the type of 

24 Based· on Planning Departme~t intervleWs with environmental consultants in 2014, the cost savings associated 
with the removal of the LOS analysis from the transportation study are estimated to be about 25% of the 
transportation stud_v costs for all projects, regardless of size. r ' 
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environmental document required. For instance, a project in an area plal} 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 would remain the same, but the 
project would benefit from consultant cost savings and time savings from not having to Clo the LOS 
~malysis. 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 IT]ay experience greater cost savings ifthe removal of the LOS analysis results in a 
lesser level of environmenta~ review being required. For instance, if a project no long~r 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 difect benefits, CEQAiLDs 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 woqHsimplify ~nd minimize the time spent on 
environmental review, potentially redudng backlogs for City staff and shortening the predevelopmer:it 
process for all projects, not just those .benefitting fs:om CEQA streamlining due to TSP. · 

While these indirect economic benefits could be significant to the development community, the 
fi11ancial analysis solely focuses on evaluating the direct time and cost savings in the preparation qfthf:! 
TIS and related CEQA documentation. 

_ D. ·cEQA Streamlining Benefits for Feasibility Study ~rototype.s 

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

Project description, including land use, intensify of development, building envelope and project 
. location. · · 

Environmental constraints associated with the project site$ in these areas of the City. 
• · Programmatic EIRs (typically from area plans) frof'!1 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 
transportation;!';, air quaiity, noise, h<?zardous materials, wind, sh?-dow, archeological resources, geology. 

:zs 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 progrQ.m identified for each prototype. 
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and historic resources. TIJe level of environmental review was based on the findings typically as:;ociated 
with the conclusions of those studies. 

The current level of env!ro_nmental review for each prototype was then compared to the anticipated . 
level of environmentaJ review and transportatio'n analysis that would be needec! with the TSP, assuming 
no other environmental topic area-(such as historic resources) would result in imp~cts t~at would cause 
a more stringent·environ!llental 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 envir:onmental consultants. Table 5 at the end of this Chapter summarizes the type of 
environmental review document that would be required for each feasibility study prototype with and 
without LOS reform under TSP. Each of the prototypes except Prototype 5 wourd 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 tr~nsportation 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. 

Protofype 5 is a medium-sized project located in the Central Waterfro~t 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 ofthis project woultj likely 
identify a significant unavoidable traffic. impact that would trigger the preparatio~ of a focused EIR 
under current practice. Prototype 5 is unlikely to result in other significant unavoidable impacts; 
therefore, under the TSP, this project would no longer need to conduct an EIR, .resulting in substantial 
time and cost savings. The. combined cost savings of reduced Planning Department fees and consultant 
fees is approximately $560~000 and the associated time savings is approximate!~ fiv.e months.27 

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

With TSP, no time or cost savings .are anticipated for Prototypes 1 through 4 and Prototype 6, 
which is primarily attributable to the small-scale of development that each represents. · 

Prototype 5 is estimated to potentially reci: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 p·urposes 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 
iimount 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 th~ overall predevelopmer'lt timeline. 
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CPE. It would also likely benefit from time savings of 5 months in the predevelopment review 
process. . 
Prototypes 7 through 10 are anticipated to experience more modest cost savings given that 
their level of environmental review would remain the same.under TSP. These prototypes would 
also likely benefit from time savings of 5 months in the predevelopment review process. 

As described 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 furth~r intensification of 
envJronmental 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 Enviroriniental Review Time and Cost Savings from CEQA/LOS Refor~ by Prototype 

Environmental Review Time Savings" - Environmental Review Cost Savings' 
Envjronmen~al: Environmental . --Predevel!Jpment · .• Plan.ring' Dept . Estimated Total 

; ·Review Document: · R.~Vie\V.oocuroent Period'Time · Environffiei:ttal . . f:df!SUlta11t Cost . Environmental 
; .- TIDF (Existing) TSP (Proposed) Savings 3 :Fee•Say!ni:s Savings Cost Savings 

·.Prototype 

1. Geary Ave Class 32 CatEx Class 32 CatEx None $0 . $0 $0 
(small residential mfxed use} . 

2 • .Van Ness Ave - '';. · .. -· CJass·~·'.?."CatJ:it '. cias_s 32.CatEx None' $0 $0 $0 (medi~m'resfdentlai mixed.use} 

3. Outer J\!lission Class 32 CatEx Class 3 2 Cat Ex None $0 $0 $0 
(small residential mixed use} 

4.Mission 
.. 

.$0 . · CPE ."cPE None $0 .. $0 
(small resfdential mfxed use) •. 

5. Central Waterfront 
CPE +Focused EiR CPE 5 months $386,300 $175,000 $561,300 

(large residential mixed use} 
6. East SolYfa 

··- .. .. . . : · . 
c;PE ·CPE" 

.. : None $0. $.O· : 
.. 

$0 
(medium re~ideiltia/ mix~d usii} • •. ··.· . .. . ' .·• 

7. EastSoMa 
CPE +Focused EIR CPE +Focused EIR 5 months4 $0 $95,000 $95,000 

(large office) 

· s. East So Ma : .. .. .. .. 
5 ;,,onths4 

· 
; 

· (large.residential mixeitlse) .. · 
; . ,CPE ·:.cP.E: $0· .. $2s,opo $25,000 

.. 
9. Transit Center 

.CPE CPE 5 months4 $0 $25,000 $25,000 
(large residential) 

10. Transit Center .. '• 

C~E .CPE 5 rnonths4 .$0:_. $50,000 $50,000 (large office) ... .. . . 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, 2014 
Note: Numbers rounded to nearest $100. 
1 This assumes ttiat 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 .anaiysls accounts for an alternative environmental review situation where no time or cost savings would occur, as it.evaluates 
the flnanclal impact with and without the antidpated predevelopment savings from a streamlined CEQA process. 

2 These cost savings do not Include potehtial predeveiopment savings associated with lower predevelopment carrying costs due to a shorter entltlf!ment tlmeline, which 
is evaluated in the land residual moil els. 

3 The predevelopment period Includes both the environmental review a_nd the entitlement process. Thus, cha~ges to the environmental review tlmeline m~y not · 
translate directly to equivalent time savings in the predevelopm~nt period. 

41ime 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 methopology, land residual models for ten typical developments were 
prepared to compare the estimated value of land before and after adoption of the proposed TSP. These 
developi:nent prototypes were chosen to best represent potential developments that might occur in 
differen(Oty 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 TS~, including the addi~ion 
of fees at the "Base Case TSF'' le.vels and CEOA/LOS reform).28 Given the variability in key cost factors for 
real estate development across·San Francisco ;;ind the challenging development climate that has 
resulted from the real estate recession followed by rapid price appreciation in recent years, a decrease 
in RLV of -10% or less wit!} the introduction of the TSP has been chosen as a reasonable indicator of 
ongoing feasibility. 

N.on-residential development would experience the least financial impact from TSP, as the Base Case TSF 
is about the same as the existingTIDFfor.most fand 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 111 for more information regarding existing and prop~sed 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 predeve!opment savings. Based on a typical residential unit size of 950 net square feet,29 this 
translates to a potential inc~ease in fees for the Base Case TSF scenario of about $7,400 per unit,. . 
or about 1-2% of direct con_struction cost depending on the type of cqnstruction and level of fee credits. 

CEQA/LOS reform, once adopted, cou!a. help off~et 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 cun:ently require a transportation study as part of their environmental review in the 
following ways: · 

• · Reduced Oty fees related to the current review of transportation studies. 

Reduced costs in professional services related ~o transportatim1 and environmental analysis 
during the environmental process. · . . ' 

Potential for reduced carrying costs (for private capital} on predevelopment expenses resulting 
from time savings of up to five months in the review process.30 

is As described in Chapter IV, the Base Case TSF s~enario assumes the fee rates in the 2012 Draft TSF qrdinance, · 
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 typital 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 JV, this analysis ~ssumes predevelopment costs {including land) are equal to about 5% of 
development value, and the economic effect of predevefopmenttillie 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 $2SOO·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 summariies 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 
fo~ this study.31 New dev.elopment may not be currently feasible in City neighborhoods that have below­
average price levels and rents, given the high cost of construction relative to potential revenues. 
The financial analysis indicates that this is the i;;ase for Prototype 3.32 While the imposition of the Base 
Case TSF will not cause develop_ment5 similar to Prototype 3 to be infeasible, the TSF further distances· 
these areas from development feasibility as it lowers the potential RLV. · 

As T~ble 6 shows, five of the prototypes (due to their development size and loc;ation) are not anticipated 
to receive any CEOA 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 tim_e savings, which woi.tld 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 Iand.va~ue ~hen predeveloprnent savings are assumed to occur (RLV with predevelopment 
savings). Without predevelopment savings, the RLV decreases for all prototypes, ranging from about-1% 
to -8%, which is within the -10% feasibility threshold: 

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

land u:;e: 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 
benefrtfrom reduced transportation and environmental costs plus decreased pr,edevelopment 
carry costs as a result of time savings from CEQA/LOS reform (Prototypes S and 7 through 10). 
These potential financial benefits are modeled in.the "with predevelopment s~wings" 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 developmen~ 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 inthe outer neighborhoods may not 

· generate sufficient develppment value to enable developers to pay. for property at its current market value 
{particularly considering many infill sites have existing development th<jt 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 

. ~ . 

:',i·,·· ., 
.::· ... 

1. Gi>a.ry Ave. 
(SmalJ.Res. Mlxed:"se) 

$2,050,200 23% 

2:· Van Ness.Ave · . · ·' . . . .. .. '$7,0~l ;300 .. . . ao% 
(J0'e~lµCI) Res •. Mlxed-useJ. - • • , .,. ·: 

3 •. Outer Mission 
(Small Res. Mixed-use) 

$920,500 

. ;-.·; 
·· •. JY!issiciri ·· \ . · .. · . · i:.. •• •• 

~ .!0'~,1~,?0~. 
_ fsmall ~es:-.Mlxed-use)" ; , . . 

5. Central Waterfront 
(Large Res. Mixed-use) 

1. EastSoMa 
{Large Office) 

s·:.Easi·~oMa.: .:..·~;":­
(l;irge·Res:·fytt?<~d-·us~} : 

9. Transit Center 
(Large Residential) · 

$22,869,100 

$28,722,700 

·.· .: 

4% 

21%' 

21% 

15% 

8% 

Prior Use $69,900 

, . Prtcir;Ose] . ·$458,900. : 
~ . . . :·: '.:. . . '~ 

Prior Use $~2,4bo 

Prior Use, 
Area Plan 

$249,900 

Pr1or Use · $122,700 

None· $2,0591700 

Impact o~ Residual Lan<l Values [RLV) Under Base Case TSF Scenario 

$0 $0 $0 $1,980,300 (3%] $1,980,300 

$0 •. $5,558,400 

$0 . $0 $0 $878,ZOO {5%) $878,200 

. . .... .:. ~ .... 
·~o ,$3,l.17,100 :. {1~1c- .~3'.~1p6. 

{$551,000) ($274,900) C$sas,9001 $i3,4ss,100 .33 $22,519,200 

- ., > 

'$~'·.'· :·· 
.·,. .,_ 

($95,000) ($479,500) ($574,500) $29,174,500 2% $28,600,000 

..... 
.$13,039,100' . ·· .. ;'(~3!;6,lOO)i, $13,395,200 

. . • .. -

($25,000) ($759,100) ($794,1-00) $24,525,800 (5%) $23,832,700 

(3%] 

(5%) 

•Jl.%}• 
.. :·. 1! 

(1%) 

{0%) 

{B%] 

~~: 1f~ansit:Ee_11!e.r .: .. ,_. ·. ·$··~~ ;as,"lDo. 13.% N ·$\05,2_·;~,_. · {$50,0_001· ;'..:'($s24:~oo')": · :c·~_s7:4'.:~·-a, 01'' $42,8s8,ooo ·• · 2w:. · $41,g· ~;s:' ~;,"'.. :(oi> :" 
(LargeOfflce)'· . .. ·.· -.~ · ·:· .. o~~e v ··: ·:. '·- .(' . : .- .• ..M .• 
Notes: Numbers rounded to nearest$100, Please refer tu Chapters Ill and IV for further Information on 1:he prototype. assumptions. (Table 3 summi:trlz.es the fee calculatJons for the Base Case TSF and Table S presents 

the en'lllronmenbl cost savings.) · 
Source: San Francisco Pfannlng Department., 2015. 
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• Area Plan fee credits: residential developments located within-certain Area Plans would be 
eligible for a partial fee credit (Prototypes 4, 5, 6 and 8) equivalent to the transit component of 
the Area Plan fee. .1 

Prior us_e fee credits: prototypes with exi~ting buildings would be eligible to receive a fee credit 
for prior uses, which reduces the level ofTlDF, TSF and area plan fees (Prototypes 1 through&). 

The financial an·aly~is indicates that implementation of the proposed TSP at the Base Case TSF would 
have a mod est financial imp\lct on future.development feasibility due to the co_mbined effects described 
above under the potential development scenarios for each prot~type: 

·The difference in residual land values, with and without predevelopment savings, does not 
decrease by more than 10% for all protoD,ipes. 
With pre<;ievelopment saving~ ~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 if the level of environmental review remains the same. 
(AS shown in this study, a transportation LOS analysis is typically required for larger sized 
developme"nts.) ln 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 ~ould 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) fl)ight be eligible for a Community Plan Exemption (CPE). 
under the TSP, as compared to a Focused Environmental Impact Report (FElR) under current · 
conditions. 1:hi_s could potentiaily result in direct cost savings of about $560,000 in 
environmental consultant/Planning Department fees and predevelopment time savings of 
·s months, which could fully offset the impact of the Base Case TSF level. 

Without predevelopmenttime savings, residual land values are projected to decrease between 
about 0% to -8% for all prototypes.3~ The greatest decrease in RLV occurs for residential projects 

· located Outside Plan Areas or Inside Plan Areas where fee credits do not substantially.offset the 
TSF (Prototypes 2, 3, 8 and 9). 

"As described above, the extent of the financial impact will vary depending on land us~, whether or not 
· the development is located in a Plan Area, whether it will benefit:from the potential predevelopment 
time and cost savings and the level of fee credits. These findings are generally consistent with the prior 
(2012) economic analysis of the proposed TSP. 

33 As no offsets to development costs are assumed from CEQA/LOS streamlining,·the difference in RLV without 
predevelopment savings is directly attrib!1table to the increase in development impact fees from the TSP. 
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VII. Sensitiv:ity Analysis of Alternative TSF Levels 
The sensitivity analysis studies the effect of higherTSF levels, modeled at 125%, 150% and 250% cifthe 
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. Thfl table indicates tha't 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 Js presented in the San Francisco Transportation 

Sustain~bility 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 ~lternative TS~ levels {Base Case TSF, 125% TSF, 150% TSF and 
250% TSF} compared to current con~itions without TSP (Base Case TIDF). 
Table 9 summarizes the key prototype characteristics and findings that contribute to the 
sensitivity analysis results shown in Table 8 and the supporting tables. 

Tab'ies 10.1through10.10 present the financial results for each prototype, comparing the total 
revenues and developtnent costs under current conditions without TSP (Base Case TIDF) to each 
of the alternative TSF fee scenarios. 

A. 125% TSF Scenario 

Under the l,25% 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 des~ribei:! 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 in~rease 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 ~n 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) 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 stream lining benefits that · 
would more than offset the intrease in development costs with the TSP (showing a 2% increase 
in RLV for Prototype 5). The RLVwit~ predevelopment savings for all of the other prototypes 
decreases by-1% to -8%. 
Without predeveloprrient savings,. the greatest decrease in RLV o_ccurs for resideritial 
development wliere area plan fee credits would not be applied-(-10% for Prototype 9 in TCDP}, 
and for residential projects located Outside P.lan Areas or Inside Plan Areas where fee credits do 
not substantially offset ~he TSF (Prototypes 2, 3 and 8). 

B. 150% TSF Scenario 

Under the 150% TSF scenario, the TSF would incre·ase 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 
$il.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~ 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 devl;!lopment costs and ex~eed the typical contingency allowances for potential increases in 
development costs that developer,; indude in their development proformas. . . 

34 As previously described, TSF fee levels fur 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 resid~ntial 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 proj~cts t~ 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 CaseTSF levels or at 125% of Base Case TSF, ·either with pr without the anticipated 
predevelopment savings. New development in certain neighbor.hoods in the City that have lower than 
average price levels and rents may not be currently feasi~le given the high cost of construction r~lative 
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 t}laY partia!ly or fully offset the impact of the TSF. Since transportation is only one of ~he potential 
environmental impacts to be analyzed during the environmental review proc~ss, the level ~f 
predevelopment savings a project will experience depends on whether or not CEQA/LOS-reforrn results 
in substantial changes to th~ 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 
tri:m a CPE plus Focused EIR to just a CPE), the potential time an~ cost savings are substantial. 

For developments that dd not currently need a transportation study (typically smaller developments), 
no direct predevelopment cost 01 time savings would likely occur as a result of CEQA/LOS reform. These 
developments would not receive a direct economic benefit from the TSP and would be subject to an 
increased impact fee burden under T.SF. 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 stl.jdy fi~dings indicat.e that the TSF should .be initially established at no . 
more than 125% qf 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 
·• · {Flnandal Indicators) 

TsfS~~~arfos With.P.re.develaP-ment SavJngs · TSF scenarios Without Predevelopment Savi~;;·· 
,•: o•:•J'; • ,•" ' ';., I • • • • • • ' • ', : •' • • .. ~ 

·Prototype .. • 

1. Geary Ave 
(Small Res. Mixed-use) 

2. Van Ness Ave 
(Medium Res. Mixed-use). 

3.0uter Mission 
(Small Res. Mixed-use) 

4.Missipn. 
(Small Res. Mixed-use], 

5. Central Waterfrc;mt. 
(Large Res. Mixed-use) 

6 • .-East SoMa 
(Medium Res. Mlxed-usej · 

7. EastSoMa· 
(Large Office) 

8. EastSoMa 
(Large Res. Mixed-use) 

9. Transit Center 
(Large Residential) 

:io. Transit Center/ 
(Large office) 

..... 

. ~evenues 
/NSF' .. 

0

RLV/NSF 

$857 $193 

RLVas·%of BaseCase. :. ·125% 

Re~~n~~ ' · .TSF TSf 

(3%) (4%) 

150% 

T5F 

{6%) 

$922-··: ... $97 ... 
. l •.. ·•• 

10~ .• (7%) 

$719 $27 

$190 

$913 

$855 $130 

$1,04< $106 

$1,275 

$1,030 

41 (5%) (6%) (7%) 

''(1%) (1%) .. (2%) 
., 

211 3% 

.. ·~ ,. ~: .. 
141 :··(2%) (3%) 

(1%) 

10:¥. • (2%). .(4%) 

Bl {5%) (7%) 

....... 21! •· •••.. (:~%) . ·: ... ··-· . . . ~ 

2% 

(5%) 

(6%) 

(9%) 

(5%) 

250% 

!SF' 

{10% 

(12% 

(3% 

(0% 

(l7% 

(17% 

Base Cas~ · 
l;SF 

(3%) 

{7%) 

(5%) 

(1%) 

11%) 

(2%) 

(0%) 

(5%) 

(8%) 

(4%) 

(8%) 

(6%) 

(1.%) 

(2%) 

(3%) 

(7%) 

(10%) 

Notes: Please refer to supporting tables 10.1 to 10.10 for a summary of flnandal re.suits for each prototype and attached appendfcBs for more detalled results. 

[6%) 

(10%) 

(7%) 

(2%) 

{2%) 

(7%) 

(12%) 

17%) 

1. Revenues are equal to patentlal sales prfcesfor condamlnJums or developmeht values for rental property less sales expenses and a~s.ume compllanc:e with San Francisco's 

affordable.housing policies, as further d'e.scrlbed In Appendht A-

900 

110%) 

(12%) 

(3%) 

(4%) 

(~%) 

(19%) 

(16%) 

(20%) 

.(20%). 
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Table 9. Summary of findings From TSF Si:insitivity Analysis"for Each Prototype 

1. Geary Ave 
(Small Res. Mixed-use) 

~-Van, Ness Ave 
(Medful{I Res. rr1iXed--us~)-

3. Outer Mission 
(Small Res. Mixed-use) 

. ·::" ':-. :f -:: ...... / 
...... · . . -~ .. : . 

· ·Predomin<mJ:. Affordable· 
·r: ~. . Use ·Housing 

ResldentJal 
Condominium 

. R1'5ldent1?(.: ~ 
~-<f-rydorri~nl~m; 

Residential 
Condomlnlum 

None 

o'ri~~ .. 
. , ... :·, .. 

Dnslte 

• • ,! .• . : .:. • ..~ ~· •• . • • 

summary of Key Prototype Characte~lstii:s 

Ground 
Floor 

·:.Gro~?f 
floor 

Ground 
Floor 

45 feet Strung RLV 

B.O.feet: Moderate RLV.' 

lowRLV 

65 Feet (Development not 
likely feasible) 

;-,::·:·:: ; .-:; >;.·_: .... ~: ·; ~;~:::~::~~~; ::~'.'.·:-:, .... K~y.Contributa.!'t!' 
· • , . . :1 savl~gsfro,;,. ·-~~V Res~lts Under"fli~·sensltlvity . 

.Area Plall -: .' fee Credit· CEQA/LO( '. • : •. ·. ·. ._ SO:!narios· .. . 

Refufm • ·- • • •• • -· ·" • 

None PrforUse 

... ,• 

: ··.None :rrtorUs~:·: 
.· . .... 

None Prior Use 

None 

Norle 

None 

Strong RLV and prior use fee credli-hetps offset 

Impact of15F at all fee levels. 

· While prior use fee'credlt-~Eilp_s:offse~lmp~ct of1SF., 
8LV is slgnlftcantly reduced ans_o%·~~d >!i0%~ "_ 

scenarios. · 

Whll2. prior use fee credit helps offset lmpactofTSF, 
lower revenues ln this area coupled with higher, mid 

• rise construction costs ham)ler development · 
feasibility • 

· ' Strong RLV and fee credits help offsetlmpactOtTSF 1. Mission:· ,: . ·, . : ... R.~ld~~"': · -onsite 
c s111all R~. Mlxed-use)' :· "·:• -corydomlnl~-· .. 

PrtorUse-, 
~aP.lan.: • Noni 

at all fee levels. 

~ 

5. Central Waterfront 
(Large Res. "'!lxed-us~) 

· 7. Eas1;SoMa 
(La,ge Gfflce) 

S; ·East.SoMa. 
(Large Res. ~J~ed-use) 

9. Transit Center 
(Large Resldentlal) 

10; Transit c~~ter 
(Ll)rg~ Office) • · 

Oft!ce 

Ground 
Floor 

Jobs-Housing Ground 
Unkage Fee Floor 

. ... :• . 

65 Feet StrongRLV 

160 Feet Moderate RLV 

Eastern 

Nelghborhoods 

Eastern 

Neighborhoods 

PrtorUse, 
Are'! Plan 

Prior Use 

S!gnlflc.int· 

Model<lte 

~ Rps!den1:f~l .; ·· ' ~nslte · : · (_,Gr~un~:~ .160 Feet 
_ :~ndomlnJui:n ·,, .-··- .. FJ~~r.; : • • 

. :E~~~-~~- .. · :rqor Use, .. Moderate• 
Moq~r!de RLV:· ·.-Nelgbhor.fioOds: ·· iAr~<tPlan • -, · '- · . . . . · . . . . 

. • Rt!Sidentlal Affordable 
None 400 feet Moderate RLV 

Condomfnlum - Housing Fee 
Tra115it Center 
District Plan 

None. 

None , 

Moderate 

~-- 'Mod~rate 

Nirte.s: Please refer to supporting tables 10.1to10.10 for a summary of financial results for each prototype and attached appendices for more detaJied results, 

Strong RLV, pre.development savings and full! credits 

help offset Impact of1SF at.all fee levels. 

Minimal Impact at-lowerTSF levels as non· 
residential llDF ls dose to 13ase Case lSF levels. 

TSF levels at 250% signlflcantly reduce. RLV. 
Predevelopmiint.savi_ngs h~I~ offse~TmR~d:. but • . 

wlthout,predeveloptnent savings, TSF. leveis"at 250% 
. slgnlflcantJy·red~ce RlV d~1te fee credits • 

Predevelopmentsavlngs help offset JmJ:>adi. but 
wlthout predevelopmentSavfng'.:s, TSF levels <1t 150% 

and 250%'slgnlffcantly reduce RLV. 
"·-Minim.al lmpactat'Jowerl5Fleve1Sas·non- · 

re:side'iitJalllDf Is cloie trJ. Ba~e ~e TSf.!e\re~ 
,.SF (~~·els at250% ~lgnlfl~nt1Y r~d\lce~Rl.V. · .: · 

1. Strong RLV Indicates values exceeding 15% of reveiiues, Moder.tte RLV Indicates values between about 5-15% of revenues, and Low RLV Indicates values below 5% of revenues. 
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1: Geary.Small Re$. Mixed-use 

!'-evenues 
Resldentlal For-Sale 
Resldentlal Rental 

subtobl Resldent:lal 
Offke 
Rmll 

Tota[ l\evenues 
Hard. ani:! Soft Costs: 

Hard Construction Costs: 

T-enant lrnproveioents/~ase Up Costs 

·!·,~.i;laPl'fl!fntjmRaCfFf!es/.Other·~ .,. ··: 
.' .Envlrpi:imeribV.:rr.mspbrt:a~on R~vlew · ' 
Co~ci:fo.n Anandng/ Predev:'C?r;rv:. · • 
other Soft Costs 

Total Hant and5oftCOst:s 
Developer Margin 

Total Costs 
rtesldual t.:and Value {RLV) 

WlthoutPredevelopmentSavlngs 

JU.Vas }'ercent ofRevenu~ 

Without Predeve/DpmtUJt Savings 

i: Van Ness ~ed1um Res. Mixed-use 

Revenues 
Res!dentlal For-Sa.le 

R"'l~eiiUal Rental 
Subtotal Residential 

Ofll~ 

Retail 
Total Revenues 

H .. rd and Soft Com 

Tahle.10.1 

surnmary Compilrison of Results at Altetnate Fee Levels 
Protutype 1: Geary Small Residential Mixed-use • 

Base Clse TIDF Base case TSF 
% Change 

1;1-5%TSF 
"Change 

from Base _from Base 

$7,900,200 $7,900,200 "" $7,900,200 Oll 
.$.t - i'l 

0% 
i'l -

$7,900,200 $7,900,200 $7,900,200 Oll 
$0 $0 $0 

IDW9 ~ Oll .illM9.!l .!ll! 
$8,771,100 $8,77l,,100 Di $8,771,100 Oll 

$3,788,400 $3,788,400 "" $3,788,400 "" $144,000 $144,oOo Oll $144,000 Oll 
.. ·. ··:··$i;4.'ilili - ··$1;:14,6oci ·:108" .. _,: __ ;: Jm::= :.\~~::': .:; .. ,_: .. -.i$!!,00_9 •. .. -;~~.opp -.·.-'!!<· · . 

- . $364,3p0 ··:.$.36;4,3qq ; . Olf .• •·· ; .. :.:::-.i:~: -.:·ow : 
- filWQ -~ .!!1! 

..• -.Qli .. -

$5.,317,SOO $5.,387,400 1ll $5,409,600 "" ~ ~ .!!Ji $1,403,400 .!!Ji 
$6,720,900 $61790,BOO "' $6,813,000 "' $1,050,200 $1,.980,300 {3") $1,958,100 (4ll) 

$1.050.200 $1,9BD,300 {3") $1,958,lOO (4"1 

23" 23" l··!:;j:..fi·~~~ l91' :)'~~~·,t.t..!:'.,1-•· 

23" 23" ;<Cl!:fF!S'i>\'f l9% ii#:;rr:i:·;~:'! 

Table10.:t 

Summary Comparison of Results atA1ternate Fee Levels 
Protot-un.a. Z~ Van Niss Medium Resldf!lltl:al Mlxed-use. 

Base r.ase TIDF aase c:ase TSF I:o'!~~~= 

$56,819,600 

ill 
$56,819,600 

$0 
~ 

$62,560,500 

o" 
0% 

Oll 

$S6,819,600 

Ml 
$56,819,600 

$0 
$5,740~00 

$62,560,500 

% Change 
from Base 

0% 

0% 

Jll> 
o" 

Hartl Construction Cbrts $31,2161600 $31.216,600 o" $31,216,GOD o" 
Ten•ntlmprowments/le.ase: lip Corts $808,700 $B08,7DO 0% $BOB,700 °" 

·. rlfi~~P~~t)tJrriPaCthes/Oth&-eom.. .. :: .·.·.·$~,Goo :.· ·$a~oo ··:·:i14%; _ :· .: · $977i10D · ·-~42"· 
Envlroiiinerital/:riaOs:POrbtion Rev1ew·: .·.· · .. : .: ·: $1BB,OOO • "!~"'=sisS,ooo ' ·,: 0

0
: ""· ·_: ..... ·_ .• _:._: :.:_0_ ,~~5~· •• 000

6
:
00

. : ··:·
0
0",.· • 

ec;~c:tfonF111 .. ncl~g/P~d~v .. c;ariY
0

." :·.:.· ~ :·.'$3;µ5"1~00 :·. · $3:2.35;s~O ~:3~ 
Olher5oftCarts $7.804,200 ~ .Ql!. mm .Ql!. 

Total H•nland Soft Casts $43,656,700 $44,115,600 ill $44,230,BOO 1" 
DeveJoperMargln ~. ~ fil! ~ ~ 

Total Casts $55,543,200 $56,DDZ,100 1" $56,111,000 1Y. 
R..tdu•I Land Valu~ (Rl.V) $7,017,300 $6,558,400 [lll) $6,443,500 (•ll) 

WithautPredevelapmentSavlngs $7,017,3(}0 $6,S5B~400 (7"') $5;443,500 {8%) 

l.5°"U:F 

$7,900,200 
. i'l 

$7,900,100 
$0 

~ 
$8,771.100 

$3,71'1',400 
$144,000 

:·· .";·:~". :~}:~ 
. :$364,3"o.P 
- filWQ 

$5,431,800 
$1,403,400 
$6,835,200 
$1,.935,900 

$1,935,900 
l9~ 

l9% 

150%lSF 

%Change 
from Base 

"" 
0% 

.Ql!. 

"" 
Oll 

"" 177ll 

. "" . -'°" w. ,,, 
·.Qli 
Zll 

(6ll) 
(6"! 

:'-·•!;.._trr;*i 
'"-·:·~r ... ~::;::. 

"Change: 
from Base 

$56,819,600 0% 

ill 
$56,819,600 0% 

$0 
$5,740,900 ..21! 

$62,.560,500 0" 

.$31,216,6tl0 Off. 
•• $aoa,100 0% 
.- $1;092,!'0Q :lf>l' .- . 

-i:.:~ ( ··:::. ;. 
~ ~ 

$44,345,400 2ll 

~~ 
$56,231,.900 1,C 

$6,328,600 {+o") 
$5,328,600 (loll! 

;z50%TSF "Change 
from Base 

$7,900,200 Oll 
• Ml 

$7,900,200 "" $0 

~ filf. 
$S,77l,100 Oll 

$3,78~400 "" $144,00o Oll 
$i67,BOO • 3147' 

•• :·_ .·..$9,000 ; 
• :-:.$3"4,300 . 

9>!-: : 
- . ..$947,100 

$5,.52D,600 

~ 
$6,924,000 
$1,847,100 
$~B47,1rJO 

l9" 
l9" 

250%TSF 

.. o.~··· 
.!!li .,, 
mi .,, 

(10ll) 
(lOll) 

-?~">ft~.~:;=r 
!:~:'"".o.:~c:t . ." 

"Change 
from Base 

$56,819,600 0% 

? ~ 
$56,a19,600 o"-

$0 
$5.7411.900 .!ll! 

$62,560,500 0% 

$31.,2161600 o" 
$aoa,700 o" 

'"§1,5'!'-,;tll<l" 2B4%: 
_ ~.$18~,ooo .. · °". -. 
· ·: :$3,lli,&oo a"·. 
~.!!li 

$44,804,300 3ll 
~.!ll! 
$56,690,800 2" 

$5,869,700 (16%) 
$5,869,700 (16") 

Nob:: ~tlopmurtlmpactFusf Dthuea.i:tr lnduJe all appflr:able fmpt1r:tfeu {Tncfud/ngTJDFt1tf,SfJ,plus cmy upfront devt/operpizymen~{or1DR1111n:hau: amt Md/ti Roos spulril tme. 
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Table1D3 

Summary Comparison of Results at Alte.mate Fee le.vets · 
Prototype 3: Outer Mlsslon small Residential Mixed-use 

3. Outer Miss:lon small Res. Mtxed-use 

ltevenues 
Residential far-Sale' 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Resldeotfaf 
Off!~ 

Ret>ll 
Total Revenues 

Hartt and Soft t:asts 
Hard Con5tn..li;tlon Costs • 

Base case. llDF 

$21,895,900 

Tenant lmprov.ements/Lease Up Costs • 

Base case TSF " Change 
from Base 

-·oeve.Jopm~.tl.rpPa~.F.ei#~.eom·· :· : ·::$2.Dy.oq .. 
Envlronl)leiit;:it/Transportitfon.Rivtew ·. · • 

~th~:~~~~~n~~g/:P.fed~.' Um/::· ": ·· 

Total Hard anti Soft Costs 

Developer M11rgln 

Total Costs 
f{esldual Lam:( V.alue (RLV) 

WlthoutPrede.velapmentSavlngs 
RLV as Percent of Revenues 

WlthoutPredevelopmentSavlng> 

Table10,4 

;tz5%TSF 
%0Jange. 
from Base 

0% 

· SLlmmaty Comparison of lle51dts ;i;t Alternate Fee level$ 
~ Pro e 4: Ml.sslon Small lleslderrtlal Mixed-use 

4t Mission Small Res. Mixed-use 

R!!venues 
Residential For-sale 
Reslde.ntfal Retita1 

Subtotal Re.itdentlal 
Office 
Retall 

Batec.aseTIDF 

$13A45,aoo 

~ 
. $13,445,800 

$0 
30 00 

$14,916,700 Total Revenues 
Hard and Saft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $6,614:Soo 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Com $225,000 

lla.se Case TSF " Chaflge 
from Base 

• QeV~oprp~ntli:qpacfFees/'Other Co~ • • ••• • • • · $2J.0,00Q 
;,Envl~oQm·~rl!alf-TransporbtloQR"<i.ew.:-: :· ·: • ·.::~.11,000 ·: .:.~µ,ooJP.·.:Qil 
_.CJ;ifWru¢DFl financing/ Pi:edl!'l:Carry • · · . · $ps5,6bo · · · •'$6651 600 • ' 

Qther Soft ~st:s $1.653.600 
Total Hard and Soft Costs $9,439,7DO 

Developer .fy1argtn $2 96 00 
TotBI Costs $11,1136,ooo 

Residual l.and Value (RLV~ $3,140,700 
W1thaut Predevelopment Savings $31140,700 

RlV as Perauit of Revenues. 21" 
Without Pterlevefapment Savings • 21% 

125%TSF 

903 

Kehange 
from Base 

0% 

150){;TSF 
"Change 
fromlla.se 

$21,895,500 0% 

$13,594,400 °" 
$287,600 0% 

• ·. $26~1~00 32". 
:. $i7,boo 0% 
$1;1Bs,ooo • • oi'. 
$3398.600 ~ 

$1B,76o;mo 
$4,0lB 000 

1SO%TSF 
%Change 
fromBa.se 

$13,44S,aoo 0% 

ZSO"TSF 
"Change 
from Base 

$21,895,500 0% 

~ 
$21,895,500 0% 

$0 
1739 400 fili 

$23,95,300 0% 

$13,594,400 0% 
$28 0% 
.$30 .;·:'.~$ ... ·. 

• : $1,lRR;OP.o '.-·: :. ~~:»:.:: 
3 'gs soo 01' 

$18,802,900 ii 
$4,018 000 !!l!. 

O)<' 

{l.2%) 
{l.2%) 

zson TSF · " Change' 
from Base 

0% 

Q1!_ 
0% 

$6,614,500 °" 
$2251000 °" 

.40%. 
~ 

• 0% 

ID!: 

"' 
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Revenues. 
Resldentfal f.or-sale · 
Residentfal Rental • 

Subtotal llestdentlal 
Off1'8 
l\etall 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construd:lon Costs 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs 

Dev.eloper Margin 

Total Cos.ts 
Residual Land Vall.le (RLV} 

WlthoutPredel(c.lopmentSavlngs 

RlV as J.>ercent of Revenues 
Without Predevelo m1mt Sr:wfogs 

6: EastSoMa Madlum Res. Mixed-use. 

Revenues: 
Re.!;Jdentla/ for-Sale 
Res:lderrtlalRental 

Subtotal Resldentlal 
OffiCQ 
Reta fl 

Total Revenues 
Hartl and Saft Costs 

Hard Cons:tructJon Costs 
Teoantlm)lro\'Qments/l.ease Up Costs 

;:~D~?PfJJ.~11~.lfl!Eact~ees/ Other.~;·· 
En~IP.'llll].';').~l.{ .. 1:.ra1¥"porta!fon R~11Je~ ( 

•· Co11.5\f\Jd:ion Rnanclngf Predev.:carry· •. • 
• Dth·~·r sori eoits · • 

Total H:;ird oind Soft Costs 
Developer Margin 

Tm.I Costs 
Residual land Value (RLV} 

Wlthaut Preclevelo mt!llt Savin 
RLV as )ll!n!ent of Revenues 

Tible1D.5 

Summary Comparison of Results at Altemate fee Levels 

Prototype 5: Central Waterfronttarie Resflfenthd Mixed-use 

US"TSF 

$0 $0 $0 

!!li 106 807 000 
0%· •· $106,807,000 

$0 
.Qli 3126 600 
0% $109,933,600 

0% $50,999,200 
0% $450,000 

$2:,!TJ;lnO 

21% 2J.X .T:· ~11J;::.~ T 

Table 1D.6 

"Change 
from Bas:e 

!!li 
0% 

.Qli 

o" 
o" 
0% 

15% 

summary Comparison of Riisults at Alt:l!m:;ite Fat! t.av!i!k 

P.rototype·s: EastSoMa Medium Residential Mixed-us!! 

Bilse Case TIDF Ba$e caseTSF "Change 
US"TSF 

"Ch:;i~ge. 
from base from lliilse 

$0 $0 
4000 10o .Qli $40,092100 .!ll!. 

$40,092,WO 0% $40,092.,106 0% 
$0 $0 

82800 .!ll!. ~ Ql!. 
$43,474,900 o" $43,474,900 0% 

·$21,266,900 0% $21,1.66,900 0% 
$450,000 0% 

15DKT5F 

$0 
106 07000 

$106,B07,000 
$0 

U6600 
$109,933,600 

$50,999,200 
$4so,ooo 

'°" 

15D%TSf 

$0 
g 100 

$40,092,100 
$0 

~ 
$43A74.!IOD 

% Change 

fromB•s.e 

Qli 
o" 
Ql!. 
O" 

• -~.-r>:z:·· :··:·~· 

"Change 
from Base 

!!!? 
0% 

.!ll!. 
0% 

• 0% 
0% 

18% ••• 

250%'l'SF 

$0 

3126 600 
$109,9""7600 

$50,999,200 
.$450,000 

:$3.3.04,SOO 
;.-·$;!22.00Q 

... :·~1~"7;400 
$9.179 900 

. $68,423,000 
$18 688 700 

$87,lll,700 
$22,1121r900 

$l.1,986,DDD 
21'6 

'"" 

1S°"TSf 

$0 
og 100 

$4D,09Z,100 
$0 

$3.382 BOO 
~3,474,900 

Notr:: De11elopml!lft Impatthes/OthuO>m lndurle Pl/ 11ppflaibfelmpactfees (lndudlng71DF orTSF), pf11$any 1Jpftuntdwdopepayment/uf1Pllp11rchose: and Mello Rooi spt!dal tmr. 

904 

.Qli 
o" 
Ql!. 
0% 

0% 
0% 
36" 

• .'(8Z%f 
,:· (6%).' 

Ql!. 

°" !!!! 
o" 
0% 

(4%) 
f:<:'-i! \;~.~~t. 
"1'<::.;.~ ·=-~ 1;~ • 

% change 
from Base 

0% 
0% 

.!ll!. 

°" 
°" 0% 
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Tablel.0.7 

SQmmary Cntnparlson of Resu!is atAltematl!. Fee Lavefs 

Prototype 7: ~ ScMa Large Offke 

7: East So Ma large Office Base Case TIC?F Base Ca$~ TSF 
KChange 

125%TSF 
%Change 

15D"TSF 
"Change 

from Base from Pase from Base 

Rsvenues 
Re.s!dentral For-Sale $0 $0 $0 $0 
Jteslde.ntlal Rental ~ ~ ~ 21 

Subtotal flesldl!htfal $0 $0 $0 $0 
OffiCl! $174,558,100 $114,558,100 0% $174,558,100 0% $174,558,100 0% 

Ret.11 ~ -~ Ql! ~ Ql! $17,231,000 .!ll!. 
Total Revenlles • $191,789,100 $191,789,ipO 0% • $191;789,100 0% $191,789,100 0% 

Hard and Saft Costs 
Hard Construction Costs $73,265:.Soo $73,265,500 0% . $73,265,500 0% $73,265,500 °" 
Ten<tnt Improvements/lease Up Costs $19,410,500 $19,410,500 o" • $19,4io,soo 0% $19,410,SOO 0% 

:·· ~t:~:::;;r~~=~~~~~~%i~e~:;~. -~::.: ~ :~~::·~~~~~:: ··:.· ~:~~:~~ .: ·<~~;:.-:: ~~-:~/Ji!:~::.~~ '.\t~·; .: .. ::".'.;;~~:~is~~~~: ::,::>. -~ 
.. eoow.uit!on,A9,ndni<1 Pre~.'c:a...Y· ··· · • ·;; ·.-: .S?Jl.!131,Gqo • $10,352.¥'\l .·: "(4!'). :-·· : :. ·· ~;io~l,_100 •.• J4!'J . $10,351,100 ·(4l<). .. 
otiierSofteorti -~ ~ .!lJ!. ~ .!lJ!. -~ 'fill 

TotnlHardandSoftCo.sts ' $132,380,100 $13~2B,3DD 0% $132)106,600 0% $133,684,900 1% 
Developer MargJn $30,686,300 ~ .fil! ~ fil1 $3D,6B6,300 fil! 

Total P>rls $19,066,400 $161,614,600 o"' $163A92,9DG o" $1&4,371,200 1"' 
Residual land Value {RtV) $211,T.Z.2,700 $29,174,500 2'< $2B,2.96,2DO (1%) $27,417,900 (5") 

Wlthout Predevf!iopment Savings $2B,722,700 $2B,6DD,OOD D" $27,121,JDD (3") $26,84S,400 (1") 

B: East Sc Ma Large kes. Mlxei:(-use 

, Revenues 
Re.sldentfal For-Sale 
Resldentlaf Mental 

Subtotal ResldentfaJ 
Omce 
Retail 

Total f\evenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

TablelD.B 

• Summary Comparison of Results at Altemate fee Levels 

PrototvPa B: East So Ma Large ResldentJal Mixed.use 

&se Case TIDF Base Case TSF !~~n.!: 

$127,277,500 
@ 

$127,277,S<io 
$0 

~ 
$132,440,000 

. $127,277,500 

~ 
• $127,277,500 

$0 
~ 

$132,440,000 

Ol< 

125%TSF 

$ll7 ;zJ7 ,SOD 

. ~ 
$121,2n,soo 
• $0 

~ 
$131,j-40,000 

%Change 
from Base 

Ol< 

"" 
.!ll!. 

"" 

150"TSF 

$121,zn,soa 
~-

$u.1,zn,soo 
$0 
~ 

$1344.fO,OOO 

"Change 
from Base 

"" 
[)',( 

fili 

"" 

25D%}SF 
%Change 
from Uasa 

$0 

~ 
$0 

$174,558,100 0% 

.illJfil,QQ!l Ql! 
$191,789,100 0% 

$73,265,Soo O% 
$19,410,500 0% 
S20,o~S,llOO : 37" ·:; 

: . ~~s4,o_ori ,Jtql') · 
$10,352,100 • (4%) • 
$13.187.imo mi_ 

$137,195,700 4" 
~ill!. 

$167,BBZ,.OOO 3" 
$23,907,100 (17l<) 

$23,332,500 (29%) 

25D%TSF 

$127,m,soo 

. ~ 
$121,zn.soo 

$0 

~ 
$132,440,00D 

"Change 
frornBase 

0% 

0% 

Hard Constructlon Com $60,567,200 $60,567,200 0% 
Tenantlmprovementsfle.aseUpCom $675,000 $675,0oo 0% 

$60,567,200 "" $60,567,7.00 Ol< $60,567,7.00 0% 

• ·PevelopmenJ:Jm~ao:t Pies/ Other: co;.. · • :·.·· · ·: •• :'.$3,917;200 ·:,· .• ·$~:Ss6 4iio ·:· .16%: ·: 
. · :fii~"!Qm~f..it.J-ra."lporJatl~~-R•v!ev.:.: · :· :··· .... .)~~;Oii<i .;:;:,.:;:.,:~.W:~o · .l~"r. ·.: 

.OlPstru~t?n·FfnaJ!dng/.Predev. cany ':: : . ·· $_9~,_th9 :.:::, $,8~,600 •• {1-?'-l • · 
Othersotteo.ts $15,141.BDD ~ .!lJ!. 

J $675,000 0% $675,000 0% • $675,000 D% 

. : ~(~~; ';''::·1~~j(: ::,':':/~(Jroo~ (')cil;:·> ,·: : .. _s.f!~: '.·\:;· · 
.' $B,8'\B,6"'! .:·. ··(4") . :. •. "$B,Jl48,.600 :-· • .(~"):: ·, $8,8'18,600 (4'1). 

~ fili ~ fili $1S,141,ll00 .!ll!. 
Tot?! Hard andSoftCosts $89,62.4,900 $89,908,000 D~ $90,1681800 1" $90,42.9,500 1% $91A70;9QO 2" 

· OevefcperMargln ~ • ~ fil! ~fili ~.Ql!. ~.Ql!.. 
Total Costs $11B,761;700 $119,044,soo o" $119,]0S,600 0% $U9,566j300 1% $120,607,700 2" 

Residual Lant! Value (R.LV} $13,578,300 $l3,395,2DO {2") $13,134,400 [4%) $12,873,700 f6")· $U,B3'2.,300 (13") 
Without Predevdapment Savings $~,678,300 $1.3,03!1,1IJO . (5"} $V.,77B;JOD (7%) $12,SV,600 (Bll) $11,476,200 C16%) 

RLV as Percent of Revenues 10" 10% !:!:~;~:;~L~ 
WlthoutPrerle.ve/opmentSavlngs 10% 10" .. :..n-.'_1~'·;\" 

Not~D~wlopml!llt/mpactFus/O~rrcwtr lndudr: Pl( appOmblrlmpact{lu (lnd11dln117JDF orTSF), pl11111nf up[rontdevtlopu P11)'111U1t[or1DRpurdirr;eand M~0Roossp11:d«lt'llX. 
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Table1D.9 :: 

Summa·ry Comparison of Results at Alternate Fee Levels 
Prototyne 9: Transit Center large f\e.sldahtlal 

9: Transit Center Large Residential Jl-.seCa.seTIDF Base Case TSF 
% Oiange 

12SXTSF 
%Change 

from Base from Base 

Revenues 
Resldentlal for-Sali; $307,630,600 $307,,630,6{]0 0% $307,630,600 0% 

Resfdeo&I Rental Zl .>!' .~ 
Subtotal Resldentlal $307,630,600 $307,630,600 0% $307,630,600 0% 

Offke $0 $0 $0 
Retail ~ ~ ~ 

Total Revenues $307,630,600 $307,630,600 0% $301,630,600 0% 
Hard •md Saft Costs . 

Hard eonstrudlon Co.sts · $132,22D,OOO $132,220,000 o" $132,220,000 0% 

1:~:~!~:::~:::St!":i'~:e~~m'. .... :: .. ::"-:$ll;:1,a~~ :-.:. $24.~.a~~ .9% •. • ·$7-4,9£?4,7~~ :· ·:.u": 
··Envlronmerltal/."fra1\5l?Ortat1on~e"vfe~i-· ...... : •• :· ··::$;1,49,000 · •• : $1241000 :· (17"") •• :· ·: • $µ4,ooO · '(17~f 

• Construction 13o'a1{i:ln~ Predev;carr/:· .•. •· :-: · ":;~26;246,300 .. $25,477 ,lqri ·.···{a%)'.·.' ..• • $~.477 ;~OQ •• (3%). 
. Othei-SoftCos\:$ ." • • ' • -~ -~ ~ ·-~ • ,.Q!! • 

ToidlHardandSoftCnsts $214,059,:SOD $U5,3ZS,1.t10 "'' $215,M0,900 1% 
Developer Margin $07,£f78,700 ~ Q2!. ~ fili 

iota! Costs- $2.8~738,2.00 $ZB3,00~,800 0% -$'283,519,600 1% 
Residual Land Value (RLV} • $25.,892,400 $24,62.6)100 [5%) $24,.111,000 {7") 

WlthoutPredeve/opmentSav/ngs' $2S,B92,4DD $23,B32,70D f8%) $23,3.15,.900 {10%) 

W1thoutPredeYe./opmentSavlnf1$ B% BU ··-'-''.'.r_,. ~ BU.·.\'-··~·:·.: 

1D;TransltCenter Large Office Base r.ase TIDF 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Renbil 

Subtotal Residential 
Offl<e 
Ret-all 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs 
Tenant Improvements/lease Up Corts 
·DeveToprnen.tlmP.<1.d~esirnitt?ti::;ii$. ;7: 

· •Ertvln:inrpenbl/.Tnnsp.Orta.tlon ~evlew:: • 
• ConstrUctlon F.Jryandpg/_Pred~·CarrY· •• >. '. · 

OtherSoftCosts · 
Total Hard i!-nd Soft Costs 

Developer M<U'gin 
Total Costs 

Residual Land: Value {RLV) 
W1t.haut Predevelopme.rrt Savin~ 

h.LV as Pen:ent of Revenues 
W-Itbaut Preti eve.Jo ment Saving$ 

$0 

Tabfel0.10 

SutTimOlry Ccmparlson of Results ~tAlte:rnate Fet. Levi:Is 
Protutype 101 Translt Center Urge Office 

Base Case TSF " Change 
fromBii$e 

°" .Ql!. 
0% 

°" 0% 

$0 
0 

$0 
$319,520,700 

9 881 600 
$32.9,802,300 

$127,821,BOO 
-~2,030,000 

"change 
from Base 

0% 
.Ql!. 
O" 

0% 

o" 

150%1>F 
%Change 

250%1>F 
%0.ange· 

from Base frornBase 

$307,630,600 0% $307,630,600 0% 

~ ~ 
$307,630,600 0% $307,630,600 0% 

$0 $0 
.>Q ~ 

$307,630,600 0% $307,6.30,600 0% 

$132,220Jl()O 0% . $132,220,000 O" 

· $25,~a.~: .. ·14ii. · $27 ;,;4a,i~~ --~ .~: : 
:· .• · $124,0QO : (17%). . ••• $ll4,opo ·:·~Pi') .. 

· · $zs.4n;200 ·.(3") $is,m:ZoQ .;:.{3i>J • : 
.. ~ !1l!. ••. ill.!lilllQ.Q ... .Qli. . 
$216,35G,600 1" .$21.B,416,400 23' 

$67,678,700 ~ ~ .Q2!. 

$284,035,300 15' $286,095,100 2" 
$23,595,300 (9%) $21,535,500 (17") 

$:12,Ba1.20a (12%) $l0,74:t,4oo (2D") 

150"TSF 
%Changa 
from Base 

$0 
0 

$0 
$319,520,700 o" 

9 881600 .Qli 
$329,802,300 0% 

$127,821,BOO 0% 
$32,030,000 "" ·$3~,273,300 

250%TSF 

$0 
0 

$0 
.$319,.920,700 

$9.881.600 
• $329,802,300 

"Change 
fromP.ase. 

"" .Qli 
o" 
0% 

'" .Qli 

'" (1B"l 
{20%) 

NotcDti«fopme11tfmpar:tfr.es/Cthueortslndudeflll'1ppUt:abl11Tmpadfres(lndu~lnr1iIDForTSF],plus11nyupfrontdr:lltlapupaymmtforTDRpurdi'1JeanrlM11llolloo.rspu(ulhfll:. 
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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 Slistainability Program (TSP) on prototypical development types (prototypes) 
commo.n!y 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 tbe 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 predevelopmentti'.11e and cost savings .. · 

The financial analysis evaluates each p·rototype assuming that µredevelopment 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 presentthi;: financial results for each 
prototype and the key development assumptions for each prototype used in the analysis: 

• . Appendix Tables A-1 through.A-1P present the summary results for each prototype. 
Appendix Tables B-1 through B-10 present the summary financial proforma for each prototype. 

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

·A. Selection of Prototypes 
A variety of prototypical development types (prototypes) were evaluated for potential inclusion in the 
study, based on a review of development pipeline data and .an analysis of infill sites that may be suitable 
for development (that are either currently vacant or with existing buildings that"are 1-2 stories tall). 
Based on a comprehe11sive analysis of pro~otypica[ p·rojects, 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 sum maiizes the key characteristits ~f each of these. prototypes. · 

1. Definition of Development Program 
A cl!stomiz~d deyelopment program for each pro~otype was developed based on a typical site within a 
geographic area, which is consi.dered 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, b_uilding efficiencies ai:id 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 Fran Cisco~ 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 d_evelopment 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, particulai"ly in the easternmost 
neighborhoods that are in Area Plans. Devirlopment for this bu"ilding type is predo.minately 
residential (typically with 20 units or rnoreJ but.some smaller office buildings are being built at 
this height. Residential mixed-use Prototypes 3 a'nd 5 represent this type of construction. 
Mid-Rise 80-85 Feet: Has also become more prevalent !n the easternmost neighborhoods. 
Development for this building type is predominately reside_ntial (typically with 50 units or more) 
but some smaller office buildjngs are being built at this height. Residential· mixed-use Prototypes 
2 and 6 represent this type of construction. 
High-Rise 120-160 Feet: Primarily allowed in the downtown, eastern SoMa and Mission Bay 
areas, an~ both office and residential buildings are being developed at this heigh~. Office 
Prototype 7 and residential mixed-use Prototype 8 represent this type of construction. 
High-Rise Above 240 Feet: Only allowed in a few neighborhoods, primarily in the financial 
district and eastern SoMa areas. Residential Prototype 9 and office Prototype 10 represent this 
type of construction, both assumed to be located in the Transit Center District Plan Area. 

b. Building Efficiency 

Building efficiency refers to the percentage of building squa'.e footage that is sellable or ,rentable (net 
square footage or NSF) as compared to overall.gross building square feet {GSF), reflecting a deduction 
for:-.common area space such as lobbies, hallways and community spaces. Smaller projects tend to have 
lower efficiencies due to the high proportion of common area, and high-rise projects also tend to have 
lower efficiencies due to Jife safety measures and slim building prof!les. Building efficiencies range from· 
73 percent(%) to 80% for the residential prototypes, with high-rise construction. being the least 
efficient Building efficiencies for the office prototypes range from 83% to 90%.:i. · 

1 Although soft sites were a[lalyzed ·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 Ave"nue}. 

:z 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 humber of units and the applicable zoning requirements for parking affect the 
overall amount of parking provided and parking related construction costs. In order to best represent 

. the variety of parking development options currently being utfnzed, 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 (RL V) Models 
The residua! land valu'e (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} Jess all costs 
as~ociated with developing the J:iuildings (e.g., predevelopment costs, hard construction costs, financing, 

· developer overhead, marketing/s'ales costs, other soft constrnction costs and developer margin or 
return}. Land residual mcidels 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 RLVis calculated using the following formula, which represents a static basis for 
determining project feasibility: 

Revenues (based on safes 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, ?ther development related ,costs, financing and other so1'.f: costs) 

less: Developer Margin (which represents the margin {or return) that needs to be achieved in 
order for the pr~ject to be cons.idered potentially feasil;lle by the development community} 

:::: Residual Lantl 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 long-range view of real estate cycles in San Francisco. 
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1. Revenues 

Development revenues were developed based on a review of market data for 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 numero1,1s developer proformas. The C::oncord Group, Polaris Pacific, 
The Mark Company and RealAnswers (~ormerly RealFacts) were key sources of.market data for 
residential products, while CBRE, Colliers International and DlZ RetaifTerranomics were.key sources ·of 
market data for office and retail products. While many economists project continued growth in sales 
values and r~ntal 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 vali;e 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 theTCDP} of the residential condominium prototypes are assum.ed 
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 incom~ (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 estimate·d at 30% of rental revenues. Capitalization q:ites am 
assumed at 4.5%, which is 0.5% ;;ibove the current going in cap rate for San Fran~isco Class A multifamily 
developments, according to Integra Realty Resources {IRR) Viewpoint 2.015. This cap. rate cushion is used 
for all three rental prototypes and takes into account potential changes in interest rates and ~easures 
of risk by the investment community. 

Tue 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 operatfng 
income (NOi) divided by a market capitalization rate. Given 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 caltulate. 
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 solici~ations. 

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-alloyoance of 
10% and fess landlord operating expenses/contingency at-10% of rental revenues. (NOi range~ from 
$43/NSf to $53/NSF.) Parking revenues are assumed to be $450 per space per.month with parking 
operating expenses at 30% of parking revenues. Capitalization rates are assumed at 5%, which is 0.5% 
above the current gain~ in cap rate for San Francisco Class A CBD office, aq:ordin.g to IRR Viewpoint 
2015. 

d. Retail 

Retail revenues are based on the potential market vaJue_for office based on stabilized net operating 
income (NOi) divided by a market capitalization rate. Similar NOi equals gfoss income from rents and 
parking spaGes, less a vacancy a!fowance of 5% and less operating expenses, which are estimated at 30% 
of rental revenues. 

Retail rental rates range from $4.00/NSF to $~.OD/NSF {$48/NSF to $60/NSF pe~ year), which recognizes · 
that sorne developments are likely to occur"in areas t~at do not currently have estabfished retail 
districts, and developers may need to incentivize o"ccupancy with free rent or tenant improvement · 
concessions. Retail NOi is calcuiated based on these rents less a vacancy allowance of10% and less 
landlord .operating expenses/contingency ~t 10% of rental reven~es. (NOi ran.ges from $38/NSF to 
$48/NSF.} Monthly parking revenues range from $100 to $150 per space, with parking operating 
expenses at 30~ of. parking revenues, reflecting the fact that retail parking revenues are not anticipated 
to represent a significant source of income. Capitalization rates are assumed at 6%, which is 0.5% above 
the current going in cap rate for San Francisco Class A neighborhood retail according to IRR Viewpoint 

. ' . . 
2015. 

e. Sales Expenses 

Sales expenses include brokerag~ fees and City transfer taxes, and these expenses are deducted from 
the sales and rental revenue proceeds in or~er to generate net development revenues for the financial 
analysis. Transfer taxes are based on the City's transfer tax schedule, which is cal~ulated according to 
building value, and are assumed to be pafd by the developer.: All of the condomi~ium 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. 

Appendix A Page 5 

912 



-.;1 .. i 

2. Development Costs 
Development costs consist of. five key categories: hard construction costs and tenant improvements 
(collectively referred to as direct costs); development impact fees and other co_sts; environmental and· 
transportation review costs; construction financing; and other soft costs. land costs are calculated 
based on the RLV, as described above. Direct construction costs represent the majority of development 
costs. 4 · 

a·. Direct Construction Costs 

Direct construction costs include hard c;onstruction costs related to building, parking and site work 
(including general contractor overhead, profit and general conditions) plus tenant improvements. As the 
type and location of parking varies significantly across building typi:s, p'arking hard constru~iori- costs 
are ~stimated separately from the hard construction costs for the residential, retail and/or office 
components. The parking costs were then added to the hard construction cos~ 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~isco Department of Buildi~g lnspec:tion. 

Hard Construction Cost Contingency 

A 10% contingency was added to all hard constmction cost estimates, including park\ng. 

Parking Hafd Construction 

Podium Parking (at-grade. or partially below grade at $120/GSF of Parking Area). 
•· Underground Parking (l lev~l below.grade at $140/GSF of Parking Area). 

Underground-Parking (2 level below grade at $160/GSF of Parking Area). 
· • · _Stackers '(assumes puzzle stackers at cost of $15,000 per space for· parking lift system plus · 

· additional costs related to mechanical and electrical systems, plus site ac.commodations}. 

Residenti<1I Hard -Construction 

Low-Rise 40-58 Feet: Type V over Type I podium construction at $240/GSF to $260/GSF ~f 
Residential Area.' 
Mid-Rise 65-68 Feet: Type Ill/Modified Type Ill construction at $270/GSF of Residential Area. 
Mid-Rise 80-85 Feet: Type I c·onstruction 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 Franciscci HouslpgAction 
Coalition, as well as general contractors (including Webcor, cahill, Swinerton and Build GC}. 

5 This construction cost range assumes construction labor at prevailing wages and takes into account the fact that there may be 
site constraints, such asthe need for pilings.1he two low-rise prototypes have different heights and significantly different 
unit sizes as well as potential site conditions, given their locations. Otywide, law-rise developments may be able to achieve 
greater efficiencies and have significantly lower costs for wood frame development.· 
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• . High-Rise 120-160 Feet: Type I construction at $320/GSF of Residential Area (reflects added life 
safety requirem.ents plus construction premium for small~r 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 constrnction 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 ofresidential building area than apartments because they have higher finishes 
~nd amenities, and some of this additio~al rnst m~y be recaptured durfng the sales process as unit 
upgrades. Rental units are typically smaller in.size than condpminium developments and ther~fore 
typically cost more per square foot due.to the higher ratio of kitchen and bathrooms to overall square 
footage. Based on reviewing numerous deyeloper pro forrnas 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 $2i5/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 constructfon costs and contingency, hard co.nstruction costs for the office prototypes range 
from ·abo~t $290/GSFta $330/GSF. With ground floor retail and associated tenant Improvements, direct' 
construction costs far the ~ffice prototypes rang~ from $400/NSF ta $500/NSF. 

b. . Development Impact Fees/other Costs 

Development impact fees and other costs include water and wastewater capacity fee5, 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 cc;>nditions 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 Draft TSF 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 calcula~ed :'lnd 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 sta·rting at Certificate of Occupancy until the 
units are sold and then the homeowners would fully assume 'the annual sped al tax burden. For 
Prototype 10, the developer or landlord is also assumed to pay the Mello Roos special tax starting at 
Certifii;ate 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 t~x far·a 30 story office building) .. 

c. Environmental and Transportation Review Costs 

As described in ChapterV, City staff documented the level of environmental revi~w and associated costs 
that would likely be currently required (i.e. before consideration of the TSP or Base Case TIDF} and what 
would be required with the adoption of the TSP (Base Case TSF). Then, the potential costs and time 
spent on environmental review for each of these 'prototypes was compared under these two 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 µredevelopment 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 i;:nvironmental review. 

d. Construction Financing arid Predevelopment Carry Savings 

Construction financing typically represents the major source-of capital that pays for deyelopment costs 
during construction. Construction terms vary depending on market conditions, developer financial 
capacity, developer track record and the constructfon l~nder. The com;truction interest rate is assumed 
at 5.5% for all prototypes with a loan fee of 1-1.2,5%, ~epending on loan size. The loan a~ount is based 
on about a 60-6So/ii loan to developmer:it cost (considered to be ai;iproximately equal to a 50% loan to 
value) at an average outstanding balance bf 60% of development costs. The ferm of the .construction 
'loan is directly related.J:o project timing, as the construction loan is the primary source of capital during 
the construction 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 construction on the small r~sideritial 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(for100-200 unit devetopments} and 20 units per month for 
apartments. Office absorption i.s assumed to average 200,000-25.0,000 square feet per year, with a small 
amount of pre-leasing assumed for office, retail and apartments. 

6 As ·described i'n Chapter 111, the Base Case TSF ~cenarlo assumes the fee rat~s in the 2.012 Draft 15F Ordinance, adjusted for 
inflation to 2.015 dollars, taking Int~ account the consolldation 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 predevelopnient 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 multip_lying these estimated predevelopment costs by a 
12% annual equity carrying cost (conservative assumption as equity during entitlement period fypically 
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%'crirrying cost multiplied by 42% (5/12 months)=: .252% of revenues 

While predevelopment costs vary by development (e.g. whether.land is purchased up front or 
puri:hased 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 potentiar 
predeyelopment 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-
oevelopers, lenders and investors evaluate and measure returns in s?veral way~. 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 s~les price for condominiums: 

Law-Rise 40-58Feet:15-20% return on total development cost (assumed at 19% return an 
development cost, or 16% threshold for return on net sales for condominiums) 

• ·Mid-Rise 65 Feet: 20-.22% 'on total development cost (ass·umed 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~ thre~hold for return on net sales ~or con-dominiums) 

High-Rise above 240 Feet: ~8-30% on total development cost (assumed at 29% return on 
development cost, or 22% threshold for return on net sales for condominiums) 

7 . . 
Refer to Chapters 2 and 3, Finance for Real Estate Development, Oiarles Long, Urban land Institute, 2011. 

8 Conceptually, this mean; a five month time ;av!ngs would translate to predevelopment savings ofabout $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: Taq~et developer margin as measured oy return on development cost at 19% or 16% on 
return on net value. (These returns take in to account the size and scale of development, as well 
as the building's long term cash flow potential.) 

Retail: Target returns in mixed-use projects are assumed to be the same as the predominant. 
land use. 

For rental property, typically the more imp'ortant static return measure is referred to as Yield to Cost or 
Return on Cost, which is measured based on Net Operating Income (NOi, equal to rental income less 
vacancy less operating expenses) diyided by total development costs. The target Yield (Return) on Cost 
for apartments in San Francisco is 5-7% while office return thresholds range between 
6-7%, based on a review of project 'pro form<Js and discussions with developers and equity investors . 

.? 

4. Residual (and Value (With and Without Predevelopment Savings} 
As described above, the residual land value (RLV) is the differe.nce 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 
CE QA/LOS reform. In summary, the Residual Land Value (RLV} is calc;:ulated using the following formula, 
which represents a static basis for determining project feasibility; 

Revenues 

. Less: Basic Development Costs (taking into account the varying levels of development impact 
fees under the'TSF scenarios, as well as·potentlal predevelopment savings with the TSP} 

Less: D~velope.r Margin 

= Residual Land Value (calculated for each scenario, with and without predevelopment savings) 
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D. Information Sources 
Association of Bay Area Government (ABfl:G), Projections 2013. 

Clifford Advisory, Land Value in Eastern Neighborho~ds, April i4, 2008, plus updated data on land sales 
com parables and guidance on residual land value calculations provided during 2014 and 2015. 

fntegra Realty Resources, Viewpoint,.2015 Real Estate Value Trends. 

Interviews with residential and office developers, as wefl as a range of general contractors, many of 
whom are members of the Urban Land Institute, SPUR and San Francisco Housing Action Coalition . 

. Interviews supplemented by reports on market trends: The Concord Group, Polaris Pacific, The Mark 
Company, R~alAnswers (formerly RealFacts), CBR_E, Colliers International and DTZ 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 OCH 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. 

SeifE~l Consulting, Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee and Affordable Housing Analysis, May 2008 . 

. Seifel Consulting, lndusionary Housing Fina.ncial Analysis, December 2012 

Urban Land Institute, Finance for Real Estate Development, Charles Long, 2011. 

San Francisco City Departments .. • 

San Franci~co Department of Buildilig Inspection (SFDBI) 
San Francisco Planning Department (Planning Department)· 

San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing and Community D.evelopment 

San Frandsco MunicipaJTransporta.tion Agency (SFMTA) 
• San Francisco Office of the Contro lier 

'! 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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AppendixTableA-1 
Prototype 1 Sunµnary Results 

Comparison for Base Case TJDF and Base Case TSF 

la. Snnuna ofDeveio mentPro 
SiteArea and Constraints 

Lot Size 
Exisfin Prior Use 

Development Prognun 
Description 
Maximum.Height 
Residential Units 

Average Unit Size (NSF) 
Residential Density 

· Buildllig Size (NSF) 
Buililing Size GSF (without parlcing) 
FAR 
Residential Parldng Ratio 
Total Parking Spaces 

Parkin Constrnction e i't oflevc:ls · 

Small Residential Mixed-use 

5,000 SF 
600 GSF 

Low-Rise 
45 Feet 

8 Units 
1,100 NSF 

. 70 Units per~ 
10,240 :tfSF 
12,950 GSF 

33 
1.0 Spaces per Unit 

g 

Podium(! 

lb. Summanr ofFmancialAnalvsis- Geary SinallResidentiaIMixed-use 
Prototype! Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 

1: Geaty Small Res. lillxed-nse Total 
%of 

TSFTotal 
%of 

.. Revenues Revenues 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $7,900,200 90% $7,900,200 90% 
Residential Rental $9 0% $0 0% 

Subtotal Residential $7,900JOO 90% ~7,900JOO 90% 
Office $0 0% $0 0%. 
Retail $870,900 10% $870,900 10% 

Total Revenues $8,771,100 100% $8,771,100 100% 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $-3,788,400 43% $3,788,400 43% 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $144,000 2% $144,000 2% 

. D'eveia~iiieQ.t :rr!iii~~ Fees/Q\h!'i' C{)#$ ..... : . " : . $(>·< 7iiQ'. :" 1 % "" . $I?4.6oo :_ -4% 
. 'En.vii:Oihii°:. ~ortati.o~ Ri:vi~:· '. · · . " .. ':' $9 006 :.-:~ ... ··0% .. :'.~ .. -:'.:: _:·~~~q9.~?· :·-.·""qi;, .co~tl~-~~~illg!Pn;d~.Jj#:::·::::.; -: . ·-.-· .• · l ... -_ .· .... · 

.: .. " $~?4,300:":· . :- :·:. 4% . " - . - $3~,?,00:.:· . ·" 4% 
Other Soft Costs $947,100 11% $947,100 11% 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $5,317,500. 61% $5,387,400 61% 
Developei: :Margin $1,403,400 16% $1,403,400 16% 

Total Costs $6,720,900 77% $6,790,800 77,% 

R,esidualLand Vaine $2,050,200 23% $1,980,300 23% 
W'rtholll: Predevelopment StxVings $2,050,200 23% $1,980,300 23% 

Developer Margin/ Total Dev. Costs 19% 19% 

Difference 

Total % Change 

$0 0.0% 
$0 -
~ 0.0% 
$0 -
~ 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$0 0..0% 
$0 0.0% 

:;.,·.;f :~ .• 
.... : . .-108% 

. "0.0% 
. _.9:0% 

~ 0.0% 
$69,900 1.3% 

$0 0.0% 

$69,900 1.0% 

{$69,900) (3.4%) 
($69,900) (3.4%). 

Note: N11Inbers rount!ed to nearest $100 • .De:velopntentlmpact Fees! Other Costs ind~ a/I. applicaliu impact fees (indruling 'J'JJ)F or TSF), 

pfJls arry upfront tle:veIOper payment for TDRpurchtlSe andMe!W Roo$ !pedal tux. 
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le. Su=arv of Financial Indicatoi:s - Geary Small Residential Mii:ed-use 

1: Geary S:mllll. Res. Mixed-use 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Co~ts 

Hard Construction Costs 
Tenant linJ?ro~ments/Lease Up C?sts _ 

- Di:;veI - ---ei:itlih iiti:Fees/Pthf:i::cos~ . 
- Eiivrr=cii~~ipilii\n_'g.~~~-· · : 
-- Consirur:tion,.Flll?,11~.iedex.::(:ap;y .. : · 
O~er Soft Costs 

Total Hard and Soft Costs 
Developer Margin 

Total Costs 
Residual Land Value 

:Prototype 1 

1: Geary S:mllll. Res. l\lfb;ed-use 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office - · 
Retail 

Tota!Revennes 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Constmction Costs 
Tenant li:nprovements!Lease Up Costs 

· p~¥e10jiln1:nt.rmpactJ:'.eest~:Z c0~ -- · :. ··. 
-. Enwoillrienta!/'J'ranSpoi'imimi. Revif:w.:, -: ._:_ ·. 
.coW,tmctloli:FinancinitP~v:. cafri :: .: >·: ·­
Other Soft Costs 

Total Bard and Soft Costs 
Developer Margin 

Total Costs 
Residual Land Value 

Wzthout Predevelopment SrIVmKs 

Soft Cost 
Total as%of 

HCC 

$7,900,200 
.$Q_ 

$7,990,200 
$0 

$870 900 : 
$8,771,100 

$3,788,400 
$144,000 ! 

100% 

- -·!$64,700.' :_·· _-_2% 
. $9,000 ::. -. _·· .. •: 0% 

PerBldgGSF Per Bldg 
Per Unit 

_{w/o Parking) NSF 

$610 $772 $987,525" 
$0 $0 $0 

$610 $772 $987,525 
$0 $0 $0 

m $85 ~108,863 
$677 '$857 $1,096,388 

$293 $370 $473,550. 
$_11 $14 $1~,~oo 

-: : $5- - -$6 ----- ·_: :--__, $8 088-

:_ • 

0

;$364,3.QQ . -- - 10% . ·;: :. $U·. : __ :··_·-~~ii~· {~::·:-::::~t~J;{ 
$947,100 25% $73 $92 $118,388 

$5,317,500 $411 $519 $664,688 
$1403.400 $108 $137 $175,425 

$6 720,900. $519 $656 S840,l13 
$2..050,200 $158 $200 $256,300 

0 00 $158 $WO $256,300 
~~[t~~l!t.~~~ 

Base Case TSF 
Soft Cost 

PerBidgGSF Per Bldg 
Total as%of :Per Unit 

HCC 
(w/0-Parking) NSF 

$7,900,200 $610 $772 $987,525 
. $0 $0 ~o $0 

$7,900,200 - $610 $772 $987,525 
$0 $0 $0 $0 

$870900 w m $108,863 
$8,771,100 $677 $857 $1,096,388 

$-3,788,400 100% $293 $370 $473,550 
$144,000 4% . $11 $14 $18,000 

' -.· :· $ l-3~!6QO .• .. 4% ··.· : 
$,10 - $13 .. --$I6,S25 • ... 

· _ .-:=-$_9!po~ .. -- : Oo/c ; ... ·$1 $1 : :.=1: ~l:~l~~ 
·: •• :·'· ·-~ 0 

-:--.$-~04,300 _.,- -- 10}'. $2&" _. $3~ -_$1J-?;53,8" 
~947,100 ~ $73 $92 $118,388 

$5,387 ,400 $416 $526 $673,425 
$1,403,400 $108 $13~ $175,425 

$6,790,800 $524 $663 $848,850 
$1,980,300 $153 $193 $247,500 

$1;980,300 $153 $193 $247,500 
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Site Area and Constraints 
Lot Size 
Existin Prior Use 

Development l'rogram 
Description 
Maximnm Height 
Residential Units 

Average Unit Size 
Rcsidc!Uial Density 

Building Size (NSF) 
Building Size GSF (without parldng) 

FAR 
Residential l'arlcing Ratio 
Total Parking Spares 

Appendix:TableA-2 
l'rototype 2 Sronmacy Resulfx 

Coiµparlson for Jlase Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

24,300 SF 

11,000 GSF 

80 Feet 
60 Units. 

997NSF 
108 Units/Acre 

67,887NSF 
86,124GSF 

3.6 
0.75 Spaces per Unit 

64 
Paik:in Constroction e # oflevels 

2b. Summarv ofFinancialAnalvsis- Van Ness Medium Residentiall\lfu:ed-use 
PrototvJJe2 Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 

2: Van ~ess·Medimnlles. Mixed-nse Total 
%of 

TSFTotal 
%of 

·Revenues Revenues 
Revenues 

Residential For-Sale $56,819,600 91% $56,819,600 91% 
Residential Rental $0 0% $0 0% 

Suht.otalResidenlial $56,819,600 91% $56,819,600 2tl 
Offic:e $0 0% '$0 0% 

Retail $5;740,900 9% $5,740,900 ~ :.. 
Total R!)Venues $62,560,500 100% $62,560,500 100% 

Development Costs 
Hard Constrnciion Costs $31,216,553 50% $31,216,553 50% 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $808;747 1% $808,747 1% 

: · ·u~V:~i.~ci:it ~PaFi:~~/Otli~ a;~ 
.. :: '_:;.·: =-:.Jt~~~~;\:·:;,: .: ·;·~: ·.··· ··s&~oo ··.);ijl, 

·· E:a.Virollnientalf.rransporta!ion ReYieir .':· . $188,000 ·.: 0% .. • 
. · co;:m~!i~n.F~cing/P~. &ry .. .. ·',.· . ·. -~~j3$,§00 . :':-{· ::~%. · $i,235;6oo . ·.-:_-:.5·% 

Ofher Soft Costs $7,804JOO 12% $7,804.200 .IDE 
Total Hard and Soft Costs $43,656,700 70% $44,115,600 71% 

Developer Margin $H,886,500 19% .$11,886~00 19% 

Total Costs $55,543,200 89% $56,002,100 90% 
ResidnalLanP. Value $7,017,300 U% $6,558,400 10% 

Without Predevelopment Savings $7,017,300 11% $6,558,400 10% 
Developer Margin/ Total Dev. Costs .23%. .23% 

Difference 

Total· %Change 

. 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0% 
$0 . 0.0% 

.-:::;- ·.: : .. $_45~)if~ 
.. .. · 1viro 

'.>·>:. /: .. :;.;; ~~: ·:::-.·· 0.1!'/o 
:··:.: ~.0% 

~ 0.0"/o 
$458,900 1.1% 

.$0 Qm:!. 
$458,900 0.8% 

($458,900) (li.5%) 
($458,900) (6:5%) 

Note: Nrtmh= rolll!lled to ne{ll'esi $100. J>evelopmentbnpm:tFees!Other CoSts include allopplic:tihle inpttt:!jees (inclurliJtg TIDF or TSF), 
plns any op front developer payment for TDll. purclurse wul Mello RDos spedal tar. 
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2c. Summarv of Financial Indicators - Van Ness MediumResidentiall\fued-nse 
PrototvPe 2 Base Case TIDF 

2: Van Nes& Medium Res. Mh:ed-nse 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Suh total Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard :and Soft Costs 

Total 

$56,819,600 
.$!! 

$56,819,600 
$0 

$5,740,900 
$62,560,500 

Soft Cost 
as %of 
HCC 

l'er Bldg GSF 

$660 
$0 

$660 
$0 

$67 
$726 

Per Bldg 
NSF 

$837 
$0 

$837 
$0 

$85 
$922 

Per Unit 

$946,993 
$0 

$946,993 
$0 

. $95,682 
$1,042,675 

HardComtmctionCosts $31,216,553 100% $362 $460 $520,276 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $808,747 3% $9 $12 $13,479 

: . ~~a~if:JE ;-_. ::.~:.:. ::·~fi~~ ~:;:·'.::~: --~~rn :::::_. :~'.'.::.:: ··;--: ~H :'.'. .. :·;··::~i- :~:~~~<:.;:~;HR 
Other Soft Costs $7,804,200 25% $91 $115 $13o'.!rni-

Tuta1Rard and Soft Costs $43,656, 700 $507 $643 $727,61.2 
Developer Margin $11,886,500 $138 $175 $198,108 

Total Costs $55 54'.3.200 $645 . $818 $925, 720 
ResidualLandValue $7,017,300 $81 $103 $117,000 

W-1tlumtPreilevelo11mentStLVili2S $7,017,300 $81 $103 $lll,OOO 

-~~ ~~~~~~-ti~~~ 
PrototvPe2 Base Case TSF 

Soft Cost 
2: Van Ness Medium Res. Mixed-use Total as % of l'er Bldg GSF 

HCC 
Revenues 

Resi.dentil!l. For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Hard and Soft Co.sis 

$56,819,600 
$0 

$56,819,600 
$0 

$5;740,900 
$62,560,5~0 

Hard Construction Costs $31,216,553 100% 
Tenantimprovements/Leru;e Up Costs $808,747 3% 

.·nr;;Y.,~<:iitimpact'F!l.'~s(Qther·~~-<: .· :·.: ... -~~~i;Soo · .. :·:-: ·:~!Yo:::;~-
. Enyiro~~po:µatlon:).leview,:·.:. ~·. :_,. · := .. $~~8_.opo ":--·:···= .. :;~% ·:: · ·. 
·. Co~ction.Financini;f.Pn;dev. Cap:y ... · .·::::: .: ·· · $;!~~5,_600 · · ' .. ·· 1.0%:: ·· · 

Other Soft Costs $7,804,200 25% 
Total Hard and Soft Costs $44,115,600 

Developer Margin $11,886,500 

Total Costs $56 002100 
Residual Land Valne $6.558,400 

WithoutPredevdo11menLSavinPS $6558 400 

922 

$660 
$0 

$660 
$0 

$67 
$726 

$362 
$9 

$10 
.. si 
$38 
$91 

$51.2 
$138 

$650 
$76 
$76 

Per Bldg 
NSF 

Per lJirlt 

$837 . $946,993 
$0 $0 

$837 $946,993 
$0 $0 

. .ru $95,682 
$922 $1,042,675 

$460 $520,276 
$12 $13,479 

.. $13 .. ::_:.:_ :··: .$.f4;J'75 
. : .:: :··· .:. $;i.: .·· :..:·:· <-.,:.s~.;i~~: 

·: . -$48 ::: -~: -:· $,5.},9.~7.. 
$115 $130,070 
$650 $735,260 
.ll12. $198,108 

$825 $933,368 
$97 $109,300 
$97 $109,300 
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Appendix TableA-3 
Prototype 3 Summary Results 

Comparlso11 for.Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

3a.. Sumro ofDevelo mentPro 
Site Area and'Consfrainb 

Lot Si= 
&:is · Prior Us" 

Development :Program 
D<OScription 
Maximum Height 

.. Residential Units 
Average Unit Sire 

Resid=tialDensiiy 
Buildilig Size (NSF) 
Building Size GSF (withoutparlcing) 
FAR . 

Residential l'arlcing Ratio 
Total l'ar:king Spaces 

l'a:dcin Consfwciion 1' e # oflevels 

- Outer Mi&sion Small Residential Mixed-use 

14,420 SF 
17438 SF 

Mid-Rise 
65 F'eet 
24 Units 

l,250NSF 
72 Units/A=: 

32,876NSF 
41,784 GSF 

Podium 1 

3.6 
1 Spaces pee Unit 

24 

3b. Summarv of F.mancialAnalvsis - Outer l\lfission Small Residential Mixed-use 
Prototvoe 3 Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF Difference 

3. Outer Mlsslon Small Res. Mb:ed-use 

Revenues 
Residenfial For-Sale 
Residenfial.Renfil 

Subtotal Residential 
Office. 
Retail 

Toral Revenues 
Hard and Soft Costs . 

Total 

$21,895,900 
$0 

$21,895,900 
$0 

~l,739,400 

$23,635,300 

%of 
TSFTotal 

Revenues 

93% $21,895,900 
0% $0 

93% $21,895,900 
0% $0 . 
7% $1,739,400 

100% $23,635,300 

Hard Construction GoSts $13,594,400 58% $13,594,4-00 

%of 
Revenues 

93% 
0% 

93% 
0% 
7% 

100% 

58% 

Total 

$0 
$0 

~ 
$0 
$0 
$0 

%Change 

0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 

$0 . 0.0% 
Tenant Impr0vem.en1s/.Lease Up Costs $287,600 1 % $287,600 ... 

_·-:~~J?~~:~:~~~~:- .· ::·;:: : ·:~~}:~~~·: -~~ .. : ·:J: : .. : .. _ ~~~:~~~ . 
$0 0.0% 

: ·1% - ·'.· ::·$42,4-ilci" -.:--:. :: __ .2i% 
1% 

. _ C~timi:Firuincfug/predev~ C~ . : : . :· : $.i;ls.8,00o :::·:: :· .:5% ---.. ·.$1,188~00.Q .. 
·other Soft·C~rts · · - - · - · · $3.398:600 - 'i4% $3,398,600 

ToralHard andSoftCosm $18,696,700 '?'9% $18,739,100 
. Developer Margin $4,018,000 17% $4,018,000 

Toral Costs $22,714,700' 96% $22,757,100 
Residual Land Value $920,600 4 % $878,200 

Without Predevelopment Savings $920,600 4% $878,200 
Developer Margin/ Total Dev. Costs 20% 20% 

0% - ..... .. ·-.-= $0 :.'::=· ·: · o.6% 
... :i.5% . _. . . jci' : . ... •. o:ory. 

14% $0 0.0% 
79% 
17% 

96% 
4% 
4% 

$4:Z,400 
$0 

$!2,400 
($42,400) 
($42,400) 

O..:Z% 
0.0% 

0.2% 
{4.6%) 
(4.6%) 

Note: Numbers romuleilto nearest $100, Developmentbrrpact Fees/ D!1=" Costs Utclwle ail app/jcp/Jfe impact fees (including TIDF or TSF), 
'Phis an.y upfront developer payment for TDRpurcltast! muI Mi?:llo Roos special tax. 
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3c. s , ofFinancialinclicato:rs - Ou:ter Mission Small Residential Mixed-use 
Prototype.3 Base Case TIDF 

Soft Cost 
:Pei:- Bldg 

3. Outer Mission Small Res. Mixed-use Total as%of :PerBldgGSF l'erUnit 
HCC 

NSF 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $21,895,900 $524 $66() $912,329 
Residentia1Re.11tal $0 $0 $0 ' •$0 

Subtotal ResiOential . $21,895,900 $524 $666 $912,329 
Office $0 $0 $0 $0 
Reiail $1,739,400 m $53 $72,475 

Total Revenues $?-3,635,300 $566 $719 $984,804 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $13,594,400 100% $325 $414 $566,433 
Te~t "!JDP.ro:Vf?~tslLe~e Up ~sts . ~~87,6.00. 2% $7 $9 $11,983 

. De-YelopmenfIIli:paot Fees/Other Costs .·$~gl;l00: ::· '<°1% -:: .$5 : .•. $!> .. ··. " .. $8,379 
· En~iiiihieii.tili:rriins_i,ortaj:ion Review · : . · .. $27000 . :'::or.. .. :::-: .. :.:: i: --:·.- .$1 . ::::~~- :: .. :·· .. >..~~.i~: . ~ . . '· ·. ~· .. 
.. 9oris~!;io~ Fm~cingJP~~.' cm;,··· .. ·$1)?..~.ooo 9%: . . · ·::". =-.°; ·J28 . '$?6 ·: : . $~~.5oo 

Oilier Soft Costs $3~98,600 . .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 

TotalQ,sts $22,714,700 $544 $691 $946,446 
Residual Land Value $920,600 $22 $28 $38.400 

Wzflwut Predeveloument Savinl!S $920,600 $22 $28 $38,400 
~J~~~~~~~~~~~~~;:~4~~~~q;.~;;~~~-~~.:;._~ 

Prototvoe3 Base Case TSll' 
Soft Cost 

Per Bldg 
3. Ontex: Mission Small Res. :Mixed-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 ~ $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 

".n·e-v..,ici "· ··· t:f:iniiiictF.eeS/othi"ifasSf:S · :· . . •$243 500 ·:. ·. :: .:·2%. .$6 :$i ;•. 
·· .. ; $~o;i46 ·: ~ra~~~r.~~;?:;:· .:· ·: .. ·:-.:."$27:000 . ·.-~·:.·::'0%. r · $1 $1 :·.·::·:·~q~ 

'-:." : 1t.i~~.9Qb .·. '·'······~9% -~- ..... ·-~~&. .. ·. :~A~. . .. • .. . .. ~9.2,00 
· Other Soft Costs · $3J98,600 ········25% :· $81 $103. . $141,608 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $18, 739,100 $448 $570 $780,796 
Developer Margin $4,018,000 lli $122 $i61A11 

Total Costs $22,757,100 $545 $692 $948,213 
Residual Land Value $878,200 $21 $27 $36,600 

Wzthout Predevelopment StIVin.gs $878200 $21 $27 $36,600 
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Site.Area lilld Constraints 
Lot Size 
Existin Prior Use 

Development Program 
Description 
Maxllnum.Height 
Residentinl Units 
. Average Unit Size 

Residential Densify 
Building Size (NSF) 
Building Size GSF (withoutparlcing) 
FAR· 
Residential Parking Ratio . 
Total Parlcing Spaces 

---- ! 

Appendix 'Iiible A-4 
. Prototype 4 Snm.niary Results 

Comparison for Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

-6,000 SF 
13,500 GSF 

Low-Jlisc 
. 55 Feet 

15 Thiits 
955NSF 
109 Units/Acre 

16,575NSF 
22,264 GSF. 

4-0 
0-5 Spaces per Unit 
. 8 

P Conslruction T e # of!evels Podium 1 

4b. Sm:nma:cy pf Financial Analysis- Mission SmillResidential Mixed Use 
PrototvPe 4 Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF Difference 

4: Mission Small Res.. Mixed-use 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revenues 
Development Costs 

Hard Conslrnction: Costs 
Tenant :fmprovements/Le.ase Up Costs 

b~V.elopment Impact :P ef:S!Otlier. c0$!X-.: :· : 
· :En~o~ciiraVr:iaPsPortatl<in Revi~ · '.: 
. Cons~tipi:i.Fmimc:in~. Carri.:. ·: 
oilie~·s~fi c~siS . . .. 

Total Hard and Soft Costs 
Developer Margin 

Total Costs 
:.tlesidualLand Value 

Wrthout.Prdevelopment Savings 
Developer Margin/ Total Dev. Costs 

Total 
%of 

Revenues 

$13,445,800 90% 
$0 0% 

$13,445,800 90% 
$0 0% 

$lJ30,200 10% 
$14,976, 700 100% 

$6,614,500 44% 
$225,000 2.% 

: $270 000. : . . :·:··:2% -.: 
. · s11'.ooo · · · : '0% -. 

. - ·: $66s;6QO ., .. .- . 4~ .... 
s·1:6si600 · "i1% 
$9,439,700 63%. 
$2J96JOO 16% 

$11,836,000 .79%. 

$3,140,700 21% 
$3;140,700 21% 

19% 

TSFTotal 

$i3,445,800 
$0 

$13,445.800 
$0 

$1,530,900 
$14,976,700 

$6,614,500 
$225,000. 

.. : -".$293,600 
: ~ : : $11,000 

.. '$665,60Q . 
sa.6S3,6oo· 
$9,463,300 
$2,396,300 

$11,859,600 
$3,U7,100 

$3,117,100 

19% 

%of 
Total Revenues 

90% $0 
0%. $0 

90% so 
0% $0 

~ so 
100% $0 

44% $0 
2.% - $0 

'. 2% · : . · $Z3 600' 

. . .-·~; ::: :; :::.:::_::<:J~ 
.ill!! $0 
63% $23,600 

~ $0 

79% $23,600 

21% ($23,600) 
21% ($23,600) 

Nu~ Numhen ruu:nifetl to nearest $JOO_ JJevelopme:ntbnpltdFees/ Other Costs incbuie a!1 app1ka/Jlr. impact fees (itu:buling TIDF or TSF}, 

plus ony upjrullt tlevelopei-' puymentfor TJJ){p";cJu:se cmd Mello Rous special I/IX. 

%Change 

0..0% 

-
0_0% 

-
0.0% 
0.0% 

0.0% 
0_0% 

:: .. 8-7% 

·. .... o.o:i:. 
: 0.0% 

0_0% 
0-3% 
0.0% 

o_i% 
(0..8%) 
(0.8%) 
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. 4c.. s ummarv l'ro onna-ti Miss" xonSmall Residential Mixed u se 
PrototvPe4 Base Case TIDF 

Soft Cost 
Per Bldg 

4: Misrion SmallRes. Mixed-use Total as%of PerBhlgGSF Per Unit 
HCC 

NSF 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale . $13,445,800 $604 $811 $896,387 
Residential Rental $0 $0 $0 $0 

Subtotal RcsidenJial $13,445,800 . $604 $811 $896,387 
Office 

' 
$0 $0 $0 $0 

Retail $1~30,200 $69 $92 $102,060 
Tofal Revenues $14,976,700 $673 $904 ~98,447 

Hard and Soft Costs 
Hard Construction CoslS $6,614,500 100% $297 $399 $440,967 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $225,000 3% . $10 .. $14 $15,000 

:- J:?weJ~~tri,;~~iat;tfi:e~/QiJ;~~ ¢6$ ·· ·. :· =· ·. · :·· s210 oiio .. : ... ··:. 4% ·.·; $12· .·:. ·: ·. $i6 · ·sis:aoo 
·:-~ ~n.yp;ii~n{rut.rf.ulspci~U:~~ J§ie~·. · . . . . . .. $n'.o6ci _. ,:. o•i. . ·-· · .. $0 : . $1 -:;J,J;~ · .. ?:::miStiueti,oii"J?~CiligiPfi!dev .. taw .= . · ._:.::-.s66s,6cio :-·: :-· iQ% : $30 $40 

Other Soft Costs $1,653,600 25% $74 $100 $110.240 
Total :Ha.rd and Soft Costs ~9,439,700 $424 $570 $629,313 

Developer Margin $2,296,200 $108 $145 $159,753 

Total Costs $11836000 . $532 $714 $789,067 
Residual Land Value $3,140700 $141 $189 $209.400 

Witlwutl'rdevelopment Sa:vinJ:S . • 700 $141 $189 $209.400 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

... 

l'rototvrie 4 Base Case TSF 
Soft Corl 

Per Bldg 
4: ]\fusion Small Res. Mixed-use Total as% of · Per Bldg GSF Per Unit 

HCC 
NSF 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $13,445,800 $604 $811 $896,387 
Residentlal Rental 

' 
.$Q . $0 $0 $0 

Subtotal Residential $13,445,8!JO $604' $811 $896~87 
Office $0 $0 $0 $0 
Retail $1~30,900 $69 .$92 $102,060 

Total Revenues $14,976,700 $673 $904 $998,447 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Constmction Cosm $6,614,500 lOO'y. $297 $399 $440,967 
Ten.ant Improvements/Lease Up Costs . $22?,0.00 3% $10 $14 $15,000 
J?~vilopmehl iinpact Fi:es!Otl:ier Cosiii .· · · . 

.. 
.: : . S?93,600 .. · .. 4% $13_" ... , ·_.··~$.1& : . ;: .. :;.: $:(9,573. 

~n{U~~rtation:R.evi~w···: 
:: 

.' . $11,000 :::· .6% .. $0 ::"·~:·: ... -:;:~r :.~:·.;-:::::)/ii~~3·. ·::-: ~-· 
~fi~ii.Fi.iianciiiefPredev. c ..... ·::.· .. :·$6~5,600 ·!:.:·:.-:.lo% . $~ii · .. · .. :.·$40 .· ... ·.·~.m. . .. .. . agy .. . . . 
Othei: Soft Costs $1,653,600 2lli $74 $100 $110,240 

TotalHafd and Soft Costs $9,463,300 $425 $571 $630,887 
Developer Margin $2,396,200 $108 $145 $159,753 

Total Cii~ts $11,859600 $533 $716 . $790,640 
Residual Land Value ~.117100 $140 $188 $207,800 

Without. Prdevel.opmerrf: Savinr:s $3ll7,100 $140 $188 $207.800 
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Appendix TableA-5 
Prototype 5 Srunmary fusnlts 

· Comparison for Base Case 'TIDF and Base Case TSF 

Sa.. SUllllll ofDevelo ment Pro am - Cenfral Waterfront Lar e Residential MU 
Site Area and Constraints 

Lot Size 
Ex:istin Prior Use 

Development Program. 
Description 

M.aximum Ifri~t 
Residential Units 

Average Unit Size 
. Resideotial Deosity 

Building Size (NSF) 
Building Size GSF (withoutparking) 
FAR 
ParJcing Ratio 
Total Parking Spaces 

Parkin Construction e 'lfoflevels 

35,000 SF 
4-0 000 GSF 

· Mid-Rise 
.65 Feet 
156 Units 
762NSF 

. · 194 Units/ Acre 
123,300 NSF 
154,720 GSF 

45 
0.71 SpacesperUnit 

111 
Und und 1) 

Sb.S • ofFinancialAnalvsis - Cenfral Waterfront Laree Residential MU 
Prototype 5 Base Case 'TIDF Base Case TSF Dilference · 

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 Improvements/Lease Up Costs 

.D~elopi;n~ :rtnp~~F#s[Q~* .Costs· . · 
· EnViriiimiellta1rri:anSpi>rfafiOn::&.eVJ:ew. 
c~~tioD.:F~~~~~~t¢:#Y" .. 

. Other Soft Costs · 
Total Hard and Soft Costs 

Developer Margin. 
Total Costs 

Residual Land Value 
Wtthout Predevwp111£ttt Srpti.ttgs 

Return (Yield) on Cost 

Total 

$0 
$106,807,000 
$106,807,000 

$0 
$3,126,600 

$109;933,600 

%of 
Revenues 

0% 
97% 
97% 

O'*! 
2.8% 

100% 

Base Case 
TSFTotal 

$0 
$106.807 000 
$106,807,000. 

$0 
$3,126.600 

$109,933,600 

%of 
Revenues 

0% 
97% 
97% 
0% 

2.8% 
100% 

Total 

$0 

~ 
$0 
$0 

m 
$0 

%Change 

0% 
0% 

.!!%_ 

0% 

' $50,999,200 46% $50,999,200 46% $0 . 0% 
$450,000 0% $450,000. 0% $0 0% 

.... : .$.i,:4;zl;40C!::: :..: :2% · · : ~i;61~~3Qo: .. <.::.. ·::z% ·:.:: .:$~'W).Qo·. ··· 193 

. : : ~-.:::$683,ooo ..::.: :: :',i% . ·JrizAoo: · '.· ·q% :::·r c~s~1~~~9v ·"Qli~) 
:_: .. · ~4;[;4~3.Q'O·::;.·:;"·. :.~% ·: ~~61;~0:·:-..·::.-::· · ::4% :::::: .. :::"($'1.7~;9Ro) · ... c:?:9y.) 

$9.119.900 s% $9,119,900 8% m 0.0% 
$68,375,800 62% $67,789,SOO 62% ($586,000) (0.9%) 
$18,688.100 11% $18.688.100 11% m 0.0%· 
$8i,064,500 79% $86,478,500 79% ($586,000) (0.7%) 

$22,869,100 21 % $23,455,100 21 % $586,000 2.6% 
$1:Z,869,100 . .21% $:Z1,619,200 21% '($:z49,900) (1.1%) 

5.7%. 5.7% 
Note: Numhen l'oum!ed to neprest $100. DevelopmentJmpactFeesf Other Costs inclu/le all appli.cahle impactfeei (including TIDF ol' TSF), 
plw; mr:y ujifent dwe!opa paymenifoi TDR purchirse and Mello Roos speciol. I= . 
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Sc. Summa1-v_ of Finllllci al In dicators - eu Waterfront aree l nti L Res'de. 'aIMU 
PrototvveS )Jase Case TIDF 

Soft Cost 
PerJJldg 

5; Central WaferfrontLarge Res. MU Tot:il as%of l'er :Bldg GSF PerU:oit 
HCC 

NSF 
( 

Revenues 
Residenfial For-Sale $0 $0 $0 $0 
Residential Rental $106,807,000 $690 $866 $684,660 

Subtotal Residential . $106 807.000 $690 $866 $684,660 
Office $0 $0 $0 $0 
Retail $3,126,600 n!! ~ $20,042 

Total Revenues $109,933,600 $711 $892 $704,703 
Har~ llUd Soft Costs 

Hard Constr;uction Costs $50,999,200 100% $330 $414 $326,918 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $450,000 1% $3 $4 $2,885. 

· ·· Dev:elopJ!lent ImpactFe~s~Otlu;i-Cosfl! · .. ···.$jA2~i'!P.o .,:·.:.-····~% .. · .. ·· :$1~ ··. ···>$21>" .· .i: .·': $i5,52i 
:: Eri.vii:on:ffien:tair.t:ranspcirtatioll. :RevieW · · 

=· .. =~d:~~1·~~ ·.:.: .. ~=-)% . __ :;:_ ·=--·~::-.- ... :.$4 .. ·.· 
$6 . ·. .: . $4378 

: · Cp!isi;nu;jj.all. J;inanciitgf.Preqev. ·i;::miy . .. ). . : ~-:_-:··~'Yo ·$30· .. $?8. .. . . = .. s;j!i)i~~-
Other Soft Costs ~9,179,900 .llli ~ rH ·.$58,846 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $68,375,800 $442 $555 $438,306 . 
Developer M:argin ~18,688,700 $121 $152 $119.799 

Total Costs $87.064,500 $563 $706 .$558.106 
Residual Land Value $22 869,100 $148 $185 $146600 

Without Predevelomnent Savi:Jws $22869,100 $148 $185 $146,600 
~-~~~~3$!~~~~~~~~~~-;;._~~~~~t~~=~~~g. 

Protolvne5 Base Case TSF 
Soft Cost 

Per Bldg 
5: Central Waterfront Large Res. MU Tot:il as%of l'er :Bldg GSF Per Unit 

HCC NSF 

Revenues $711 $0 $0 
Residential For-Sale $0 $0 $0 . $0 

Residential Rental. Sl06,807,ooo $690 $866 $681,660 
Subtotal Residential $106,807,000 $690 $866 $684,660 

Office . $0 $0 $0 $0 
Retail. $J,126,600 n!! lli $20,042 

Total Revenues $109,933,600 $711 $892 $704,700 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $50,999,200 100% $330 $414 $326,918 
Tenant Improv=e.uWLease Up Costs $450,000 '1% $3 "$4 . $2,885 

· :· De~~to~x#: JiiipaefF~e!lfOther.~stjr:. . . $,2;6~1;300 :· ... :5% 
~:·:·· .. :· $1'7 ·.\:.~ii: . '-':".-': $i.~lz4 

':'::~~~~~=-:::::::· .: . $ i:µ,'qo_o . ... . :.= bo/. . .. $1 .. > :;:;~?~~~~:~ $4,367;400 . ~ ... 9% ·:.$28" .. :" ~35 . 
Other Soft Costs $2,179,900 1Jl.% lli .rn. $58,846 

Total Hard and Soft Co~ts $67,789,800 $438 $550 . $434,550 
Developa" l\iI!lrgin : $1M88,7oo $121 $152 $119,799 

Total Costs $86,478,500 $559 $701 $554.349 
Residual Land Value $:23,455100 $152 $190 $150400 

W111tout Predevelopment Savi.tin $22 619200 $146 $183 $145,000 
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AppendixThhle.A..-6 
Prototype 6 Summary Resruts 

Comparison for Base Cruie TIDF and Base Case TSF 

- East SoMaMedium Residential l\fu:ed,..use 
Site Area and Consfrafuts 

Lot Size 
Eris· PriorUse 

Development :Program 
Description 
Maximum.Height 
Residential Units 

Average Unit Size 
Residential Density 

Building Size (NSF) 
B~ding Size-GSF (withoutparking) 

·FAR 
Parlcing Ratio 
Tobll'arking Spiice;: . 

Parkin Construcfimi e # oflevels 

10,000 SF 
62 00 GSF 

Mid-Rise 

Unde 

85 Feet 
60Units 

719.NSF 

261 Units/Acre 
47,625NSF 
60,550 GSF 

63 
OSO Spaces per Un;,t 

36 
d 1 

6b S fFinan ialAnal . EastS MaM diumR ·a :tiall\fu:ed. . nmmarvo c lVSlS- 0 e esx en -use 
J>rototvoe 6 : Base Case TJDF Base Case TSF 

6: :East SoMa Medi~ Res. Mlled-use Total 
%of Base Case %of 

Revenues TSFTofal Revenues 
Revenues 

Residenfial For-Sale $0 0% $0 0% 
Residential Rei:rtal - ·$40,on,100 92% ~40,092,100 92% 

Subtotal Residential $40,092,100 92% $40,092,100 92% 
Office $0 0% $0 0% 
Retail $3,286800 8% $3~82,800· 8% 

Total Revenues $43,474,900 100% $43,474,900 100% 
Hard aud Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Com $21,266,900 49% $21,266,900 49% 
Tenant Improvements/LeaBe Up Costs $450,000 . 1% $450,000 1% 

. · )~~yelo~<#,.~~tF.6es!Qtfyor cOsts ·. -· .. ::· $i,443,40o: .. -· -... :· s% .. -$~;571:,000. . . .. ~% .. ~~~~~y~~=· .. · . ::·=: = . ..::$U9;oiia:· .= .:· Q% · $1i9,ooo ·= . · . ·a% 
'.": .. :::$1\t-~i.~pg_:· :;: -.= . .'::4~ M,16~..?oo. · .. : . .'· : ·'4?1> 

Other Soft Costs $3,828,000 9% $3,828,000 9% 
Total Hard and Soft Costs $28,875,600 66% $29,003,200 67% 

Developer l\fargin $8,~60,200 19% $82,60,200 19% 

Total Costs $37,135,800 85% $37,263,400 86% 
Residual Land Value $6,339,100 15% $6,211,500 14% 

W'it!wut Pret!evelop11U!flt Savings $6,339,100 15% $6,211,500 14% 
~tarn (Yield) on Cost 5.9% 5.9% 

D.iffurence 

Total %Change 

$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 

' $0 0.0% 

$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

.·:;--·: :$'127' 600 . . · . 8.8% 
:-::·:·: :: . "?"$0 . "'::· "tj.Q% 
: .. :::.:: :.-.:.:. $9.' .• O_Q% 

$0 0.0% 
$127,600 0.4% 

$0. 0.0% 

$127,600 0.3% 
($127,600) (2.0%) 
($127,600) (l.0%) 

Note: Numbers rounded to nearest $100. JJevelopment brrpact Fees/ Otho Costs incbu1e all applicable impact fees (incluiling TID For TSF), 

plus wzy upfront tlet>elope:r payment for TDR purchase tr.ml Mello Roos special tax. 
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6 S flllrumcial.Jndi to EastS MaM din Resid tiaIMixed c.. ummarvo ca rs- 0 e m en -use 
Frotottme6 Base Case TIDF 

Soft Cost 
Per Bldg 

6: East SoMaMerlimn Res. Mixed-me Total as%of FerBldgGSF l'erUnit 
HCC NSF 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $0 $0 $0 $0 
Residential Rental ~40,092,100 $662 $842 $668,202 

Subtotal Residential $40,092,100 $662 $842 $668,202 
Office $0 $0 $0 $0 
Retail $3,282,800 $56 m $56,380 

Total Revenues $43,474,900 $718 $913 $724,582 
Hard and Soft Cos1s 

Hard Construction Costs $21,266,900 100% $351 $441 $354,448 
Tenant ImprovemenWLease Up Costs $450,000 2% $7 $9 $7,500· 

· De~eli>P.illent Impact Fees/Other Costs $1,4:43;4og ·=·:·.·:_ 7"(. $?4,. ::::. ;. $30 .. _.$24;05i 
· Eh:Vfui~ ortmon:Rev.ie.N · $119,ooo ·1%. ··.:. $2 .. $2 . - .. $1,98~ 

·· c~uc:nF~Y-::caI:cy". ·- ' : 
. ;· . $1,7~.8,300 fl·::-: 8~.- "$29. : : $37' · .. : s~9A'i'.? 

Other Soft Costs $3,828,000 18% $63 ~ $63.800 
TotUHard. and Soft Costs $28,875,600 $471 $606 $481,260 

Developer Margin· . $8~60,200 $136 $173 ~137,670 

Total Costs $37,135.800 $6l3 $780 $618,930 
Residual Land Value $6339100 $105 $133 $105.7.00 

WrthordPredeve!ovment Savitt!!S $6,339,100 $105 $133 $105,700 
~~~~-4~~~-#~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~:?c"i.~~li~"lli~~~gr~~_@~ 

Frototvne6 Base Ciise TSF 
Soft Cost 

Per Bldg 
6: East SoMa Medimn.Res. l.lfu:ed-use Total as %·of Per Bldg GSF 

NSF 
'Per Unit 

HCC 
Revenues 

Residential For-Sale $0 $0 $0 $0 
Residential Rental ~40,092,100 $662 $842 . $668,202 

Subtotal Residential $40,092,100 $662 $842 $668,202 
Office .. $0 $0 $0 $0 
Retail $3 '82 800 $56 $71 $56,380 

Total Revenues $43,474,900 $718 $913 $724,582 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction CoslB $21,266,900 100% $351 $447 $354,448 
Tenant Improvements/Lease UJ? 9osts $450,000 2% $7 $9 $7,500 

· "J;>eveTuiJ.m~liiipiu?tFees/Other:Cosiii." · · ··- ·$1,57'.l.,OOO : ... : .... ·.' i% $26 .. $33.. · · :'$26,ts3· 
: .·Bp.~~~Ijms£cir?rlioll.ReView· .. , .:· ·. . : ·. $ii9,000 .~;, ... : :·. 1% .. si .. , .. : ... $~ ::: . ·::::.;=~;$·1;9.~~ 

.:: 6?~no~ :fir!#~¥~~· ~iri/:y .. · ... . . J1,768,?oo ::..:::. · .. : &% .. $29 :: ·. ::$37 : ::: .::.~2:;i,47'.?: .. .. 
Other Soft Costs :!:3 828 000 18% $63 $8(') $63,800 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $29,003,200 $479 $609 $483,387 
Developer Margin $8.260.200 $136 $173 ~137,670 

Total Costs $37,263.400 $615 $782 S6Z1.057 
Residual Land Value $6,211<;QO $103 $130 $10:3..Soo 

Wrtlwut Predevelopment Savittr!S $6.lll,500 $103 $130 $103,500 
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Appemlix Table A,. 7. 
l'rototype 7 Summary Results 

Comparison for Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

7a.. Summ ofDevelo rnentPro - East SoMa Lar e Office 
Site Area and Constraints 

LotSize . 
Existin Prior Use 

Development Program 
Description 
Maxllnum Height 
Residential Units 

Average Unit Size 
Residential Density 

Building Size (Leaseahle SF) 
Building Size GSF (withoutparlcing) 
FAR 

35,000 SF 
6,000 GSF 

Eigh-Rise 
160 Feet 

N/A Units 
N/A 

O Units/Acre 
ll4,420 LSF 
249,300 GSF 

6.7 
NIA Spaces.perUniL 

86 
Underground (1) 

7b. s ummarvof man LYSIS- as 0 F 0 ci.alAnal . E tS MaL arge Offi ce 
l'rotofype 7 . Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 

7: East SoM:a Large Oflic!'· Total 
%of Base Case %of 

Revenu.i:s TSFTotal Revenues 
Revenues 

Residential For-Sale $0 0% $0 0% 

Residential R~ntal $0 0% 19- 0% 
Subtotal Residential $0. 0% $0 0% 

Office $174,558,100 . 91% $174,558,100 91% 
Retail '$17.231,000 9.0% $17.231,000 9.0% 

TotalRevennes $191,789,lO!i 100% $191,789,10_0 100% 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Construction Costs $73,265,500 38% $73,265,500 38% 
Tenant Improvements $19,410,500 10% $19,410,500 10% 

. : -D~~e~o_phi'iint rm~~ Feestqtb.e~· ¢a'sls $i4,7o:5,7oo ::·:· .. ·s% .... "$i4)i2li';4p(l ':":·:. -. ··: 8% 

: .. ~:~e:~t:~ : .$~,7:9~poji. : '.. : .-i ~ · · ·. ·:\$884 ·oon · ·· . · · ::0% 
.. :-·.··=·-··· .!:.. . :-·-·. 

-~10:s3f.6oo.· ~-..<·6% :-'.:::'$10352,100-:; ...... 5% . . . . . ... . - . . . 
Other Soft Costs $13,187,800 7% $13,187,800 7% 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $132,380,100 69% $131,928,300 69% 
Developer Margin $30,686,300 16% $30,686,300 16% 

Total Costs $163,066;400 85% $162,614,600 85% 
Residual Land Value $28,722,700 15% $29,174,500 15% 

WifhoutPredevelopmenJ Swings $28,722,700 15% $28,600,000 15% 
Return {Yield) on Cost 63% " 6.3% 

Difference 

Total %Change 

$0 -
$0 --
$0. -
$0 0% 
$0 0% 

$0 0% 

$0 . 0% 
$0 0% 

·:-:·:siti.11fo· ... ._ .. : o:s% 
·:: .. .($9s~ooo) ". C9.7o/.) 

·: ;: rs419 .500) .. ·:·(4.4%) 

$0 0.0% 
($451,800) (0.3%) 

$0 0.0% 
. ($4$1,800) (0.3%) 

$451,800 1.6% 
($122,700) (0.4%) 

Note: Numbers rowuled to nearest $100. Depefopmentlmpat:tJ!ees! Other Costs incin(/e till applicable i:mpact fees (indwli:ng TJJ)F !'r TSF), 

plus any up.front develope:r' payment for TDR.purchase nmlMello Roos special tax. 
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7c. Summarv of Financial Indicators - East So:Ma Large Office 

Protofype 7 Base Case TIDF 

7: East So:Ma Lar~e Office Tomi 
Soft Cost 
as % of J>er Bldg GSF l'er 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 

$0 
.$0 
$0 

$700 
$69· 

$769 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$778 
m 

$855 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

. Nl_A 
N/A 

Hard Construction Costs $73,265,500 100% $294 $326 N/A 
Tenant Improvements $19,410,500 26% $78 $86 N/A 

: .. pevi;:i.o:in:Ileilftinpa~FeestotlierGii~ts : · . ::$kt.1~1~QO ·:.· ·:· :~0% - ··:. $5Q :· •. J$~~~ .. :. ·r_:_::_::~:.~:_._Ji_:;NN_)1~~ :_.pirvjipiilri.enfal/J;ranspq¥ationReView -· · ·.:'.·. · $.97'!,000. :-.:. 1% · .. ·$4 ,,, 
·eein~!:rU.citic?ii;:F.iruiricing[.Pi;e<lev.eacy .. ·.:··$1il·8ii'60·0 :._: .·15% · -. $43 $~ · · ..... :.:··_NlA 
other Soft costs · sh:1s?'.800 · 1&% ID lli. NIA 

TotalITurdandSoftCosts $132,380,100 $531 $590 N/A 
Developer:Margin $30,686,300 $123 $137 NIA 

Total Costs $163,066,400 $654 $727 N/A 
Residual Land Value $28,722,700 $U5 $128 N/A 

W1tlumthedevelo-mne:ntSavinJ!s $28,722,700 $ll5 $128 NIA 
rgr_:t:-::~1~;-~ :~:.1~·:~~~~~:\t:t~t¥..z1i'~,;·:~~~~~~- ~:!~.:2~·:·) :;...~CJ.;:.~~ft£~ :-.·.:.:· ~-::·f-!:-;. ·-~~ ·~;:1 ·. ·.{:·: .. >·~~-:;!P-~~?-:z--·~::c~·r-·~!tff:~?:{{~:::Z:i;~f 

Prototype7 Base Case TSF 

7: EastSoMaLarge Office Tomi 
Soft Cost 
as % of Per Bldg GSF l'er Bldg Per Unit 
HCC LSF 

Revenues 

ReSid~tiaJ, For-Sale 
Residential Rental 

Subtotal Residential 
Office 
Retail 

Total Revennes 
Hard and Soft Costs 

$0 
1Q_ 
$0 

$174,558,100 
$17,231,000 

$191,789,100 

Hard Construction Costs $73,265,500 100% 
Te~t_IJ:nprovemei;i-f:!. .. . $19,410,500 26% 
Dev-.Siop_men,t I:riipacJ;l'.~ii~LOther Co&tir .• '... :: • · $14,s;z8,-4oo ·:= ==···.: :1qif., .· . ·-s _: ·:. 

. E:itViio~~iru:isP9riafioiiReyi~w .: :· _ .... :_:.. ; :· ~-~s-4,oop ·::::. : : ~~ : -·. ~- -·:: . 
. : PiiIB~#op,:fii'!anc~~~V:. Carry_. . . ·:: ~W~352,I.09 .. :. :::.,J'f~ ·::·. ·::· ::. ·-

Other Soft Costs $13,187,800 ~ 
Total Hard and Soft Costs $131,928JOO 

- Developer :Margin $30,686]00 

Total Costs · $162,614,600 
Residual Land Value $29,174,500 

W-,tlwut Pretkvelo11ment Savin!!S $28,600,000 

932 

$0 
_$0 
$0 

$700 

~ 
$769 

$294 
$78 
$59· 
.$·4 
$42· .. 

ID 
$529 
$123 

$652 
$U7 
$115 

$0 
$0 
$0 

$178 
m 

$855 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

•"NIA 
'· N/A 

NIA 

$326 N/A 
$86 J:J./A 
$6.~ .: _..: · ":. · :. Nli 
$4 .. :,:.:}i:··~(A 

$4!i ! .. ·. ,"fJ/!'-!-
lli. N/A 

$588 "J:f/A 
$137 NIA 

$725 NIA 
$130 N/A 
$127 NIA 
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Appendll; TableA.-8 
l'rofofype 8 Suinmary Results 

Comparison for Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

8a.. Summ ofDevelo mentl'ro am-EastSoMaLa eResidentialMixed-use 
Site Area and Constraints 

Lot Size; 

Existin Prior Use 
DevclopJnentPrograxn 

Description 
Maximum Height 
Residential Units 

Average Unit Size (NSF) 
Residential Densify 

Building Size (NSF) 

Building Size .GSF (without parldng) 
FAR 

15,000 SF 
o GSF 

Bigh-Rise 
160 Feet 
128 Units 
942NSF 
372 Units per ao:e 

126,575 NSF 

160,950 GSF 
10.7 
0.7 Spacesperunit 
38 

8b.S~ of Financbi!Analysis - East SoMa Larr-:e Residential Mixed-use 
Prototvoe8 Base Case 'TIDF · Base Case TSF 

8: East So Ma Large Res. l\IIli:ed-nse Total· %of 
TSFTotal 

%of 
Revenues Revenues 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $127,277,500 96% $127,277,500 96% 
Residential Rental · .$Q 0% .$Q 0% 

Subtotal Residential $127,277,500 96% $127,277,500 96% 
Office $0 0% $0 0% 
Rernil. ) $5,162,500 3.9% $5,162,500 3.9% 

Total Revenues $132,440,000 100% $132,440,000 100% 
Hard and Soft Cosis 

~Iard Construction. Costs $60,567,200 46% $60,.561,200 46% 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $615,000 1% $675,000 1% 

Difference 

Total %Change 

$0 0% 

~ -
$0 0% 
$0 -
~ 0% 
$0 0% 

$0 0% 
$0 0% 

: . .J'.:>~tppli;l~t ~;efC~:f~Other Co~ : . : . ·.: ;.$3;9i7~2QQ:.: .. : . ~% $4 556 400·: . . , ··. , : .·.. -· 
3% . $~~9j.qq;. :···.· ·. · ..... 16% 

·· · :En~i.:~ajJTr.ii:ispor.fituoD. ii:Yl.~· : ... ::jrt(efoo·· ·:··: q% ($25;ocjp) ·~): .. :· 07%) 0% . : ~~19~0QQ:: 
'. . Q~~ii~~F~cililgl.Predmr; Cacy-. 

·. 
::·. ··~9~it9,7.0(f .· .. 7% ·.: .$8,848,~90. ·: . 7%.. . ($~~1;fQO) : {.·: · .. ·{ (i.6%) .. 

Other Soft Costs ~15,141,800 1_1% ~15,141,800 11% .~ 0.0% 
Total Hard and Soft Costs $89,624,900 68% $89,908,000 68% $283,100 "0.3% 

Developer Margin, $29,136,800 22% $29,136,800 22% $0 0% 
Total Costs $118,761,700 90% $119,044,800 90% $283,100 0.2% 

Residual LaiidValue $13,678,300 10% $13,395,200 10% ($283,100) (2.1%) 
Without Prdevelopment Savings $13,678,300 10% $13,039,100 10% ($639,200) (4.7%) 

Developer Margin/ Total Dev: Costs 28% 28% 

Note: N11inbers romuled to 1'f'U'esl $100. DevelopmentbrpactFeesl Other Costs incllllle all applicable impact fees (uu:lwlm.g TJDF or TSF}, 

plus 117ry upfront devtikJper' payment for T.D.R pMchase and Mello Roos special tar. · 
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8 s rn· "a]Jndi t c. ;nmmarvo mancr ca ors- E stS Ma.L a 0 ,art'e R "d tiall\fu:ed esJ en -nse 
Prototypes Base Case TIDF 

Soft Cost 
Per Bldg 

8: )fast Solv.Ca Lari:e Residential Mixed-use Total . as%of Per Bldg GSF Per Unit 
HCC 

NSF 

Total Net Revenues 
Residintial 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 m lli $40.332 

Total Revenues $132,44-0,000 $837 $1,046 $1,034,688 
Development Costs 

Hard Consiructimi Costs $60,567,200 100% $383 $479 $473,181 
::f~ ?:!ip~ve~~~e lJ.p C'!sts. $675,000 1% $4 $5 ~-~,2~3 -

- Development Impact Fees/Other CostS -- -- -~-$3·~17).op 

;r>~:.d~ 
- . ·sis :t31 : .. :. $_39 .. 69_3. ::·· . 

· -Tu~om:Ilen~l/T~ortatio~Re~~- . _·;:- J14-4606 ·:.· .. _ _.$1 -· ·._$1 . :- .:.s1,1:zs. . ·.·- - .~- - --
$?8· Comtr:llctio~F~in~edey. ~ -_; ~9itJJ,1~0 . :·-:-. "$73 : : J1~,11~: -·. -·. ·. 

Other Soft Costs ~15;141,800 25% lli. $120 $118,295 
Total Hard and Soft cilsts $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 

Wlih01d ]'redevelopment Savm1:s $13,678,300 $86 $108 $106,900 
~~~~~~~~-~~~~~~~; - Prototype8 Base Case TSF 

Soft Cost 
Per Bldg 

8: East SoMa Large Resldentiall\fu:ed-nse TobiI 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 m lli "$40j32 

Total Revenues· ' $132,440,000 $1,046 $1,046 s1,03ii,6ss 
Development Costs - -

Hard Construction Costs $60,567,200 100% $383 $479 $473,181 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Coslll $67~poo 1% $4 $5 ·$5,273 

;· :pdveio.P~ent Iffipiict 1'.ees/Othtir co·~i:s: -·: · $~;55_6,40Q -1==:-·.,::.::·~ro ·, .·· $29- · .. $36 -'.--.>$3s·597,. 
·-&~riillexifulltiiil)sportau.On.~~Y-i~::_:::. - ::~·.$(19,0(_)0 ···- :·· 0% 

.·: .. 
. $1' ·: ... -. ·'.:-:.$1 . ;·:-.\~::;~·$~~: --· 

: ·· ~~ti~n~ai?.i:ing/Pr~e\T; Carr/ :_~ . _ :$8,84&,6cio ·=·.;{"i5% .. s:s6 -·$7.P - $ .. 9,' : 
Other Soft Costs ~15,111,800 ~ lli. $120 $118~95 

Total Hard and Soft Costs $89,908,000 $568 $710 $702,406 
Developer Margin $29,136,800 $184 m.o. $227,631 

Total Costs $119,044,800 $752 $941 $930,038 
ResidualLand Value $13.395.,200 $85 $106 $104,700 

W-lihout Predevelovment SrrPinf!.S $13 039.100 $82 $103 '$101.900 
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Appendix Table A-9 
Prototype 9 Summary Resultli 

Comparison for Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

9a.. Summ Develo meut Pro Forma -Trinsi.t Center Lar e Residential 
Site.Area and Constraints 

Lot Size 
Exis - Prior Use 

Diwelopxnent Program 
Descripti~ · 
Maximum Height 
Residential Units (Size) 

Average Unit Size (.NSF) 
Residenfial. Density 

Building Size (.NSF) 
Buildfug Size GSF (without parking) 

FAR 
Parlcing Ratio 
Toral Parlcing Spaces 

Parkin Gons1ruction e '#of levels 

15,000 SF . 

OGSF. 

Bigh-llise 

Un 

4-00 Feet 
229 Units 

1,053 NSF 
665 Units per acre 

·241,250 NSF 
332,750 GSF 

225 
0.7 Spacesperunit 

163 

Tr • C t L id 9b. SummllhT of Financial 1vsis- ansit en er arr:eRes 
. ential 

J>rototvne9 Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 

--·- ! 

Difference 

9: Transit Center Large n.e..idenfial Total 
%of 

T.SFTotal 
%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 
Re!ail $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 
Develop~nt )inpai:f; Fee.~/.Ofl!er tos.m.:: .... . ~~~89~q.(. :: ·-.1% .· .. $24,448,900 ~% . . $2,059, 700 

JmVkhm:~fl!l/l'IIDisp~o!!Reil:ew· · · 
·. 

0% -
.. : ::: : ($i5?0Q.O) . ~l4~,~qO·: .. . $1'24,000 0% .. •. 

Co~cli.i:!~ VJD?PCJn~v. C~. · :: · : ... · ·. ~f~~~,300: .·.··. 9%. $25,4;77).0Q. .}ra ;.. ·: ($769,100) :: 
Other So:l'.t Costs $33,055,000 11% $33,055,000. 11% $0 

Total Rani and Soft Costs . $214,059,500 70% $215,325,100 7-0% $1,265,600 
Developer Margjn $67;678,700 22% $67,678,700 22% $0 

Total Costs · $281,738,200 92% $:483,003,800 92% $1;26S,~OO 

Residual Land Value $:45,892,400 8% $24,626,800 8% ($1,265,600) 
WithoutPredevelupment Savings $25,892,400 8% $23,832,700 8% ($2,059,700) 

Developer Margin/ 'lbtal Dev. Costs 28% 28% 

Note: Numbers roruu!ed to nearest $100. De:velopm=tlmpru:tFees/Otlrer Costs include all applicable impact fees (mcluding TJDF or TSF'}, 
pl11S any upfront developm-' payment. for TDR purchase and Mello Roos special tax. 

0.0% 

-
0.0% 

-
--

0.0% 

0.0% 

·-
... 9.2% 

hir.) 
(2.~%) 
0.0% 
0.6% 
0.0% 

0.4% 
(4.9%) 
(8.0%) 
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9 s umm:u-vo c. fFi ·ai Jncli mancr tators- ansit c L enter ,arP"e Resid ntial e 
Prototvne9 Base Case TIDF 

Soft Cost 
PerJJldg 

9: Transit Center Large Residential Total as%of Per.Bldg GSF Per Unit 
HCC 

NSF 

ReveJJ.ues 
Residential For-Sale $307 ,630,600 $925 $1,275 $1,343,365 
Residential Rental $0 $0 $0 $0 

Subtotal Resideniial $307,630,600 $925 $1,z15 $1,343,365 
Office $0 $0 $0 $0 
Retail $0 $0 $0 $0 

Total Revemres $307,630,600 $9l5 $1,275 $1,343,365 
lfard and Soft Costs 

Hard Constrµction. Costs $132;220,000 . 100% $397 $548 $577,380 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $0 0% $0 $0 $0 
Dt;ve~op):D.ent Jffipacy'FeesfQthq CosiS .. $22,389,+0b .: ... •" 173 $67" . ·.· ... $93 .$91)59 . 

. :Ei;i.vfuinm'entiimraiisPoitatioµ ~ew · . ·:·::$2ij~~·6-~ . .- .. ·. 0% ... · . so . $l ·.:.::.i~fi. 
: ConStroCti~Ffuaiii::.iitgt.Predo/. Carry· :-:~.:. >zq% $79 .... $109 SH4;~P 
Other Soft Costs $33,055,000 25% $99 $137· $144,345 

Total Hard and Soft Costs • $ll4,059,500 . $643 $887 $934,758 
Developer lY.liirgin $67678 700 $203 $281 $295,540 

Total Costs I $l81 738,200 $847 $1168 n ?.~o,298 
Residual Land Value $25..892,400 $78 $107 $ll3100 

W'lih01dPredevelopmerd Savinl!S $25,892,400 $78 $107 $113,100 
~drp~~~~:§J.~~~~~z;J§.:.;_:_;;:;~~~~;;,~~~~!f..~~~E~~1;;;k'2~$~~ 

PrototvPe9 Base Case TSF 
Soft Cost 

Per:Sldg 
9: '.fransit Center Large Residential Total as%of Per:BldgGSF PerUpit 

HCC 
NSF 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale. $307,630,600 $925 $1,275 $1,343,365 
ResidentWRenful .$1> $0 $0 $0 

Subtotal R.esideniial $307,630,600 $925 $1,275 . $1,343,365 
Office .. $0 $0 $0 $0 
Retail .$1> $0 $0 $0 

Total Revenues $307,630,600 $925 $1,275 Si,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 

. Dcy~lopment liiipact·Fe~s/OJ:b,er cci~ ·. ·, '· .-:. $14;448,900 :·;/:::-.)~~ ·.· :-
·. .'. S'./3· . ·:. $10f ... _, $106,764' 

.. EnViiiini:iuillbilf.rrRiisportafion.I{eView~ ··::. .·.-:·'· ·· -~; $U4,0QO .· .. · . : . .. $0. ·: ,·;'..· $1· ·:;. ·: ·: ·.-:. $541• 

Co~oii~hi!IDcm#P~ cirry· :'· :. :: :: $25,47_7,200 .:<:·<19% .. :. 
.·. $77 .._. $196 . ._: .. $lll,254 

Other Soft Costs $33,055,000 ~ ~ $137 $144,345 
TomlHardand Soft Costs $215,325,100 ) $647 $893 $940,284 

D.eveloper I\1l/.rgin $67,678:700 $203 $281 $295,540 

TomlCosts $283 003.800 $850 $1,173 $1n5,824 
Residual Land Value $24,626,800 $74 $102 $107,500 

WlihoutPredevelomnentS~ ·$23.832. 700 $72 $99 $104,100 
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Appendix TableA-10 
Prototype 10 Srunmary Results· 

· Comparison for Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

lOa.. Summ ofDev~lo ment Pro am - 'fransit Center Lar Office 
SiteArea and Constrainls 

Lot Size 
Existin J>rlor Use 

Development Program 
Description 
Maximum Height · 

Residential Unils 
Average Unit Size 

Residential Density 

Building Size (Leaseahle SF) 
Building Size GSF (without parking) 
FAR 
Parlcing Ratio 
Total Parking Spaces 

Parldn Construction e # oflevels 

20,000 SF 
OGSF 

High-Rise 

Un 

4-00 Feet 
N/A Units 
N/ANSF 

0 Units/Acre 
320,300 LSF 
384,700 GSF 

1939 
N/A SpacesperUnit 

93 
mid(2 

lOb S ummarvo fF" cialAnal • Tr ·t C te L man lVSIS- ans1 en r ar'e:e Offi ce 
Prototvne 10. Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 

10: Transit Center Large Office Total 
%of. Base Case %of 

Revenues TSFTotal Revenues 
Revenues 

Residential For-Sale $0 0% $0 0% 
Residential Rental $0 0% $0 0% 

Subtotal Residential $0 0% $0 0% 
Office $319,920,700 97% $319,920,700 97% 
Retail ~9,881,600 l'& $9,881,600 3% 

Total Revenues $329,802,300 100% $329,80:2,300 100% 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Constroction Costs $127,821,800 39% . $127,821,800 39% 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $32,030,000 10% $32,030,000 10% 

: '.J?i?Ve!iipin~t:;r:trq:>aci:Feeo/Df1le{Co~ . . .. ·$30,290,600' . 9% · .. $30,495,80P . .9% 

: ~~~~?¥0~~~: .. .. : : .. : '$249,200 · .. 0%.' 
. ~ .. . ... 

. --~~ .... $199200 

· :·~~~ti_onF~~ingll?i:e~ev;C~":.'. : ·:. #f,¥5,100; 7% .. $i~,~2J~~ci· . .. 6% 
Other Soft Costs ~23,007,900 7% ~23,007,900 7% 

Total.Hard and Soft Costs $234,845,200 71% $234,175,900 71% 
Developer Margin $52,768,400 16% $52,768,400 16% 

Total.Costs $287,613,600 87% $286,944,300 87% 
Residual Land Value $42,188,700 13% $42,858,000 13% 

WdholltPredevelopment Savings $42,188,700 13% $41,983,500 13% 
Return (Yield) on Cost 6.2% 6.2% 

Difference 

Tot.al %Change 

$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 0.0% 

~ 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

'.. . $205,2QO' 
. ·(ho;Qoo) 
:'. .. ($~i~~~qci) 

.-.: . ::-:-0.7% 
:-::·\·:·(26%) 

=· -~:.:· '(3.8%) 

~ 0.0% 
($669,300) (03%) 

$0 0.0% 

($669,300) (0.2%) 
$669,300 1.6% 

($205,200) (05%) 

Note: Numbers roundeif to Mlll'est $100. DevelopmerrtI:nplldFees/ Other Costs include all applicahle impact fees (incl111liitg TIDF'or TS:F), 
pk$ any "Pfront developer'·payment for TlJRp11rdufse oiul Mello Roos sjJecial tax. 
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1 s fFi cial Indi t Oc. illlllIIlarV 0 man ca ors- 'Ii' it c f:e Lar om ans en r '!'e ce 
Prototype 10 Base Case TIDF 

Soft Cost 
Per Bldg 

10: Tntmit Center _Large Office Total as%of PerBidgGSF Per Unit 
HCC NSF 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $0 $0 $0 NIA. 
Residential Renttl $0 $0 ~ WA 

Subtotal Residential. $0 $0 $0 NIA 
Office $319,920,700 $832 $999 NIA 
Retail ~9,881,600 $26 lli NIA 

Total Revenues $31..9,802,300 $857 $1,030 NIA 
Hard and So.ft Costs 

Hard Conshncfion Costs $127,821,800 100% $332 $399 NIA 
Tenant IrnprovemenJsl.Lease Up Costs $32,030,000 25% $83 $100 NIA 

: D~yeJ.op.menffu1pactFe~s/Otner Costs . $30,i90,600 ·:·:·: ... 24% ~: .... -;:-.: :'.:.· $79 -:~ $95· 

:;\j;?;'.::~-~ ~~~ E~~~faY!~~~o~;&;~eii:· .. ·_ -$24~,'.?.CiO _::_ ... : ::·q% .'$1 
.;. . --~i: 

c~~~nI<:~~: ~!filY · $2~,~5,'I:OO ... :.~7% •. $56 '$67· ·. .. $60 .. . . . '$"h Other Soft Cosls $23,007,900 18% NIA 
Total Hard and Soft Costs $234,845,200 $610 $733 NIA 

Develciper Margin $52,768,400 $137. $165 NIA 
TottlCosts $287,613 600 $748 $898 NIA 

Residual Land Valne $42.188;700 $110 $132 N/A 
Wllhout Predevelopment Savin.Ks $42,188,700 $110 $132 NIA 

~~~~~~~~5~'J:~~~~~~~¢:#~.4i~~_;~E~~~~~'3E~~*-~~ 
PrototvuelO Base Case TSF 

Soft Cost 
Per Bldg 

10: Transit Center Large Office . Total as%of Per Bldg GSF Per Unit 
HCC NSF 

Revenues 
Residential For-Sale $0 $0 $0 NIA 
Residential Rental $0 $0 $0 NIA 

Subtottl Residential $0 $0 $0 NIA 
Office $319,920,700 $832 $999 NIA 
Retail $9,881,600 $26 lli N/A 

Total Revenues $329 ,802,3 00 $857 $1,030 N/A 
Hard and Soft Costs 

Hard Conshnction Costs $127,821,800 100% $332 $399 NIA 
Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $32,030.000 25% $83 $100 NIA 
D~vt:lopnient !iDP#t:J~aj/()$.er c~S!B· .. $30;495,800 :- . 24% . ·. $79 _: .. ·,. $9,5. . .. ·. ·: .. -:. ·"Nf!i-. 

.·.~t~t~itiLtt{¢1:'.'.~~:;· 
. . . ·::. _$i_99,200 ·._,.:.-.'ci% : .... $1 . .· $f . -:: .. ::.:·N/A 
. . : .J~Q,@JQ.O . ;~-.: .· H!'n> ._, :L .... J~~ ........ J~ . ·_. ... .::i!~ :~~-.::rJ!A 

Other Soft Costs $23,007,900 18% $60 .m N/JJ, 
TottlHard and Soft Costs $234,175,900 $609 $731 NIA 

Developer lV,[ai-gi.n $5'.p68,400 $137 $165 NIA 
Total.Costs $286,944,300 $746 $896 N/A 

Residual Land Value $42,858 000 $1ll $134 N/A 
Wit4out Predeveltrpment StLVirtn $41,983500 $109 $l31 NIA 
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.Appendix Table B-1 
Prototype 1 :Proforma Comparison for 

Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSJ.i' 

ld. Summarv Develoument l'ro Form.a - Gearv Small llesidential Mll:ed-nse 

1: Geary Small Res. Mixed-use 
l"rototvPe 1 

lfase 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 $8771,100 

Development.Costs 
Hard Co~trnctl.:.n 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 

Tenantlmproveroents/Lease Up Costs $144,000 $144,oilo 
Office ·$0 $0 

Retail $144.000 $144.000 

Subtotal: Direct Costs $3,932,400 $3,932,400 

Soft Costs 
:En'l'ironmen.tal and 'lransportation Review $9,000 $9,000 

Transportation Component $0 $0 

Environmental Review $9,000 $9,000 

Development ImpactF~ Other Costs $64,700 $134,600 
Transit Impact Development Fee $23,3# .. $0 

TIDF Prior Use Credit ($4,476) $0 

Transportation Sustaintibility Fee $0 $93,345 

TSF Prior Use Credit $0 ($4,566) 

Area Plan Impact Fees $0 $0 

Area Plan TSF Credit $0 $0 

'TDRPurchasefor FARI=ase $0 1$0 

Affordable Housing Fee $0 $0 

Jobs-Housing LinkngeFee · $0 $0 

Chfldcare_Requirement $0 $0 

Downtown Parks $0 $0 

PublicArtFee $0 $0 

School Impact Fee $33,417 $33,417 

Wastewater/Water Capacity Charges $12,367 $12,367 

Consfrnction 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 Marcin $1,403.400 . $1,403,400-

TotaICo~t $6,720.,900 $6,790,800 

R~dnalLand Value (RLV} 
'With Predevelopment Sa'l'i:ngs 

Resiclnal Land Value $2,050,200 $1,980,300 

Per Gross Building Square Foot $158 /GSF $153 /GSF 
Per NetBuildinJi: Sanare Foot $200 /NSF $193 /NSF 

'Without !'redevelopment Savings 
ReSiclnal Land Value $2,050,200 $1,980,300 

Per Gross B.uilding Square Foot $158 /GSF $153 /G'iIB 
Per Net Building Sonare Foot $200 /NSF $193 /NSF 

Difference Percent 

l 

$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0"/o 

$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 a.a%· 
$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0?' 
$69,900 108% 

($13,344) 

$4,4'7.6 
$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%) 
($7) . (3.4%) 

· Note: .Key numb= rountf¢ to nearest $100. Development hnpad Fees/ Other Costs include aJ1 applicable impact fees (mdutling TJ])F or TSF), 
plus lll1J'. lLJ1('"o111 developa payment for TDR purcluzse imdMeilo:.R.oos special tax. 
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.Appenifu: Table B-2 . 
l'rototype 2 l'rofonna Comparison for 

Ba5e Case and Base Case TSF 

2 d. s D :Io tl'r F ummarv eve 1pxnen 0 onna.- Vi N Medi ~id tialMb; d an ess lllll en e -use 

:Z: Van Ness Medium Res. Mixed-use 
l'rotol:vue 2 

Base Case TlDF Base Case TSF 

Revenues 
Resi&mtial $56,819,600 $56,819,600 
Office $0 $0 

Rt:tail $5,740,900 .$5,740.900 
Tutal Revenues $62,560,500 $62,560,500 

Development Cost 
ffiu-d Consfrndion Costs $31,216,600. S31,:Z16,600 

.Residential $22,759,200 
.. 

$22,759,200 

O.ffice $0 $0 

Retail $1,819,681. $1,819,681" 

Parking $3,799,880 $3,799,880 

Hard Cost Coniingency $2,837,876 $2,837,876 

Tenant linprovements/Lease Up Costs $808,747 $808,747 
Office $0 $0 

Retail $808.747 $808,747 

Subtotal: Direct Costs $32,025,300 $3Z,02S,300 
Soft Costs 
Environmental and Transportation lleview $188,000 Sl8s;ooo 

Transportation Component $28,000 $28,000 

Environmental Review $160,000 $160,000 

Development Imp act 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 

I'SF Prior Use Credit $0 ($158,730) 

.Area Plan {mpact Fees $0 $0 

Area Plan TSF Credit $0 $0 

TDRJ>urchasefor FAR.Increase $0 $0 

Ajfordabfe Housing Fee $0 $0 

Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee $0 $0. 

Chilcicare Requirement $0 $0 

DowntownParh $0 $0 

Public Art Fee $0 $0 

School lmpact Fee $223,257 $223,257 

Wastewater/Water Capacity Charges $180,298 $180,298 

ConstrnctionFirumcingf l'redev. Cany S3,l35,600 $3,235,600 
Pmicvelopment Carry (Savings) $0 .. $0 

ConstructionLoanlnterest $2,821,839 $2,821,839 

Constrnction Loan Fees (Pofu1x) $413,759. $413,759 

Other Soft Costs $7,804,:ZOO $7,804,200 
:Oevelouer Mat"Pin $11,886,500 $11,886,500 

Total.Co~t $55,543,200 $56002,100 
l.WidluuLand Vaine (RLV) 

With !'redevelopment Savings 
Residual Land Value $7,017,300 $6,558,400 
l'er Gross Building Square Foot $81 /GSF $76 /GSF 
Per NetBnildinl! Sauare Foot $103 /NSF $97 /NSF 

Wlthont !'redevelopment Savings 

.Residual Land Valuo $7,017,300 $6,558,400 
Per Gross ;iluilding Square Foot $81 /GSF $76 /GSF 
Per NetBuildin~ Seman> Foot $103 /NSF $91 /NSF 

Dliference l'ercent · 

.$0 0.0% 

.$0 -
~ q.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$0 . 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 O.Cl% 
.$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
,j;O -
~ 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"/o 
$0 0.0% 

~o -
.$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$458,900 0.8% 

($458,900) (6.5%) 
(.$5) (65%) 
($7) .. (65%) 

($458,900) . (6.5%) 
($5) (65%) 
($7) (6.5%) 

Note: Ke:y mmthers rowuleil w nearest $100. JJevelopmentlmpactFeesl Othu Costs inc!tuk all applkilhk unpar:t fees (mcllufing 11DF or TSF}, 

pins t11'J' "upfront tle1'tdopa payment for TDK purchase and Mello Roos special. tux:. • 
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Appendix Table B-3 
Prototype 3 l'rofopria Comparison for 

Base Case TII?F and Base Case TSF 

3 d. s ummarv D el tl' F ev oumen ro onna- 0 te Mis. s ailRes"d fialMixed n r sion m 1 en -use 

3. Outer Mission Smallfus. ).lfu:ed-w:e 
l'rototvPe 3 

Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF .. 
Revenues 

Residential $21,895~00 $21,895,900 
Office $0 $0" 
Retail $1,739,400 $1, 739,400 ' 

Total Revenues $23,635,300 $23,635300 

Development Cost 
Hard Construction Costs 13,594,400 13,594,400 

Residenttal $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 Transpo~on Review $27,000 $27,000 

Transportatfun Component $0 $0 
EmJironmental. Review $27,000 $27,000 

Development Impact Fees/ qfuer Co$ls $201;100 $243,500 

Transit Impact De:velopment Fee $44,500 ' $0 
TIDF 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 

TDR Purchase for FAR Increase $0 $0 
Afferdable Housing Fee $0 $0 
Jobs-Hou8ing Linkage Fee $0 $0 
Childcare Requiremeni $0 $0 
Downtown Parks $0 _$0 
Public Art Fee . $0 $0 -
School Impact Fee $113,4~7 $i13,457 
Wastewaterfffater Capacity Charges $87,598 $87,598 

Construction Financing/l'redev. Carry $1,188,000 $1,188,000 
Predevelopment Carry (Savings) $0 . $0 
Construction Loan Interest $1,031,699 $],031,699 
Construction Loan Fees (Points) $156,318 $156,318 

Other Soft Costs $3,398,600 $3,398,600 

Developer Mari;>t $4 018,000 $4.018,000 

'l'otaICost $22 714700 $2Z757.100 

Residmil Land Value (RLV) 
With !'redevelopment Savings 

Residual Land Value $920,600 $878,200 

Per Gross Building Square Foot $22 $21 /GSF 
Per Ne:tBuildirur Sauan;Foot $28 $27 /NSF 

Wxthout !'redevelopment Savings 

Residual Land Value $920,600 ssis,:zoo 
Per Gross Building Square Foot $22' $21 /GSF 

. Per Net Buildirur 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 -
1Q. 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%) 

($42,400) (4.6%) 
($i) (4.6%) 
($1) (4.6%) 

Note: Key numbt;rS roumledto nearest $100. J)epe/opmetTt Impact Fees/ Other Costs inclruk all applicable impact fees (in.duding 'JJDF or TSF), 
plus any upfront developer pl1J111'=f for TDll. purcluzse and Mello Roos special f= · · 
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Appendix Table B-4 
Prototype 4 Proforma. Comparlson for 

Base Case and Base Case TSF 

4d.S ;nmmary D eve opmen tl'J:DF onna- M1ss:i Small Resid tlal Mixed Ui on en se 

4: Mission SmalLRes.. Mixed-nse 
l'rototvue 4 

llaSe Case TIDF Base Case TSF 
Revennes 

Residential . $13,445,800 $13,445,800 . 

Office $0 $0 

Relail $1,530,900 . $1,530.900 

Total Re.venues $14,976,700 $14,976,700 

Development Cost 
Ifllrd Construction Cosfll $6,614,500 . $6,614,500 

/.?esidential $5,138,640 $5,138,640 

Office $0 $0 

Retail $562,500 $562,500 

Parking $312,000 $312,000 

Hard Coot Contingency $601,314 $601,314 

Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs $225,000 sns,ooo 
Office $0 $0 

Retail $225,000 $225,000 

Subtotal: Direct Costs $6,839,500 $6,839,500 

Soft Costs 
Environmental and Transportation Review $11,000 . $11,000 

Transportation Component $0 $0 

Environmental Review $11,000 $11,000 

Development ImpadFees/ Other Costs $270,000 $293,600 

Transit Impact Development Fee $36,475 $0 

11DF Prior Use. Credit ($18,650}. $0 

Transportation Sustainability Fee $0 $158,414 

TSF Prior Use Credit $0 ($102,735) 

Area Planlmpac:t Fees $160,968 $160,968 

Area Plan TSF Credit $0 (~14,277) 

1DR Purchase. for FARliu:rease $0 $0 

Ajfordoble Housing Fee $0 $0 

Jobs-HousmgLinkage Fee $0 $0 

Childcore Requirement $0 $0 

Downtawn Porks $0 . $0 

Public Art (% of Hard cost) '$0 $0 

School Impact Fee. $58,121 $58,121 
Wastewater/Water Capaci'/y Chiuge $33,099. $33,099 

Construction Financing/ l'redev. Carry $665,600 $665,600 

Predevelopment Carry (Savings} $0 $0 
<;onstruction Loan Interest $566,578 $566,578 
Construdion Loan Fees (Points} $99,052 $99,052 

Other Soft Cosfll Sl,653,600 $1,653,600 

Develoner 1\1.arl'in $2.396,300 Sl,396,300 

TufalCost $11,836,000 $11859,600' 

Residual Land Valne (RLV) 
With !'redevelopment Savings 
~Land Value $3,140,700 $3,117,100 

Per Gross Building Square Foot $141 $140 /GSF 
l'erNetBuildingSanareFoof $189 $188 /NSF 

Without !'redevelopment Savings 
Residual Land Value $3,140,700 $3;117,100 
:eer· Gross Building Squru:e Foot $141 $140 /GSF 
!'er Net Bnildlru! Sanare Foot $189 $188 /NSF· 

: Difference Percent 

$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$!1 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0.% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

, 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 

m,600 9% 
($36,475) 
$18,650 

$158,414 -
($102,735) -

$0 0.0% 
($14,277) -

$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 -
$0 0.0o/o 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

S23 600 0.2% 

{W,600) (0.8%) 
($'!.) .. {0.8%) 

. ($1) (0.8%) 

(S23,600) co.8%) 
($1) (0.8o/o) 
($1) (0.8%) . Note: Key munhen rowufeJl to nearest $100. JJl!l'elupmentlinpact Fees/ Other Costs im:luile all applicable 1111pact fees(~ TJDF or TSF), 

plus any TIJ'front tfevelopa poymqrt ,t:or WR purchase andMe.llo Roos special Utt. 
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Appendh Tllble B-5 
Prototype 5 Profonna Comparison for 

'.!Jase Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

ntral 5d. Snmmarv Deve opment Pro Fonua- Ce Waterfront Latte Residential MU 

5: Central Waterfront Large Res. MU 
l'rototvne 5 

Base Case TlDF :Base Case TSF 

Revenues 
Residential $106,807,000 $106,807,000 
Office $0 $0 
Retail $3 U6.600 $3.126,600 

Total Revenues ' $109,933,600 $109.933 600 
Development Cost 

Hard Construction Costs $50,999,200 $50,999,200-

Residentia1 ' $40,424,400 $40,424,400 

Office. $0 $0 
Retail $1,012,500 $1,012,500 
Pqrking $4,926,000 $4,926,000 
Hard Cost Contingenr:y $4.636,290 $4,636,290 

Tenanthnprovements/Lease Up Costs $450,000 $450,000 

Office $0 $0 
Retail $450000 $450.000 

Subtotal: Direct Costs $51,449,200 $51, 449,200 
Soft Cost. 
Ei;rvironmental and Transportation Review $683,000 $122,000 

Transportatfun Analysis $128,000 $103,000 
Emrironmenfal Review $!55,000 $19,000 

J?evelopmentimpactFees/ Other Com $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. ($517,200) 
Area Plan Impact Fees $1,682,573 $1,682,573 

Area Plan TSF Credit $0 ($168,257) 
WR Purchase for FARincrease $0 $0 
Afforilahl~Housing Fee $0 $0 
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee $0 $0 
Childcare Requirement . $0 $0 
Downtown Parks $0 $0 
PublicArtF:ee $0 $0 

.. 

School Impact Fee $436,900 $436,900 
'Wastewater/Water Capacity Charges $298,371 .$298,371 

Cons:trnction Financing! Predev. Ca:o:y $4,642,300 $4,367,400 

Predevelopme:nt Corry (Savings) $0 ($274,834) 
Construction.Loan J:nterest $4,072,668 $4,072,668 
Construction Loan F.ees .(Points) $569,604 $569,604 

Other Soft Cosll!l $9,179,900 $9,179,900 
Develoner Mal"!>in $18,688,700 $18,688 700 

Tof:Bl Cost $87. 064,500 $86478,500 

Residual Land Value (RLV) 
. Wrth Predevclopme:itt Savings 

ResidualLandValue · $22,869,100 $l3,4SS,100 

Pei; Gross Building Square Foot $148. $152 /GSF 
Per Net Building SrnlllmFoot $185 $190 !NSF 

Wrthnnt !'redevelopment Savings 
Residual Land Value $22,869,100 $22,619,200 
Per Gross Building Square Foot $148 $146_ /GSF. 
Per Net Building Smrnre Foot $185 " $183 /NSF 

Difference Percent 

$0 0.0% 

. $0 -
.sQ 0.0% 
$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% 

($274,900) (5.9"/n) 
($274,834) -

$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

($586 000) C0.7"/n) 

$586,000 2.6% 
$4· 2.6% 
$5 2.6% 

($249,900) (l.1%) 
($2) (l.io/o) 
($2) (1.1%) 

Note; .Key mmihen rolmtfed to nearest $100. J)evelopment Impact Fees/ Other C,,sts include rzJl applicahle rmpact fees (mc111.iling TIDF or T.S'.F), 
phis any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase am! Me1Io Roos special t= 
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Appendix Table B-6 
l'rotO'type 6 ProforllUl Comparison for 

Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

6 s d:. D J.> F evelopment ro orma-E MaMedimn R "d tial Mix d astSo es1 en e -use 

Ii: East So:Ma M.odium Res. Mixed-use 
Prototype 6 

Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 
Revenues 

Residcn1ial. $40,092,100 .$40,092,100 
Office $0 $0 
Retiiil $3,382,800 $3,382,800 

To1al.Revennes S43 474..900 $43,474900 
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 Contfngency $1,933,350 $1,933,350 

Tenantimprovements/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 
Envkon:mental and 'D:ansportafion·Review $119,000 $119,000 

Trwtsportation Component $103,000 $103,000 
E1r11ironmental Review $16,000 $16,000 

Develop:mentimpactFeesf Other Costs $1,443,400 $1,571,000 
'l'iansit 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 Plmtlmpact Fees $1,090,931 $1,090,936 

.A:reaPlan TSF Credit $0 ($100,589)· 
T'DR Purr:hase f01: FAR Increase $0 $0 
Affordable Housing Fee $0 $0 
Jobs-Housing Lf:nkage Fee $0 $0 
Childcare Requirement $0 $0 
DawntawnParks $0 $0 
Public ht Fee $0 .$0 
School Impact Fee $162,866 $162,866 
Wastewater/Wilter Capacity Charge $153,983 $153,983 

Co~trnctionFinancingf hedev. Carry $1,768,300 Sl,768,300 
Predevelopment Carry (Savings) $0 $0 
Construction Loan Interest $1,486,706 $1,486,706 
Construction Loan Fe~ (Pomts) $281,573 $281,573 

Other Soft Cost! $3,828,000 $3,828,000 
Develoner Mamn $8,260,200 $8,260;200 

Total Cost $37.135,800 $37,263,400 
Residual Land Valne (RLV) 

With Predevelopxnent Savingii 
Residual.Land Value $6,339,100 $6,2ll,50il 
Per Gross Building Square Foot $104.69 $10.3 /GSF 
Per NetBuiltlin« Sm1aT<'! Foot $133 $130 /NSF 

'Without J>redeve~opment Samgs 
Residual Land Value $6,339,100 $6,211,500 
Per Gross BU:ilding Squaw Foot $105 $103 /GSF 
Per Net Brnlrlin" S!:Jllllie Foot $133 $130 /NSF 

Difference :Percent 

$0 0.0% 
$0 -
.m 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 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% 

$127.6011 0-3% 

(SU7,600) (2.0%) 
($2) (2.0%) 
($3) (2.0%) 

($127,600) (2.0%) 
($2) (2.0%) 
($3) (2.0%) 

Note: Key nrnnbers rornul¢ to nearest $100. Development Impact Fees/ Other Costs inchule aJ1 tpplicaUe impact fees (incluifing TIDF or TSF), 
plus any upfront developer payment for TDR purchase and MeJJo Roos spedtil. tax. · 
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. AppendixTableB-7 
Prototype 7 Proforma Comparison for 

Base Case TIDF ·and Base Case TSF 

MaL 7d. Summarv Development Pro Forma-East So ar!!eOflke 

7: EastSoMl/.Large Office 
l'rototvoe 7 

:Base Case TJDF Base Case TSF 
)levennes 

. Residential $0 $0 

Office $174,558,100 $174,§58,100, 

Retail $17,231,000 $17,231.000 
'l'otal Revenues $191,789,100 $191,189,100 

Development Costs 
H:ard. Constrncfion Cosil $73,265,500 $73,265,50() 

Residential $0 $0 
Office $56,125, ODO $56,125,000 
Retail (andPDRSpace) $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 'Ii-llllllportafion Review $979,000 $884,000 

Transportatinn 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 Prinr Use Credit ($87,540) $0 

Transportation Sustabutbility Fee $0 $3,597,399 

TSF Prior Use Credit $0 ($86,580) 

AreaP!anlmpactFees $4,133,667 $4,133,667 
Area Plan TSF Credit $0 $0 

TDRPurchasefor FAR!ncrease $0 $0 
Afferdable:Housing Fee $0 $0 
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee $5,816,231 $5,816,231 

Childcare Requirement $271,645 $271,645 

Downtown Parks $0 $0 

Public A.rt Fee $732,655 $732,655 

School Impact Fee $93,357 $93,357 

W~tewater/Water Capacity Charges $270,026 $270,026 
Consfrnction Financing/l'redev. Cany $10,831,600 .. $10,352,100 

Predevelop111ent Carry (Savings) $0 ($479,473) 

Construction Loan lnt=t $9,837,887 $9,837,887 
ConstructionLoanFees.(Poinis) . $993,726 $993,726 

Other Soft Costs $13,187,800 $13,187,800 

Developer Mart'in $30,686300 $30 686,300 

Total Cost $163,066,400 $162,614,600 

Residual Land Valne (RLV) 
With !'redevelopment Savings 

ResiclualLand Value $28,722,700 . $29,174,500 
Pee Gross Building Square Foot $1'1.5, $117 
Pei: Net Building Sauare Foot $128 $130 

W.rthont !'redevelopment Savings 
Residual Land Value $28, 722, 9'00 $28,600,000 

Per Gross Building Square Foot $115 $115 
Pee NetBuildi= Sauare Foot $128 $127 

Diffenmce 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) (03%) 

$451,800 l.6% 
$2 l.6% 
$2 L6% 

($122,700) (0.43) 
($0) (0.4%) 
($1) (0.4%) 

Note: Key nmnbe:I$ rowu!etl to nearest $100. JJevelopmentimpactFeesl Other Costs include all applu;able unpac.t fees (incbulittg TIDF or TSF), 
pbrs any u:pfroni developer p~for TIJRpu:rc!tase cmdMello Roos special I= 
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8d. s tP F mnmarv Developmen ro oona-E 

8: East SoMa Large Res. Mixed-use 

Revenues 
Residential 
Office 
Rclail 

Tu!alRevennes 
Development Cost 

lfard Construction Costs 
Residential 

. Qffice 

Retail 
Parking 
Hard Cost Contingency 

Tenant Improvements/Lease Up Costs 
Office 
Reia.il 

Snbto~: Direct Costs . 
Soft Costs 
Environmental and 'lblllsportation Review 

Transportation Component 
Environmemal Review 

Development Impact Fees/ Ofuer Costs 
T'ransit Impact Development Fee 

TWF Prior Use Credit 
1'ransportation Sustainability Fee 

TSF Prior Use Credit 
Area Plan Impact Fees 

AreaP!an TSF Credit 
1DRI'wChase for FAR.Increase 
Affordable Housing Fee 
Jobs-Housing [;i:n/ro.geFee 
ChildcareRequirelllenf: 
Downtown Parka 
Public Art Fee 
School Impact Fee 
Wastewater/Water Cap~ii;y CJzarges 

Construction Financing{ l'redev. Carry 
Predeve!opment Ccrrry (Savings) 
Construction I.oan Interest 
Construction Loan Fees (Points) 

Other Soft Costs 
Developer MarPin 

Total.Cost 
Residual Land V:iJ.ue {RLV) 

With Predevelopment Savings 
ResidualLandValuo . 
Per Gross Building Square Foot 
Per Net Bnildin~ Sanare Foot 

Without ]>redevelopment Sav:ings 
Residual Land Value 
Per Gross Building Square Foot 
Per Net Buildiru! Sanare Foot 

Appendix Table B-8 
Protnfype 8 Proforma Comparison' for 

Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

astS MaL 0 ,art!e R "d tfal es1 en 
PrototvJJe 8 

Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 

$127,277,500 $127,277,500 
. $0 $0 

$5,162,500 $5,162.500 
$132,44(),000 . :!>132.440.000 

$60,567,200 $60,561,200 
$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 

$144,000 $119,000 
$128,000 $103,000 

$16,000 $16,000 
$3,911,200 $4,556,400 

$109,425 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $1,041.429 
$0 $0 

$3,055,184 $3,055.189 
$0 ($292,776) 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 

$440,534 $440,534 
$312,023 $312,023 

$9,179,700 $8,848,600 
'$0 ($331,100} 

$8,478,963 $8,478,963 
$700,741 $700,741 

$15,141,800 $15,141,800 
$29,136,800 $29,136,800 

118 761,700 119,044,800 

$13,678,300 :!>13.,395,200 
$86 $85 /Gfil! 

$108 $106 /NID! 

$13,678,300 $13,039~00 
$86 $82 /GSF 

$108 $103 /Nfil! 

: 

Difference Percent 

$0 . 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 ·0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 O.ll"/o 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 -
.m 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

(:i;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% 

:i;283,100 0.2% 

(:i;283,100) (2.1%) 
($2) (2.1%) 
($2) (2.1%' 

($639,200) (4.7%) 
($4) (4.7%) 
($5) (4.7%' 

Note: J[zy manbers rounded to ltelll'est $100:De:velopment Impact Fees/ Other Costs inchule all applicable rmpttdfees (mcbitliJzg TJIJF or TSF), 
plus any up.front developer payntent for TDR p'fTchase (l1ld lk(e!/o Roos 'special. tax. · 
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. Appendi:s:TableB-9 
Prototype 9 Proforma Comparison for 

:Base Case TIDF and :Base Case TSF 

9d.S ·a1Indi to 'fr ·tc fu L F ;mnmarv of .inancr ca rs- ans~ en r .an!e Residenfuil 

9: Transit Center Large Residential 
l'rototvne 9 

Base Case TIDF Base Case TSF 

Revenues 

Residential $307,630,600 $,307,630,6~0 
Office $0 $0 

Retail ~ $0 . 
Total Revenues $307.630,600 $307,630,600 ' 

Development i;om 

Hard Construction Costs $132,220,000 $132,220,000 

Residential $113,135,000 $113.135,000 
Office $0 $0 
&tail $0 $0· 

·Parking $7,065,000 $7,065,000 
Hard Cost Conlingenq $12,020,000 $12.020,000 

Tenant Improvements/Lease. Up Costs $0 $0 

Office $0 $0 
Retail M. M. 

Subtotal: Direct Costs $132,220,000 $132,220,!lOO 

SoftCosb! 

Environmental and Transportation Review $149,000 $124,000 

Trmisporlation Component $128,000 $103,000 

Environmental Review $21,000 $21,000 
Develop~entlmpact Fees/ Olher Cosls $22,389,200 $24,448,900 

Transit Impact Development Fee $0 $0 

TIDF Prior USe 9redit. $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 Cre.dit $0 $0 
TDRPwchase for FAR Increase $1,350,000 $1,350,000 
AjfonlableHousing Fee $12,117.716 $12,117,716 
Jobs-Housing Lf:riknge Fee $0 $0 

Childcare Requirement $0 $0 
Duwntown Parks $0.. $0 
PublicArtFee $1,256,090 $1,256,090 . 

School Impad Fee $968,303 $968,303 
· Wastewater/Water Capacity Charges $477,622 $477.622 

Mello Roos Special Tar Contribution $2,340,019 $2,340,019 
Co~ction F.in~i:ing/ Predev. Cany $26,246,300 $25,477,200 

Predevelopment Carry $0 ·($769,077) 
Construction Loan Interest $24,618,584 $24,618,584 
ConstrudionLoanFees (Points) $1,627.675 "$1,627,675 

Other Soft Costs $33,055,000 $33,~55,000 

Developer MsTI>in $67,678,700· $67.678 700 

Total Cost $281. 738.200 . $283,003 800 

Residual Land Value (RLV) 
Wxth !'redevelopment Savings 

~idualLand Value $25,892,400 $24,626,800 

·per Gross Building Squ= Foot $78 $74 /GSF 

Per Net Building Sauare Foot $107 $102 /NSF 

Without Predevelopment Savings 

Residual Land Value $25,892,400 '$23,83:2,700 

Per Gross Bni!Cfing Square Foot $78 $72 /GSF 

PerNetBuildin,,- Sauare Foot $107 $99 /NSF 

. I 

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% 

($25,000) (20%) 
($25,000) (24%) 

$0 0.0% 
$2,059,700 8.4% 

$(} -
. $0 -
$2,059,723 100% 

$0 -
$7 0.0% 
$0 -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

- $0 -
$0 -
$0' -
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

($769,100) . (3.0%) 

($769,077) 100% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 
$0 0.0% 

$1.265.600 0.4% 

($:1,265,600) (5.1%) 
($4) .. 

(5.1%) 
($5) (5.1%) 

($2,059,700) (8.6%) 
($6) (8.6%) 
($9) (8.6%) . 

Note: Key n,mttbe:rs rowufed to nearest $100. JJevdopmerrtbttpactFees/ Other Costs incbufe uil applicable mrpact fees (rru:l:miing TIJJF or TSF), 
plus a11J1 upfront devdoper payment for TJJ~purchase: nmlMe& Roos special tax. . · -
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Appendix 'fable B-10 . 
l'rotofype 10 Proforma Comparison for 

Base Case TIDF and Base Case TSF 

10d. Summarv Develonment Pro Fonna - 'frallsit Center T..arE:e Office 

10: Transit Center Large Office 
l'rototvne 10 

Base Case TIDF BaseCaseTSF 

Revenues 
Residential $a $0 

Office $319,920,700 $319,920,700 
Retail $9,881,600 $9,881.600 

Total Revenues $329,802,300 $329,802,300 
tDevelopxnent Costs 

Hard Consirnction Costs SU7,8Zl,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 $M7I,680 
Hard Cost Contingency $11.620,11$8 $11,6:20,168 

Tenantimprovements/.Lease Up Cosls $32,030,000 $32,031l,OOO 
Qfftce $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 lransporWionReview $449,200 $199,200 

TranspartatiOn 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 Sustainabiltty Fee $0 $5,551,221 

TSF Prior Use Credit $0 $0. 

Area Plan Impact Fees $9,182,904 $9.]82,908 
Area Plan TSF Credit sa $0 

IDRPurchasefor FAR Increase $1,800,000 . $1,800,000 
Affordable Housing Fee $0 $0 
Jobs-Housing LinkageFee $9,221,479 $9,221,479 
Childcare Requirement $448,305 $448,305 
Downtown Parks $900,315 $900,315 
PuhlicArtFee $1,278",l,18 $1,278,218 
School Impact Fee $147,575 $147,575 . 
Wastewater/Water Caj;acffy Charges $292,972 $292,972 
Mello Roos Special Tax Contribution $1,672,808 $1,672,808 

Construction Financing! l'redev. Carry $21,445,700 $20,621,200 • 
J:redevelopment Carry (Savings) $0 ($824,506) 
Constrnction Lo(ITI Inierest $19,736,871 $19,136,871 
ConstrnctionLo(ITI Fees (Points) $1,708,820 $1,708,820 

.Oilier Soff Costs S23,007,900 523,007,900 
Developer.Mantln $52,768400 $52,768.400 

Total Cost $287 613,600 $286,944,300 
Residual Land Value (RLV) 

With l'redevelopment Savings 
Residual Land Value S4i,188, 700 $42,858,000 
Per Gross Building Square Foot $110 $111 /GSF 
Per Net Building- Sauare Foot $132 $134 /NSF 

Wifuout !'redevelopment Savings 
Residual Lang Value $42,188, 700 $41,983,500 

Per Gross Building Square Foot $110 $109 /GSF 
Per NetBuildirur Sauare 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% 
so 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% 

($669300) (0.2% 

$669,300 1.6% 
$2 1.6% 

I $2 1.6% 

($205,200) (0.5%) 

($1) (OS%) 
($1) (0.5%) 

Note: Key TUU1ihers ro'IUU!eil fJJ nearest $100. Development I11tpact, Fees/ Otha Costs include 411 appficoble impact fees (including TlD For TSF), 
plus any 11p[ront deve.Wper payment for TDRpurchase am! Mello Roos special I= 
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Gcucta!D..,dopxncntA»umptiubS (llright) 
l?DmmyLmdU..,'.fyp• 
Camftw:lian fypc 
Geography • 

. 

u.au .. 
BDusiw!Tuoc/l.lni1' arNo=sidmfiol SF 

Revenuc.As:sumpfiolll 
'fypicol~ThUtSizo 
s.t.~J..,. vn1t 
Soles l'rl=/NSP 
Sslcs fu:pcnsc lln1o 
Rc<i&mis!R=ln! 
Ammnlr.....~ 

N<tCJ,P=fing!ncomc 
Capil>ilz>tiOll :Raio 
'JJpi=!J,M,,kJ Vnfu</SF 

Dill= 
AnoruUr.....l!BlrlSF (NNN) 
N<tOpeadfug Intxm>c 
Copifaliza!ion li.fc 
'!Jpicol Mnrl<d YnfudSF 

Rcmil 
Anmial Le= l!Bfr/SF 
NdDj>=tingJnoo.,;. 
c.pit.lizoll<»!lU>b> 
1jpbil.Mmlad Val,WS{" 

P>Ulcing'B,,,,,con</~=: 
l!.csi<btiol 
!Wail 
Dffi= 

l'l:omf;fpel 45' 
Rc>idadhl 
r.--ru.. 

G=r 
Mixed-use 

Owner g • 

1,100 NSF 
SJ,()(5,000 p,,. Unit 

S9SO /NSF 
5.5"/. 

wum /NSF 
S38.40 /NSF 

6.0'/. 
$640/NSF 

n;zoo 

AppemfixTabTe C.fa 
Revenue Assumptions 

J.>rob>!yp<l 811"' 
lk!OacmW 
Mid-Rho 
Vim.Ness 

• Mixed-me 
Owoc< 60 

997NSF 
Sl,096,700 Per Unit 

Sl,100 /NSl1 
55% 

S54.DO /NSF 
S43.20 )NSF 

6.fl'/. 
$720/NSF 

st;zoo 

J.>ro!ofn>•3 65' 
Rcs;dcnfhl 
).ful.Rlso 

OultrMi>sion 
Mix<d-nse 

Owner 24 

l,250 NSF 
U,062,500 Per Ulril 

S850 /NSF 
5.5"/. 

S41l.OO /NSF 
$31!.40 /NSF 

6.0% 
$640/NSF 

Sl,200 

J.>romcype4 55' J.>rofntype5 65' 
lk!Odarll.I llcsideo6al 
1--l&o Mid-Rkc 
Mission Cartml Wah<froot 
~. Mixed-mo 

Owner IS - 156 

955 NSF 761. '.NSF 
U,050,500 Per Unit - Per Unit 

$1.100 /NSF - /NSF 
55"/. 3.53 

S66.00 /NSF 
$42.90 /NSF 

45"/. 
$953/NSF 

$54.00 /NSF S54.DO /NSF 
S43.20 /NSF $43.20 /NSF 

6.D" 6.0% 
$720/NSF $720/NSF. 

$4,209 
$1,200 Sl,800 

S<nl=:SsnFr.md... Pl>nnIDglkpati=nt SHD.Fnmci= Mnnfdpol ~Agoncy. S...F=ci= Office af1hc Conlrolla; 
Smi~ Office oiErooomlc IUld Worlcfut=Dovclopmco!, SeoFmndsro l.hyo(s Olfiec of Housing IUld Comnmnify DevclO\'ffiarl; 

SanF:omcl$co Unilied.Sdi,ool Distric~ Srm.Francisco Priblic tJtilitiC$ Commis.sion,lCcysc:tManion.Assor:lldi:::s.. The Concord Group. 
Polmi< P.clfic, ThcMmll: ~' CBRE, ColliCo:Inf=ndionnl imdD1ZRcbil Tcnmomks, Cliffind.Advisoty IUU'! Soiftt Conrul~ Tue. • 
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GcneralD<VdopmeutJ,munp6ol15 (lk!ghl) 
PrlnmcyI=<tUsc'fypo 
Constrodian'Jh>o 
Geography 
Lmid.Uso 
HonsinK'IVv•/Unit. orNommdcnbol SF 

Rr::v~ue.As,r;mnptiom 

'l)picsI~ t}.,;tSizo 

Sohl'rlaP<r UnU 
Salcsl'rl<:e/NSF. 
Sol<S~lW.e 
R.esidcnfhl:Rcotal 

Annual Wsc llo1clSF 
NctOpemting lD=n• 
Capimlimioulbb> 
:fu>ical MmkJ ThludSF 

Office 
Annual I.caso '.Rak/SF (NNN) 
Net Dp=ting JD=nc 
CapimlizatloaRaW 
T.JPi=I Mmfd Va1"e/SF 

Rd>il 
Almuall=c !Uk/SF 
NctOp=lingioa>DJc 
Capil>lizatfon Ram 
T)Picol Mmkt VaivefSF 

l'wldng 'R1'Vcimc/Sp>=ly= 
Rcs!rumlial 
Rdail. 
Olli<e 

l'JD .. f;yp<>6 BS' 
1ttsidcnn.I 
l\£Mfuc 
EastSoMa 
.Mixed-nso . 

1t<nlnl 60 

719 NSF 
" l'erUnit 
" INSP 

3.5% 

si;9_00 /NSF 
S44J!S /NSF 

4.5"/. 
S9!JT !NSF 

S54.00 /NSF 
H3.20 /NSP 

6Jl% 
$720/NSF 

$4,2llO 
Sl.800 

Aj,pendixTahle C-1b 
RevenµeAssumptions 

l'ru .. fypc7 1601 l'ro!Dlypc8 160' 
OJDco Rcs!d..mnl 

Eigb-!llic llig1HWc 
' EastSoMa Ol!ic:> EastSoMa 

Offico ~ 
NIA 124420 °"""" 128 

" 942 NSF 

" $1.153,950 l'tr Unit 
" ·Sl;l25 /NID1 

3.5% 5.5% 

" 

'$54.00 /NSF 
$43.20 /NSF 

s_oy, 
$861/NSF 

$60.00 /NSF S60.fl0 /NSF 
$48.00 /NSF S4l1.00 /NSF 

6_0% 6.DY. 
$800/NSF' SSOO!NSF 

$1,800 $!,BOO 
$5.400 

· r..,,.1yp.9 .WO' l't:ofl>lypelO 400' 
~ Office 
Eigb-lllic High-JU.,, 

'Jhnsit Carter Tu>nsitC=~ 
Rcs!dexrli'1 Oflico 

Owntr 229 NIA 320300 

1,053 NSF " 

$1,4U,550 l'..- Uplf ~ 

Sl,350 /NSF " /liSF 
5.5% 3.5% 

S66.00 /NSF 
SS2.BO /NSF 

5.W. 
$1,056/NSF 

S60.00 /NSF $60_00 /NI>!' 
S48.00 /NSF $4B.OO /NSF 

6.0% 6.0'JI, 
J8DO/NSF SliOOINSF 

si.soo Sl,BOO 
$5400 

Smuoc; SanFtancisro l'l>umingDcparlmoo!, SanFtandsca Mimfoipal TilW'pOrlatjou.Apcy, SIUlFPmci= O!!icoof~Controllco; 
SMF.tand=Offi.,,ofllamomic>mdWaddi>=Ilovclopmco!;SaoFmodsooMayut'sQffi""ofBmIDngmdCommnni!yDovdnpntco!; 

Sanl'r.mci<coUnificdSobcoll>i$!rld.SaoF,and•"'PnhlloUtiliticsCoano;.,foo,J(o;y=:~ThcCoo=dGxonp, 

l'olmi>l PJ>cific, TheMad:Comp"'\)I CBRE, ~!fan~ andDTZll<Wl !=mnics, Cliffiod.Mvi=yond.Selfc!CoruullingJno. 
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C..""1DCTdopD\entA>sumptionr (llcigbl;) 
l'Iium<y I.,.nd U•c 'fypc 
Canslmciim>. 'fypo 
Geogmphy 
I""'1Usc 
Jrousin•"""•/Units orN=idcn!ial SF 

DCTdopment Com 
B'anl Comfruc:fion Ct,1ds 

hsi&uful 
Offioe 
l!d>dl 
}'ming 

stuXacost 
}'ming CuostrncDon 'fypo 

lfard Co..m>ction Com/ GSF 
OfficeTcnan!liupurvcmcnls/L=c Up Cos!s 
Rd>il Tcnan!Jmprov=cn1sl.L=c Up Co.ts 
DiredCon.ttuction Com/NS!.' 
DlRct Cottdrucfion Cosb/ Unit 
SoltCo.t.: 
~onew!Envi.tomncnta\Rcvicw 

Th=podallon n..vi.W 
SFF!mmiDg 
sFMrA. 

T"""l'-Consulburl: 

~~· 
SFI'Umah>g 

m'CostSa,,;,,g. 
CEQACposultmt 

m'Cas/Eavinr;r 
Devd:opmcntinip:actJ!ttS} Ot.hef Co.d$ 

T=udtimp•d:Dev<Iopmontl'"' 
l<cirlen!iol 
Office 
RebUl 

'Ihnsporbdion Sttsbdonhilit.r Fee 
1ksidcoliol 
N~dentiol (Office) 
N~dcnfutl (RcbUI) 

.A=FJ.A!mpsdl'<d 
TDR:l'nrchase for :F.All 
.Affor:thbleHousing Fee 
.foM-RousbigLink:ageFee 

Office 
RebUl 

Oildcuel'ec (Office) · 
D°""'IDmlFarks l'<i> (O!Iioo) 
l"PblicArtl'ec U'fon-lW;dcctial) 
St:hoolbnpactl!'ec 
~ 
Office 
RclBll 

w..i,,.,aterfW.t<r C.psdf;y Cfulrg0$ 

Total au.gos 
Mi:llo Rnos SpociB! THXI!m'ing Sal~Up 

ConrtcuctionFJDancing 
ConmnctionTDning 
Conmndionlid=ot~ 
Loan Fee (Foipts) llS a.% of Loan.Amount 

• OtherSoltCost.(ssa%o!)hn!Com) 
Jmgctl!dnm0l1T""'1P,,,clopm<ntCost 
Dcvcl~M..,.,;,, fas a o/. ofVOluc/Ndl'roc=ls) 

-· ~ ': 

l'ro!Df;rpcl 45' 
.Rtsidcn&1 
Low.;llie 

G""Y 
Mi=l-nm 

. ! 

Appendiic Table C-2a 
Developm~ Cost Assumptions 

l'ro!Df;ypel l!D' 
R.sidcn!ial 
Mi<H&c 
VBnN"' 

• .Mixcd-nso 
Ownoc 60 

S300 

rrototype;s .65' 
~ 
Mid-lWc 

OuterMiS>inn 
~ 

Owi>m: 24 

l'rolnf;ypc4 55' Protof;rpcS 65' 
Ro:sidmial ~ 
Low-Riso Mid-lli.<• 
Mis>ion Cam.I w-

MD<cd-use Mi=!-= 
Owner 15 !<=itU 156 

$:260 mo 

S225 /GSF S225 /GSF $225 /GSF $225 /GSF $225 /GS!! 
$120 IGSF $140 /GSF $120 /GSF SUD /GSF Sl40 "/GSF 

$15,000 lspo<e -SIS,000 lspocc SlS,000 /space SlS,000 lsp= $15,000 It¥= 
l'odiuni(l) ~uwi(l) l'mlium(l) l'odiom(l) Undagrounil(l) 

S293 /GSF S36'! IGSF $315 /GSF S297 /GSF 1!33D /GS!! 
mJLSF mJLSF mJLSF mJLSF mJLSF 

$100 JLSF $100 JLSF SlOD JLSF noo /LSF $100 JLSF 
S384 /NSF $47l !NSF $4ll /NSF $413 !NSF $417 /NSF 

S49l,550 /Ifolt SSD,755 /(fuit- S578,417 Mllt S440,967 /[Jmt S32!1,803 MU! 
~~~~Jg~.!!'.!~~~~:..~€~~~~ ~~~~~~~:..;~~IT~r-~:~'i· ~~~if~ 

$0 Valuc 
so v.Na 
$0 Volnc 
$0 VBlnc 

$23,365 v;1.,,, 
$4,494 v;,m,, 

SO Volno 
$0 v,,m,, 

SO Value 
SO Vnloe 
SO Vaine 
so Val= 

SDValuc I 
s:o- Valu.c 
so v;,m,,· 
SO "\WUe 

$23,365 Volue 
$4,494 V.1= 

$100-,00D Valno 
$25,000 Voluc 

59,295 Valua $84,855 v;J.,. $27;347 Value SU,466 Value •• $405,346 Valuc 
$0 VOluc $0 Vol"" SO V~ $0 Vaine $386,280 Vol"" 
so v.iu., S75,DOO Vaine $0 v.iu., so Valuc . Sl50,000 Val= 
SO v.iu., $0 v;Iuc $0 Valuc • SO value Sl50,000 v;Iuc 

g~2!~·:-£~~~tiia;;r:.~: r.::rFg~~~°9'~»~::..~~~: ?-:~i~~;!S-$.~t~r~E!I~%~~~tc-

S0.0 /GSF 
$13.&7 IGSF 
Sl4~ /GSF 

$6.19 /GSF 
$14.43 /GSF 
$14.43 /GSJI 

SO Val"" 

so.o Volno 

$2.91 /GSJI 
S0389 /GSF 
S0.243 /GSI! 

$12,367 v;lnc 

SO.O IGSF 
Sl3Jr7 /GSF 

-$14.59 /GSF 

$6.19 IGSF 
$14.43 /GSF 
$14.43 /GSJI 

$0 Voluo 

SO ValUc 

$2.91 /GS!! 
$03&9 IGSF 
$0.243 /GSF 

Sl&D,298 Valoc 

so.a IGSF 
$13.87 /GSF 
$14.59 IGSF 

$6.19 /GSI! 

sl4.43 IGSF 
$14.43 /GSF 

so Va1nc 

$0.0 Value 

$2.91 /GSF 
$03&9 /GSF 
$0.243 /GSF 

$&7,598 Vo!nc 

$0.0 /GSF 
$13.87 /GSF 
$1459 /GSF 

S6.19 /GSF 
Sl4.43 /GSF 
$14.43 IGSF 

Sl60,96B v;Iuc 

so.o Value 

$2.91 /GS!' 
S03B9 /GSF 
$0.243 IGSF 

$0.0 /GSI! 
,$13.87 /GSI! 
$14.59 /GSF 

$6.19 /GS!! 
$14.43 /GS!' 
U4.43 /GSF 

Sl,682.m Volno 

so Vnlno 

$2.91 /GSF 
S0.389 /GSJi 
S0.243 /GSF 

$298,371 v;Ioe 

5'S:Ea.¥•·;r=~· •1~@:"'.:;;:~~1;1,,'G~~J!§;S!~'l\1't'JJ~S"N-2°J-'="?'H'. 
. 5.5% 55% ~ 55'/. 55'/. 

1.25% l.25% l.25',I; 1.25% • LOO% 
25% 25% 25% 25% 1&% 
19% l3% :n% 19% • n% 
16% 19%" • 17% 16% 17% 
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. - : 

Rtfail 
}'..lclng 

Slaclo:<rort 
Parlciag Coosfm<!lm1 'fypo 

lfB"\ Conskudlon C..sh/ GSF 
O!fieo Thnantimprot'~•Up Co"5 
RcfBi!Tcruwt!mprot'~ UJI Com 
)l;rect C..nstxudion Com/ NSF 
llln:ct Construdlo». C..rls/ Unit 
SoftCorts 

Tnm<p..;.tlonandED'""'=tilllcvr­
~o:rb.fionRe\'iew 

SFP!mmlng 
SFMrt\ 

Transp. Cansulbmt 
TSP Cast Savings 

Enviromncnl>l. kview 
SFFJmming 

IliPCost&vinp 
CEQACon.ullHat 

TSP Cnst Sayings 
Devdopm=tlmpad:l!'tt</ Otb<r C°"" 

Tcunsltlmpad: lley~lDpment.E'ee 
l«zirlcnfuil· 
Office 
Rd.ii 

lbmspod::ation Sud»ln.ahruty Fee 
:Rcsidaili"1 
.Nm>-R<sirlenlial (Offi<oe) 
Non-fusirlenfuil (R<'>rlI) 

A.=l'!anlnqu•dl!'ees 
TDlll-lo:chnseforFJ.R 
.Afforibble.Honsingllee 
J'obHfou.dngI.!nkngeP'.ec 

Office -Childau;-.Fee (Ollicc) 
Do=!Dwnl'uksJ;'ee(Olfic<o) 
l'ublie.ArtFee (N'on--lhsldential) 
Sebaolimplltl"l!'~ 

llcidcnii'1 
O!fieo -Wntcw"""!Wn""' Copacity Onu;gcs 
Tot.lC!m<gcs 

Mcllo Roos Spodal 'Jlu;Dmlng S>lclLcoso-Up 
Construdlcn :Fina.ruing: 

Cons!mction Tuclng . 
Cool;troctionl'nt=stlt.te 
LomFc:cQ?oints) as a% ofl..om.Amou:ot: 

Otb"' Soft Cora ("" L ')'. o[lfaai Co<!s) 
TlugctRcfuman Tomi Dcvelopm.,,J:Cost 
Dcvcl-"-'-(>S a% ofYohu:l.N'd:l'roc<eds) 

Appendix Table C-2b 
Develppmenl CostAssumpllons 

• I 

l'rob>typ<o 6 ~ l'rofDlypc 7 160' l'rotolypc H 160' l'rofDlypc9 · 400' l'rofnfypc 10 400' 
Jl<sid<ofud Ollicc :Rcsideroal l!aidcofia1 Office 
Mid-lllie · )lig1H!jse Jll!Mtise Jllghl!ls.; Bigh-Jfuo 

,EM!SoMiL EastSoMaOlli<oe EastSoMa Tmnsllc..rte< Tv=itCcuf<r 
~ O!fieo Mixcd--mc :Raidenfuil Dffico 

ll-i 60 NIA 224,420 Owno< ' l2B Owno< 229 .NIA 320.300 
$225 /GSl' $225 /GSF $225 /GSF $225 /GSF S:US /OSF . 
Sl-40 /GSl' $140 /GSJi $160 IGSF $160 /GSF SI61l /GSF 

m;ooo /sp= SIS,000 /i;pncc SIS,000 /i;p=> • SIS,000 /i;p=> S!S,000 l'P'<" 
~d(!) ll'xoil"!l"'nod(l) ~(,2) IJ'nde.gnnmd(2) Uodagrovwl(2) 

5351 /GSF 5294 /GSF :$31!3 /GSF $3Y1 /GSF $332 /GSf! •JLSF mlfZF m!lSF WJLSF =lfZF 
UDO /lSF • $100 /fZF SIOO /lSF S!OO /lSF SIOO /fZF 
~S6 /NSF !$413 /NSF $484 /NSF $543 /NSF $49.9 /NSF 

SJ61,948 f(fu;t • NA/Ucit. S478,4S5 /Unit SS77,380 /Unit NA/Unit 

~~~~~~~:t~~!w.~:~-~~'!j~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Ul.365 Value 
S4,494 Value 

S?s,ooo v.iu. 
so Vido.e 

m,365 v.i .. 
$4,494 Vaine 

S2ll0,000 Vaine 
S50,000 Vhlnc 

m::i.6s v.rne 
!1'1,494 Value. 

Sl00,000 Valno 
.t25,000 value 

S23,365 Viduc 
S4,~4 v.Jno 

$100,000 Voiue 
S25,000 Voinc 

ill.J65 Vhlnc 
$4,494 v.lnc 

pD0,000 y,]ue 
$50,000 Vhlnc 

Sl6,386 Vruoe $450,852 ~ $16,368 ·V'1no Sll;E9 Voluc $21,239 v;.Ju.o 
SU Value SO Y.rue SO Vahu: SO v.lnc SO Vhlnc 
So v.ro. $300,ooo Valnt $0 Value $0 value $0 Vhlnc 
So V,Jru, U5,000 Voloo so Value so v.lnc so v.rue 

~~s~~~~~~~~~~a~'§-~~\TK~ 

' Sll.0 /GSF 
Sl3.87 /GSF 
$14.59 /GSF 

$6.19 /GSF 

$14.43 /GSJ! 
Sl4.43 /GSF 

Sl,ll.90,931 v.mc 

$2.91 /GSF 
SD.389 /GflF 
S0.243 /GflF 

$0".0 /GSF 
SIJ.87 IGSF 
$14.59 /GSF 

S6.19 /GSF" 

$14-43 /GSF 
$14.43 JdSF 

$4,!33,667 Volnp 

so.o v'a1nc 

$24.03 /GSF 

$L21 IO!liocGSF 
Sil.OD /O!iice GSF 

1% oflfm!eods 

$2.91 IGSF 
S0.389 IGSF 

'SD.243 /GSF 

so.OD /GSF 
$13.&7 /GSF 
$14.59 /GSF 

$6.19 JGSF 
$14.43 /GSF 
$14.43 /GsF 

SJ,055,184 velncs 

;7,036, 437 Value 

SL16 /Office GSF 
$231 /O!fu,, GSF 

$2.91 /GSF 
$0.39 /GSF 
$0.24 /OSF 

Sll.D /OSF SO.O JGSF 
$13.87 /GSF $13.R7. /GSF 
S!4.59 /GSF $14.59 /GSF 

$6.19 /GSF - $6.19 JGSJi 
• SH.43 /GSI; $14.43 /GSF 
$14.43 /GSJ! U4.43 /GSF 

S3}l79,4>1 Vhlnc :19,182,904 Value 
Sl.350,000 "\Odne S!,Jlll0,000 Vnbu> 

Sl2,!l7,716 V.ruc $0.0 v.lnc 

!124.nJ /GSF 
$22.42 /GSF 

sU6 /Office GSF SL21 /O!iieo GSF 
$231 /()flk,GSF S2. 43 /Olli"' GSF 

. 1% otHatd costs l % o[H'ani costs 

$2.91 )GSF SO.O /GSF 
so.389 /GSF S01!9 /GSF 
$0.243 /GSF S0.24 /GSF 

SISJ,983 VWuc $270,026 v.luc S312,023 VHhic $471,622 "\!due f)!J2,972 Value 
. · ' • S6.l!8 JRcsid.NSF S436 /OfficcNSJi 

~~~~y~~;:;-~y~ ~~~s.~~?f.:~~~==~~~:~~~~~%~ 
• 24 Mon1hs 36 Mmrlhs 44 MoDlhs SS Mon!h. · 42 Montb. 

5.5'-' • 5.5% 5.5% 5.5'A S.5% . 
!:ml LO% LO% I.DY. LO% 

18% 18% "25"Ai = 18% 
23% 19% 29% 29% 19% 
19'-' 16% 22% 22'Ai 16" 
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TSF Outreach: SQring[Summer 2015 

Updated: August 6, 2015 · 

-
Internal Stakeholders 

Who Format When 

Ed Relskin, John Rahaim, Tiiiy Chang, Gillian Gillett, Ken Rich, Gil 

Kelley, Tom Maguire Briefing complete 

Steve Kawa, Nicole Wheaton Briefing complete 
Sup. '{l/lener, Andres Briefing complete 

Sup. Yee, Matthias Briefing complete 

Sup. Avalos, Alde(s) Briefing complete 

Sup. Klm, Sunny Briefing complete 

Sup. Mar, Peter Briefing complete 

Sup. C;impos, Aide(s) Briefing complet~ 

Sup. Farrell, Alde(sj Briefing complete 

Sup. Breed, Connor Briefing complete 

Sup. Tang, Alde(s) Briefing complete 

Sup. Cohen, Andrea. Briefing complete 
Sup. Christensen, Aide(s) Briefing complete 
Kate Howard, Ben Rosenfield - Briefing complete 
Tom Nolan, Gwyneth Borden Briefing complete 
filaomi 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: Ratria and Kristy Meeting with discussion compiete 

RBA Meeting with discussion complete 
Chamber of Commerce Meeting with discussion complete; follow-up meeting secheduled for B/20 

Regina Dick-Endrizzi Meeting with discussion complete 

SFBC, Walk SF, League of Cons.ervation Voters Meeting with discussion complete 
Hospital Council Meeting with discussion complete 
BART Meeting with dls£Ussion complete 
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· Land use attorneys (Reuben &Junius lunchtime forum) Meeting with discussion complete 

Large developers (presentation at SFCTA) Meeting with discussion complete 

SFMTA Board Polley and Governance Committee Presentation complete 
Qndy Wu, Rodney Fong (Planning Commissioners) Briefing complete 
T. Radulovich Briefing complete 
N. Josefowitz, J. Kass Briefing complete 

CACs and Committees 

ENCAC lnformational'Presentation complete 

MOCAC · Informational Presentation complete 
TACAC · Presen1:~tlon complete 
MTACAC Presentation complete 
Small Business Commission Presentation August 10, 2015 
Capital Planning Committee Presentation September 14, 2015 
SFCTABoard Presentation July 29, 2015 
M/O and EN CAC Presentation August 17th, 2015 

-
· Legislative Hearin~ 
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 

:.. 

--------·----·-- .. --·-- ·-··--
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August 26, 2015 

Plancing Commission 
Commission Chambers 
Room 400, City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pla.ce 

RE: Support for the Transportation Sustainability Project 

Dear Commissioners, 

'The Market Octavia Community Advisotjr Committee suppo~ the adoption of the T:tansportation 
Sustaillability Project, and its Transportation Sustainability Fee component. 

. . 
'The Market and Ocrav:ia Pla.n necesSitates investments ~ transportation. infrastructure to achieve.its 
goals of encouraging travel by public transit and other susrainable transportation. modes, and reducipg 
traffic congestion.. 

Over the next 20 years, the Market and Octavia Pla.n anticipates roughly 6,000 new housing units, and 
transit se.tvice will need to enhanced to meet this demand. Cuttent transit service within the pla.n area 
is at or exceeding capacity. · 

- . 
S1:J-ccessful implemenration of the Market a.ri.d Octavia pla.n require;s adequate investment in 
transportation improvements in coordination with .new development The proposed Transportation 
Sustainability Fee will provide revenue ·to help meet the need for transporratio:n. and complete streets 
improvements geue.t~ted .by new development in San Francisco. Additionally, the e:ipenditure of 
funds ~etated by the prqposed ·Tta:n.sportation Sustaillability Fee prioritizes specific ptojects 
identified in Area Plans. · 

The Market and qcrav:ia Community Advispry Committee asks the Commission to support the 
Transportation Sustainability Project, its Ttansporration 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 
Ocravk Plan Area. 

Sincerely, 

J a.Son Henderson, Chait 
Krute° Singa, Vice Chait 
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SAN FRANCISCO· 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

.RE: 

September 9, 2015 

Members, Planning Commission 

Adam Varat, Senior Planner, and ilia Chen, Planner; 

Citywide Division, San ~cisco Plailning Department 

Changes to Proposed Tra:q_sportation Sustainability Fee 
Ordinance in September 8, 2015 Sub~filute Legislation 
[Board of Supervisors (BOS) file no. 150790] 

On J1?1y 21, 2015, Mayor Lee arid co-sponsoring Supervisors Wiener, Breed, and Ouistensen 
introduced legislation at the Board of Supervisors that would establish a Citywide impact fee, the 
Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSP), which would replace the Transit Impact Development 

· Fee (TIDF) and expand applicability to market-rate residkp.tial projects and some in&itutional 
USet?- The TSP 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 e:X:panding the transportation system to accommodate new growth through three 
policy initiatives: 1) the TSF; 2) :fue Level of .Service (LOS) reform effort in coordination with 
statewide ·changes to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); and, 3) a Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM) program to encourage ·use of more environmentally-friendly. 
modes of travel such as transit, walking, and biking_ The Planning Commission heard an 
informational presentation, on the TSP at the August 61h, 2015 hearing. 

'The proposed TSP will be heard by the Planning Commission on September 10, 2015 for 
Commission actiori.. On September 8,. 2015, Supervisors Wiener, Breed, and Christen5en 

·introduced substitute legislation .. to BOS Ordinance no .. 150790, adding clacifying language 
intended to improve administration and application.of the proposed TSF. These modifications · 
are minor and non~bstantive in nature, and include language on the timing of payment; the 
exemptions for small businesses and HOPE SF projects, grandfatli.erhtg projects , that have 
submitted a development application, and the mid~income housing eligi'Dili.ty threshold. This 
memo explains these modifications to proposed TSP 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 Gty 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 TSP 
fee timing explicit and consistent with all other fees in Planning Code Article 4-
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Memorandum 
H~aring Date: September 10, 2015 

CASE NO. 2015w009096PCA 
Transportation Sustainability Fee {TSF) 

Application of the middle-income housing fee exemption 

The Ordinance as ll).troduced fucluded language .in Section 406 (Waiver; Red1!dion or 
· Adjushnent of Development Project Requirements) that would ·exempt middle-income 
residential projects (targeting households earning up to 150% of Area Median fucome) from the 
TSF and a number of Area Pl~ fees under Article 4. The substitute ordinance modified fros 

. language to clarify that this exemption would o;aly be available for the TSF, and not for any Area 
Planf~es. 

Application of the exem;rtion fo~ HOPE SF projects . 

The Substitute Ordinance added-language in Se0ion 406 thaf wotild explicitly exempt all uses 
wit:hm 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. 
Tue substitute Ordinance also clarifies that HOPE SF projects would still be required to pay all 

. other applicable fees under Article 4, mcluding Area Plan fees. 

Application of the s:mall busines~ exemption: 

The substitute Ordinance ·added language to Section 411A.3(b)6 to clarify that the sroa1l busmess 
exemption (defined ~ less than 5,000 gross square feet) would also apply to multiple qualifying 
spaces withID. a single building or project (for example, it would apply to multiple srnan 
businesses that co-locate in. a single facility). fu the Ordinanc~ as introduced, the exemption 
would only apply to multiple ·small busmesses j£ fueir spaces are cumulatively less tfun 5,000 
gross s~e feet · 

Grandfathering provision: 

The substitute Oi;dinance provided clarification on grandfathermg Productio~ Distribution, 
Repair (PDR) uses that have submitted a development application. 'Pie Ordinance as introduced 
only specified grandfathering processes for Residential and Non-Reitldential 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 (ie., they pay the current 
TIDFrate). 

The substitute Ordinance also clarified that grandfathered projects that are subject to the TIDF 
will.also be subject to all applicable 'I!l?F rules and procedures. 
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1. Introduction 

In 2013, AECOM was retained by the San Francisoo Planning Department and ~he San Francisco Capital 
Improvements Program, with dir~ction from the City Attorney's Office, to update the City's nexiis analysis. This 
nexus analysis update was done in conjunction with AECOM's 2014 San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service 

Analysis report1, a study that established citywide provision standards for various infrastructure elements. The 
level of service (LOS) targets for infrastructure presented in this report build directly on the, standards developed as 
part of the San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis report, as well as existing nexus studies for 
certain infrastructure·types for the City of San Francisco and.the City's capital plan. 

REPORT PURPOSE 

The purpose of this report is to present the nexus analysis findings of new growth's connection (nexus) to facilities 
for recreation and open space, childcare, streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, and bicycle infrastructure. This 
analysis measures the need for community infrastructure generated by new population and employment growth, 
using a methodology that meets the requirements for development impact fees under applicable law. The fee 
program estimates development's fair share of the City's new facility needs to maintain levels of service for 
community infrastructure that contribute to the livability and rnier91l 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 requirement~. 

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 recreation and open space, childcare, 
streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, and bicycle infrastructure) to ensure consistent administration of existing 
and Mure dev~lopment impact fees and their supporting studies. · 

In addition to developing a more standardized development impact fee assessment methodology, this study also 
satisfies thr:i 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 SpecificAfea Plans, are detaneq plans for city nefghborhoods. Area Plans are identified in the City's General Plan, and 
include area-specific land use policles and regula!io!1s that guide developmenl 
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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 excepf 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, outlirie 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 monies are allocat8d 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 fee:; in the 1920s as GI 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 rneettheterms 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 wiD be used; 

a reasonable relationship between the tee-funded infrastructure and the type of development paying the 

. fee; 
\ 

a reasonable relationship between the need for particular infrastructure and the type of development 

paying the fee; and 

• a reasonabl~ relationship between the amount of the fee and the proportionality of the crist specifically 

attributed to development. 

Development impact fees are co'mmon :;imong 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 currentty being undertaken in an ongoing update of the 2012 San Francisco 
Transportation SusfainabJ7ity Fee Nexus Study, and, ls therefore omitted from this analysis. 
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E:XlSTING !JEVELOPMENT 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 ~died 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 C~gories {2013 Fee Rates) 

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 $8.85 
Maximum Residential 
F.;e by Category ($/GSF) $8:85 $1.68 $6.66 $0.05 $7.26 

~co'm~e~cla1j=,~es ($1i>sF) </ .:.) .. : ·.- . .. ..··-· ;-. .·.: _. .. . . . ·. -
Downtown Park Fee $2.21 
Child Care: Citywide -

$1.11 Commercial· 
Transit Impact 
Develonment Fee ffiDFl $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 $o.5o $0.32 $0.63 $0.22 $1.66 

Visitacion Valley $1.67 $1.12 '$1.42 $0.86 $5.07 
Maximum Commercial 
Fee bv Cateqorv $2.21 $1.12 $2.14 $0.02 $13.42 . . 

Sourne: San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee Register, Januacy 1, 2013, and the San Francisco Planning Dep'!flment 

1. "f ~le 1 focus~ on the four infrastructure categoJi".'S anruyzed in this nexus report It does not include-all fees Included in Article 4 of the 

Planning Code (for example, It omits transit fees and affordable housing fees), or expenditures that are analyzed elsewhere {fur example, it omits 

library fees, program adminislration, and transit.fees). 

2.. The Cily annually adjusts all developer Impact fees using an Annual Infrastructure Construction Cost lnflafion 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 (Sectfon 4), ~ provided by Kearstin Dischinger, Senior 
Commllllity Development Spec:iallSt of the Planning Department, in a spread$heet errtilled maxJee.]iy Categoiy_Planned.xls. This 
spreadsheet is appended for infonnational 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 perGSF. A transit impact fee of as much as$13.30 perGSF is 
also charged citywide.• 

ST AND ARDS-BASED NEXUS METHODOLOGY 

Impact fees can be calculated several ways, but the foundation of all methodologies· is determining an appropriate 
level of infrastructu.re for future development, the cost to provide this infrastructure, and a reasonable relationship 
between growth and cost, by which to appo~ion the cost burden. 

With one exception, this study focuses on a standards-based approach, which relies on an explicit infrastructure 
LOS to derive a maximum supportable fee level. A per-unit provision standard is established by the City- for 
example, a certain num_ber qf acres of open space per person (or service population unit~ -and subsequent 
development must adhere to the standard. The nexus fee for development is based on developmenfs 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 ~onsistent 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 developrne.nt and demand.for new infrastructure. Recreation and open space, 
childcare, and streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure nexus fees are established using this standards-based 
approach. 

The San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis report sets the foundation for the nexus, by exploring 
various metrics and LOS standards for select infrastructure items, and by providing a comprehensive study of San 
Francisco's infrastructure elements, ~urrent LOS provision, lo!Jg-tenn aspirations, and short-term infrastructure 
LOS targets. The short-term targets are the standards used for the nexus analysis. These standards were 
developed through a review of existing 9i!y 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. 6 

A more traditional project-based approach, in contrast, takes a list of planned infrastructure projeGts, 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¢ detennined by a project list (13 miles of upgraded bikeway, 13 upgraded 

5 The Transit Impact Developf(lent Fee (TIDF) ranges from $6.80 per GSF to $13.30 per GSF, depending ~n 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 ttiat the City should demonslra\e 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 cilles that are not built-out use level of service 
stanflards to inform master planned areas on the periphery of tlieir respective cities.- . · 
•While this c)ocument is still a draft, SFMT A staff directed the consuHant to use it because SFMTA is developing the Capital 
improvement Program (GIP) project list to be put forward for board approval in Apnl 2014 based on this document Although no plans 
exist to take the 2013 Bicycle strategy to the board for adoption, the project r1St derived from it will be taken to lhe 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 p~ojects 
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: . 

Streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure 

Bicycle infrastructure 

Ali 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 i;:onsistent 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 consideratio(JS of 
individual Area Plans, a citywide nexus model provides a consistent nexus ar:chitecture that affords the City an 
over-arching structure and a program that can easily be administered and updated (with revised cost and· 
dem"owaphic inputs) on a five-year basis. 

INFRASTRUCTURE LOS 

The LOS standards for each infrastructure el~ment 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 developme~ttimeframe, 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 chfldcare, 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 chijd population's projected peak.1° For bicycle infrastructure, SFMTA's Bicycle Strategy · 

. . . 
10 Unlike the general population, the chTid population in San Francisco Is projected to begin a slow decline within the next five to seven · 
yerus. As a result, If longer-tenn projections were used, childcare facnilies 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 shorterllmeframe to 2020 affords the opportunity to revisit the projecllons in several years without under-. 
providing in the short-term. Avoiding short-term under-provision is especially prudent if !he projected trend of a declining child populallon 
does not materiallze. 
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that outlines their proposed projects is based on a five-year tim~scale, and has been extrapolated to the nearest 

decade end. 

Table 2 includes the infrastructure LOS for the infrastructure categories using a standards-based approach 

(recreation and open space, childcare, and slreetscape and pedestrian infrastructure), and the capital 

improvements list for the infrastructure category using a projecis-bas·ed approach (bicycle infrastructure). 

Table 2. LOS Metrics for Infrastructure Categories· 

[:'~fr.~~t~~~:.~·~;~i~~t~~~·:,~~j:l~Ir!~l;?;~:i~~~i~i;~~Ui:~~;}~1~}ittt~t-~l~1 ·'.f~~~1~§~f1:{~:i~t~~i:.~~~tWtr:~~~~J.. 

• • 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 qien space/ 1,000 service 
population units 

·.D. ·Childcare provided for37% of demand for infant/toddler (age 

Childcare LOS 
0-2) care 

2020 ·Childcare provided for 99.6% of demand for preschooler (age 
3-Sl care . a Streetscape 
• 88 square feet of improved ;.idewalk I service population unit and Pedestrian LOS 2030 

lnfrastru r:ture 

Complete build-out as per "Bicycle Plan Plus Scenario" of 

•• Capjtal 
SFMT A's Bicycle Strategy (extrapolated lh"rough 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 

S~urce: 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 projecliqns from 2013 through 2030 (Table 3) were 

developed by the City and AECOM, based on U.S. Census, American Community Survey (ACS) data and 

information from the California Department of Finance (DOF). The projections below are consistently applied 

throughout all of the nexus analyses. Based on the low residential and· commercial vacancy rates in San 

Francisco, it is reasonable to assume that population and employment growth will result in new physical 

development. 11 

11 San Francisco's apartment vacancy rate is 3.1 percent ac~ording to a Reis Report by Justin Peterso11 entitled "San Francisco 
Apartment Seyctor Amongst the.strongesr (October 2012). San Francisco's office vacancy rate (approxlmately 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. 022013". San 
Francisco's retail vacancy rate is" reported as 2.7 percent (second quarter of 2013) by Costar in their article "Market Trend; San 
Francisco's Retail Vacancy Decreases to 2.7%" (July 2013). Note that all markets, including the housing market and the office space · 
market, have a natural rate of vacancy that allows movement within the system. Full (100 percent) absorption would resultin an 
inflationary market. The vacancy rates· in San Francisco's apartment, office, and retail markets are below common me mes of natural 
vacancy, making it a reasooabie premise that there is a one-tD-'One relationship between population and employment growth and new 
physical development (Kreiner, John. Natural Vacancy Rates in Commercial Real Estate Markets. Federal Reserve Bank of San 
Francisco. October 5, 2001; Belsky, Erle. 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} 

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 ~eived 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 !n 2010, so AECOM used unear interpolation to arrlve at2013 es6mates. 

Note: All values rounded to the n...rrest integer. 

ADDITIONAL ASSUMPTIONS 

In addition to the population and employment projections presented above, there are a number o~ 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 (s1reetscape and 'pedesbian infrastructure; 

bic cle infrastructure 
F Employees per service population unit 

(recreation and o en space 

G GSF commercial space per employee 

GSF per commercial service population 
H (streetscape and pedesbian infrastructure; 

bic de infrastructure · 
GSF per commercial service population 
recreation and o en s ace 

Source; AECOM, 201~; other sources as noted. 

... : ·::·; 

2.32 

1,156 

4_98 

0.5 

0.19 

327 

654 

1,721 

-- ;~ j 

Service Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013) 

American Community Survey 3-Year, 2000-2011, DP02: 
Selected Social Characteristics for San Francisco Coun 
Weighted average from Eastern Ne~hborhoods Impact Fee and 
Affordable Housin Anal is 2008 . 

ClB 

·. ·. :· . -.· .. : ~. -:.:~ ... ·: .... 

Service Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013) · 

Service Population Concept Memorandum (September 24. 2013) 

San Francisco Planning Department assumptions received via 
email from Aksel Olsen Planner/Geo ra her, on Jul 15 2013 

· G/E 

G/F 

1. The GSF per average residential housing unit is calculated by dividing the average unit size of 925 net square feet by a building efficiency rate 

of 80 percent A building's efficiency rate reflects the ratio of)easable or rentable area to gross floor area. The average uni~ size (925 square feet) 

and building efficiency rate (80 percent) assumptions are taken from the Eastern Neighborlioods Impact Fee and Affordable Housing Analysis, 

whlch Kearstin Dischinger, Senior Community Development Specialist with the San Francisco Planning Department has concluded still reflect 

current conditions. Kearstin Dischinger, Jn a meeting on July 16,,2013; directed the consultant to use 1his square footage and eflidency rate. 

2. Unlike the streetscape and pedesbian infrastructure and bicycle infrastructure categories which use a standard discount factor fur employees 

of 0.5 to calculate service population, the frequency of use between, residents and employees is adjusted d!JV!l1wards f~r recreation and open 

space to reffect the findings of a study perfonned 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 fur~ecreation 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 seciion of the report. 

Service Population 

Two of the included nexus methodologies (recreation and open space, and streetscape and pedE'Jstrian 
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, orafa 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)forrecrealion 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 Sb.ldy": A Report to city of Phoenix Planning Department 
September 1g98. The park usage factor of 0.19 from the Hausrath study was applied to the San Francisco context by both the Eastern 
Neighbo_rhoods 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-Included in the accompanying background 
materi_als 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 th_at both live and work in San Francisco) are cbunted 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 theii' 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 talculaticin 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 the Hausrath Economics Group (see Footnote 12), that people require and use recreation and 
open space ne~r their homes rriuch more than near their workplace: As a re5ult, the recreation and open space 
chapter applies a modified service population calculation which weights employees less than the standard (0.5) · 
discount factor. 

Note that although bicycle infrastructure relies on a project-based approach to determine bicycle infrastructure 
requirements, the nexus methodology for bicycle infrastructure uses the "service population" concept to apportion 
cosl The totarcost 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 si:;rvice populallon 
calculation (of ascribing one unit to residents and 0.5 units to employees) is applied. 

Administrative Costs 

For each fee calculation, iive percent of the calculated cost is added to cover administrative services, as directed 
by the San Francisco Planning Depa.rtment, which oversees the fee ealculation.15 Five percent reflects the average 
administr.;;tive cost across all citywide a(ld .neighborhood fees.16 

. 
. '.' ....... . 

Gross Square Feet 

C~nsistent 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 
ih 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 detennined 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 donars per square foot (residential recreation and open 
space fee). · 

1~ 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, fisted in Appendix A and included in !he accompanying background materials 
compact disc. . ' • 
16 Five percent was used.Jn lhe 2006 Citywide Development Impact Fee study, as well as in the 2QOB Eastern Neighborhoods Impact 
Fee and Affordable Housing Analysis. 
17 A building's efficiency rate reflects the ra~o of leasable or reiltable area to gross floor area. 
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Table 5. Maximum Supportab!e Citywide Impact Fees perGSF, 2013 

:.~!t~i~~--N.~~ii~.~~e~. ·: .- ....... :~: ~.:· .. :.:-.· :.~ .. :: ... ~::.: .-:·:~;:5::::.':: ·:.,:"::·/:: ... : .. >.·: -._: .. . "."(...:._~,;. ~· .:~'.: ... \ . .: .. : ....... ::: .. '.'.<.. 
Recreation and Open Space _ 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) 

.. - .. ·-· 
Residential ($/GSF) · 

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 Maxi!Tium Supportable Citywide Fees to Existing Fees 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) 

Residential ($/GSF) 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.02 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All fee values rounded to the nearest cenf; all percentages rounded to the nearest integer. 
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This chapter summarizes the nexus analysis for recreation and open space.· AftE?r providing a brief background, 
this chapter will outline the relevant growth assumptions, the LOS standar.d 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 Sf'ACE BACKGROUND 

Recreation and open space is a common, City-provided, public amenity. San Francisco, like most cities, aims to 
provide adequate quality open space for the broader public health and quality of life of its citizens and workforce. 
As new development occurs, it attracts new residents and employees, who, in.tum, require new (or expanded and 
enhanced) open space. This relationship between new development, an influx-of residents and workers, and a 
demand for open space provides the nexus for an impact fee. 

Thi? impact of new residential development on ~he need for open space is widely understood in California and 
development impact fees fqr open space are commonly imposed in many California jurisdictions. In add~ion to 
serving the residential population, the City flas a longstanding c;:ommercial development impact fee, the Downtown 
Park Fee, initiated in 1985, which supports recreation space in the downtowri area for the neighborhood's daytime 
employee population.18 In adopting the Downtown Park Fee, the Board of Supervisors recognized that continued 
office development in the Downtown increased the daytime populatio'n and created. a need for additional public 
park and ~ecreation facilities in the downtown. The Board recognized at that time that, while the open space 
requirements imposed on individual office and retail developments through the Plani'iing 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 commitmenf to lrisuring 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 
f>lans such as Market and Octavii:i, Eastern Neighborhoods, Balboa Park and Visitacion Valley {Table 1.) 

18 Planning Code Section 412- http:lfwww.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/Ca!ifomia/planning/article4developmentimpacffeesandprojeclr 
?f.=templates$fn=defaulthlm$3.0$vld=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_412 
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Providing recreation and open space - such as ba.seba!I diamonds, soccer fields, parks, playgrounds, tennis 

courts, flower gardens, community gardens, and greenways - Is a capital intensive undertakin~. especially In San 
Francisco where land ayailability is low and land prices are high. Recreation and open space fees, levied on new· 

development, are collected to fur:id the acquisition and construction of new or expanded recreation cap~city for the 

additional residents and workers directly attnbutable to new development. 

Note that the tenns "park space·, "recreation space" or "open space· may be used in this chapter as shorthand to 

denote: any and all recreation and open space. 

PURPOSE AND USE OF REVENUES 

The primary purpose of the recreation and open space development impact fee revenue is 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. Bqth 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; 

Recreatio"n center construction, or adding capacity to existing faciltties;. 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 ope~ space. Because the LOS metric upon wj1ich 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 ~xisling infrastructure deficiencies, and, as such, no 

portion of the funds will be used for RPD's deferred maintenance tas~s. 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 1 OD 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 conslJuct to accommodate "team sp.orts and athletics, children's play areas, courses and courts, bike, pedestrian 
and equestrian paths", as per RPD's Parks Acquisition Policy (August2011): 
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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 lnfi-astmcture Level of Service Analysis- acre5 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 provisio'n into the 

future.21 This metric assumes that for.each new s·ervice 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). 

GROWfH PROJECTIONS 

The d~velopm.ent horizon for recreation and open spa.ce is 2030. Between 2013 and 2030, San Francisco is 

projected to house 127,040 more people and employ 106,108 more workers (fable 7). 

21 City-provided park land Includes land owned by the Recreal!on and Parks Department, the Department pf Pubfic Wor1cs, the Port, and 
!he Redevelopment Agency/Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency. 
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Table 7. Growth Projections for Recreation and Open Space (2013 • 2030) 

. I 2013 i 203D I Growth (2013 • 2030) I Percent Increase 
• .. ;· :·~-~~·· •••• - • ."·.'· :···::·. :···:·, • - •·:-~-~-·.,,~ ' •• , ••• r .... • 

. .. - --- --· . 
-. ·~; - . 

Population I 820,585 1947,625 ! 121,040 ! 1s% 
.. - ·.·· ·. . .. . . .Employment .. 

Jobs I 600,140 I 7D6,B4B ! 106,106 118% 

.. ·.· .. . ;._. Se~ic::~ !"opulation 

Service p,;pulalion 1 I 934,726 11,081,926 1147,200 . I 16% 

Sourc::"e: Overall population and employment taken directly from the San Francisco Planning Department2013 projections from Aksel Olsen, 

Planner/Geographer in Citywide Information and Analysis Gr?up, received May 14, 2013. See appended documents for1iles. Projecllons were 

given at five year intervals beginning· Jn 201 O, so AECOM used linear interpolation ta arrive at 2013 estimates. 

Note: all values are rounded to the nearest integer. 

1. Service population ls a weighted sum of residents and employees. Unlike the streetscape and pedestrian infraslnlcture and bicycle 

infrastructure categories which use a standard discount factor for employees qf 0.5 to calculate service population. the rrequency 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 of0.19 times that of residents.22 As a result, the service 

population for recreation and open space ls calculated as one times the number of residents plus 0.19 times the number of employees. For a 

more detailed discm;sion of the service population concept, referto the Senrice Population section of the report. under the Additional 

Assumptions section. 

NEXUS METHODOLOGY & FEE CALCULATION 

The fee calculation methodology cT able 8) calculates the total cost of increasing open space acreage for the new 

service population (2013-2030), and distributes the cost between residential and non-residential land uses based 

on their associated contributions to total incremental service population growth. The residential fee is based on the 

percentage of service population units arising from the new resident population; the non-residential (commercial) 

fee is based on the percentage of ~ervice population units arising from the incr~ase 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). G~ven the size of San Francisco, the 

building density, and eJq)ensive 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 n.ot through the 

construction of new park acres, but t]Jrough the capacity Improvement of existing acres.24 The capacity 

22 Hausrath Econornlcs Group, "Phoenix Park and Library EDU Factors study". A Report to Cily 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 2006 City and County of San Francisco Citywide Development Impact F.ee 
Study. · 
23 RPO staff members Dawn Kamalanathan, Planning Director, Stacey Bradley, Planner-, and Taylor Emerson, Analyst, noted in 
mee!ingi; that RPO could not feasibly acgulre and construct 566 acres of new open space within San Francisco. Dawn Kamalanathan 
confirmed this assertion in an email dated February 13, 2014. 
"4 If land were available.for 566 acres of new open space In San Fram:isco, developers would be charged the acquisition and 
improvement cost {$9,365,400 per acre for acquisition (fable 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 capacily improvement.cost only for the remaining acres (511) represents a discounted nexus and more 
accurately reflects how much land RPO will acquire and improve. 
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improvements of existing acres must add capacity to the existing land (refer to Purpose arid Use of Revenues 
section above).25 

Table 8. Nexus Methodology for Recreation and dpen Space Fee 
.: ... ::~:: :*- .. ·. ·_. i:Mea$iire'.·='·'·· -~.:-.·:·-. .. -. ·.- .. -.. :. _-:::~::- :., : :'::·:·;<·· .:,.:: .. :!" ::-: .. :·:y.Srue· ::_::.: '..r soiirce1c~1cu1.~t!on< :'." .. ::-,· 
. Service Popuiation".::. · . .- c •. .. : ,. ... - .. . . : . .. . .... . :··- ·-:: · . ... -.· ':,··. .. .. - ·-

A Total service population projected for 2030 1,081,926 Table7 

B Total projected service populalion growth (2013-2030) 147,200 Table7 ... .. ·- -- .. 
Unii'conversion~-. :.' " .... ··. .. ... . . .... . . 

.• .. .-_ . .. .. . , - . -·· .. ·. .··· -··-·- .. . . 
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 RPDi 

F 
Acres of park improvements per 1,000 Service Population 4.0' San Francisco Infrastructure Level 
Units of Se/Vice Analysis (March 2014) 

Cost·' 
.. : " : - . • .. .. " .. -. 

G 
Incremental ac;res of open space required to maintain 566 A/1000*F-E LOS {2013-2030) 

H Fe;;isible new acres of open space (2013-2030) 55 RPD2 

I Acres of open space ta be improved (2013-2030) 511 GcH 

J 
City estimate of unit acquisition cost ($/acre of open $9,365,400 RPD CostAssumptians 
space.acquired) Memorandum (Marr;h 2011) 

K 
City estimate of unit improvement cost ($/acre of open 

$939,197 
RPD CostAssumptions .. 

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 $1,046,663,000 L+M 

0 Administrative costs (5% offeeJ $52,334,ooo 
Administrative Cost Memorandum 
(November 4, 2013) 

p Total attribµtable cost with administrative costs $1,099,017,000 N+O 

· Nexus Fee IV!axuntmi~ .. .. .. . .. _. .. -- .. -. .. . . . . ... : .. .. . -
Residential ($/GSF) $14.99 Pf(B*C) 

Non-Residential ($fGSF) $4.34 P/( B*D) 

Source: Af;COM, 2013 

Note: All numbers and percentages are rounded to the nearest integer. All dollar values (except those specified by the City, i • .;. Lines M and N, 

and the nexus fee maximums) are rounded to the nearest thousand. Nexus fee maximums are rounded ta the nearest cent 

1. RPD staff members Dawn Kamalanathan, Planning Director, Stacey Bradley, Planner, ::md Taylar Emerson, Analyst, noted In a meeting on 

November 14, 2013, that RPD owns 3,43'..28 acres of open space within San Francisco, and lhat other City agencies (the Port, DPW, and the 

Redevelopment Agency/Successor .(\gencyta 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 Kamalana!han, Planning Director, and Stacey Bradley, Planner, advised in meefingsthatRPD could feasibly 

acquire and construct 55 new acres of open space.. Dawn Kama!anathan confirmed this via email dated February 13, 2013. 

25·To fully maintain tlle LOS, the capacity improvements would ·neect to double the open space capacity. Capacity Improvements to 
parks vary In effecfiveness, with typical enhancemenls improving park capacity by 20 to 30 percent, according to RPO staff (Dawn 
Kamalanathan, Planning Director, Stacey Bradley, Planner, via email received January'10, 2014, from Kearsttn Dischinger, Senior 
Community Development Speclalist of !he Planning Department). Therefore, improvement acreage and cost represents a conservative, 
cllscounted nexus. One of the challenges with the application of this approach is that it will become difficultto measure haw the LOS has 
been maintained moving forward. The Planning Department has advised AECOM that it will work with RPO to develop a clear set of 
equivalency units, which iden!ify llJe rela!ionshfp between Improvements and Increased capacity. These equivalencies Will help ensure 
!hat !he 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 ls $4.34 gross square foot 

As Table 9 demonstrates, both detennined 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 Spacn Fees to Exlsting (2013) Fees 

· - · : Percent of Maximum . 
Proposecl • : Existing ' Supportable Nexus 0 • • • 

•· - (Max) . . (Max) ; Recovered by Existing Fee Proposecl Max =-10l'o Above Existing 
· (ExistinglProposed) . · - · 

Non-Residential ($!GSF) $4.34 $2.21 

15 

51% 
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3. Childcare 

This chapter summarizes the nexus analysis for childcare infrastructure. After providing a brief backgr: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 eoncem.. 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, an~ 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 wm continue to plan for resident and .employee childcare needs and 
articulate ~his commitment in local policy. 

As new developf!Jent occurs, it afuclcts new residents and employees, some of whom have children who require 
· non-,parent childcare. This relationship between new developmen~ an influx of residents and workers, and a 
demand for childcare facilities provides the nexi.Js for an impact fee. WhTie 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 
attnbutable to new developm.enl 

26 The ordinance applies to office and hotel development in the Downtown Area of the General Plan and the2013 fee level is $1.1:1 per 
gross square foot The City's ordinance establlshes a separate fund for the collection of fee revenues, calle~ the Child Care Capital 
Fund. Under !his 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 lhe same time period, the Child Care Capital ,Fund has 
eXpended $6.5 million. The City currently contracts with !he Low Income Investment Fund {LIIF) to administer the expenditures of the 
Fund (FY 2010-2011 Development hnpact 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 chOdcare development impact fee is to fund ~iq;iansion of San Francisco's childca~e 
capacity to meet the demand from new development That is, impact fee revenues are intended to be used to 
mitigate the ~hildcare 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 03pacity 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 app~priate source of funding for expanding 

after-school care capacify. The City does not intef)d to assist in the qeation of new facilities providing after-school 

care; instead, the City intends to use other funding sources to assist the operation of after-school prqgrams. 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 <::hildcare 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 

child car~ and the LOS provision to accommoda\e 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 preschoo!ers (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 maintairi the existing level of servi,ce provision. 

In terms of infant and toddler childcare, the existing number t?f childcare slots available represents tapacity for 3J 

percent of the infant and toddler childcare demand in the city. For preschoolers, the current number .of childcare 

slots available in the city repre!?ents c;apacity for 99 .6 percent of the preschool childcare demand in the city. ZT The 

City aims to maintain this provision into the future ~s the population and workforce grows, providing capacity for 37 

percent of infant and toddler childcare demand and capacity for ~9.6 percent of preschooler childcare demand. 

GROWTH PROJECTIONS 

The development horizon for childcare ls 2020. This shortened timeframe, compared to the 2030 timeframe used 

for analysis of recreation and open space and streetscape and ped~tr.ian infrastructure,. is useci 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 Nonetheli::ss, while the population of 

;. 

zr Childcare Demand Estimates for Licensed C~ are calculated In 1he 2014 San Francisco fntrastructure Level of SewiceAnafysis 
report (Appendix: Childcare Demand Calculations). . 

• 
28 California Department of Finance P-3; state and County Total Population Projections by Race/Ethnicity and Detailed Age, 2010-2060. 
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. . 
children is projected to decline after 2020, the City has many policies to encourage families to stay and live in San 
Francisco, such that the population of children may not necessarily decline as projected. A shortertimeframe to . 
2020 ;:iff.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 .of a declinin·g child population does 
not materialize. 

Table 1 o. Growth Projections and Demand EStimates for Childca;e (2013 - 2020) 

· · _.:. . · <'. : . . · .:-_ :: ':; · <· · · .. ,--. ·2013 ,! ·. ·:2020 · I Gtowth "c20'13·.2020) · I Percent'·. :'."r .. "~:: 
• · •• • ... :·. - • .... .• • , 1. ·••• • . - .. -. • _ ... • 1 Increase ... : ·. 

Population I 820,585 I 872,451 I . 51,866' I 6% 
_., .. .. . , .. 

Jobs I 600,740 I 671,531 I 76,79'1 I 13% 
··.: ' .. 

: .. 
·:. .. - : .. ... ·;-·:. -: ~- -;~·:·:· :. : . : .. : .. .. : . . ' 

. ·- -· . . . -.... ··- ·- ,. 
Ch~d<?r~ ~_.einan~ ~ma~ (f<?r:ucei;io:ed. Care) .: .. · 

lnfantsfT oddleJS Requiring Care in San Francisco · 1. 8,005" I 10,534 I 2,529 I 32% 

Preschool era Requiring Care in San Francisco I 14,71i' I .17,002 I 2,285 I 17% 

Source: Overall population and employment taken directiyfrom the San Francisco Planning Dep?Jimenl2013 projections.from Aksel Olsen, 

Planner/Geographer in C~lde lnformatlon and Analysis Group, received May 14, 2013. See appended documents for files. Projections were 

given at five year intenrals beginning In 2010, so AECOM used linear interpolation to arrive at 2013 estimates. 

Note: All valu.;,, rounded to the nearest integer. 

. . ... 

1. Childcare Demand Estimates for LlcellSed Care are calculated in the 2014 San Francisco Infrastructure Leve/ of Service Analysis report. 

(Appendix: Childcare Demand Calculations). Note that childcare demand numbers are round~ 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 S<i-n Francisco residents and employees for childcare outside of San Francisco 

are not included in !he totals above. • 

2. Of the B,005 infants and toddlers requiring care in San Francisco, 4, 144 are resident infants and toddlers Q.e. the children of San Francisco 

ri:sidents; see A in Table 11 ), and 3,861 are non-resident infant and toddlers (i.e. the children of people who work in San Francisco but five 

elsewhere; see B in Table 11 }. These demand estimates are calculated in the 2014 San Francisco Infrastructure Lev~I of Service Analysis report 

(Appendix: Childcare Demand Calculations). · 

3. Oflhe 14,717 preschoolers, requiring care in San Francisco, 10,878 are r.esidentpn;schoolers Q.e. the chRdren of San Francisco residents; Se£! 

C in Table 11), and 3,839 are non-resident preschoolers fle. the children of people who work in San Francisco but five elsewhere; see Din Table 

11). These demand estimates are calculated in !he 2014 San Fra~cisco lnfraslrur;ture Level of Service Analysis report (Appendix: Childcare 

Demand Calculations). 

Unlike other jnfrastructure categories, which are requir~ 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 (fike recreation and open space, and streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure) 
is not relevant to childcare.29 Instead, the childcare nexus is based on Mure childcare demand estimates. Between 

2!1 In the service population calculation, both residents and employees ·are counted (residents at a weight of one and employees at a 
discounted weight). A resident-employee- i.e.. someone who both lives and works in San Francisco -would be counted more than 
once." For recreation and open space and streetscape and pedestrian Infrastructure, this "double-counting• represents the fact that a 
person requires, for example, parks and sidewalks at home as well as at work; for childcare, because a childcare slot ls 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 streelscape and pedestria_n 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 childca~ slots. 3u · · 

NEXUS METHODOLOGY & FEE ~ALCULATION 

The childcare nexus analysis seeks to estimate the cost of maintaining the current LOS for chfldcare in the city as 

the demand for childcare grows over time (as populatipn 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 childcar~ that is required near the 

home, while commercial development assumes the cost of providing childcare tli~t 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 near their 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 lflfrasfruclum Level of Service Analysis report (Appendix: Childcare Qemand Calculations), which contains a 
detailed summary of childcare demand calculations and assumptions for bolh 2013 and fub.Jre (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 t~e 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 ttie assumption !hat 80.5 
percent of parents prefer childcare neai: 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 (Sectron V. P~ent Choice). · 

-
32 Non-resident parents who require childcare In San Francisco have homes outside San Francisco. Since they are demanding childcare 
In San Francisco, they are assumed to require care near their place of work. More detail about non-resident parents who require 
childcare tn San Francisco Is included in the San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Anal)isis report, Appendix Childcare Demand 
Calculations. 

20 

985 

· San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis 

Mamh2D14 



Table 11. Apportionment of Childcare Demand Between Residential and Non-Residential Development 

........ 
. . . . - ~ . . .. =· . .: . . . .- ·:. : ::-:·· :: _. ~. 

A Resident-Children 4,144 
1----+-------------------+-------< Table 10 (see Table Note 2) 

B Non-Resldent-Chfldren 3,861 

c Resident-Children 10,878 

... .. 

>-----+-------------------+-------< Table 10 (see Table Note 3) 
D Non-Resident-Chilc:!ren 3,839 

.. . .. : . ... . . . --

... ·. 

E Childcare near home 80.5% CPAC San Francisco Child Care Needs 
1------1r--------------------+-------J Assessment2007 (ChapterV. Parent 

F Childcare nearwork 19.5% Choice) 

lntant~Toi;ldl~rs (0-2.}' Childc~re Dem.a~d Attiibuno~: ::. . .. . .. · ... 
Childcare Attributable to Residential Development 42% (A*E) I (A+ B) 

Chlldcare Attributable to Non-Residential Development 58% {A*F +B)/ (A+ B) 

Childcare Attributable to Residential Development 60% (C* E) I (C + D) 

Childcare Attributable to Non-Residential Development 40% (C *F +D)/ (C + D) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

AECOM 

Note: Values in Lines A to D represent 2013 demand estimates (see Table 10); values in'lines E and F represent childcare localion inform~on 
from the 2007 CPAC San f.rancisco Child Care Nl"'!ls Assessment Report (see Footnote 31). The childcare demand athibution percentages 

calculated based on these values are assumed to be relalively 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 

se..Vi~e J>opufatiori' · ·- - . · ,., •. · ·.·•· · .. · .: ··.:-,_:. · • -- -·.:·. : • . :- · -·. . ·;. · '· 

A Total new infants and toddlers {2013-2020) 2,529 
. ·: :- :, ::· . 

B % of Capacity for Infant and Toddler Care Demand (0-2) 

·cost· ·~ .. : .:t . ·._ :· .. ... 
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 Adminishative costs (5% offee) 

H Total attributable cost with ad ministralive costs 

: At.tribu~bjtr Affiounts·. :_ • · . ·. ·. ··; : ~·· . ) : ·:. _ '.: :'. 

J. 

K 

Percent atlnoutable to residential development based on 
preferred childcare location · 
Percent af:!ributable to commercial development based 
on preferred childcare location 

Amount at!ributable to residential development 

L Amount attributable. to non-residential development 

M Total new estimated residential d~velopment (GSF) 

N Total new estimated commercial development(GSF) 

Residential {$/GSF) 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

·- ... .... . 

37% 

936 

$26,250 

$24,570,000 

$24,570,000 

$1,229,000 

$25,799,000 

42% 

58% 

$10,836,000 

$14,963,000 
...... : · .... ·· 

2s.a29,0002 

2s, 111,ooo' 
~ "'; 

$0.42 

$0.60 

.. ~ .... 

Tab!e10 

LOS Metric 

A"B 
UIF,OECE 1 

C_*D 

100%1:4 

Administrative Cost 
Memorandum (November4, 
2013) 

F+G 

Table 11 

Table11 

H*J 

See Table Note 2_ 

See Table Note 3_ 

KIM 
LIN 

Note: All numbers and percentages are rounded tcrthe ~earest integer. All dollar values (except those specified by the City, I.e. Line D, and the. 

nexus fee mro<lmums) are rounded to the nearest thousand. Nexus fee maxi.mums are rounded to the nearest cent 

1. This amount was dete~ined by Asian Neighbomood 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 Educalion), the average cost of new construction per childcare space is estimated to be $3;>0 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 resutting 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 ri:sldentiaf person (498, see Table4) times the total 2013-2020 

new residential population [51,866, Table 10). 

3. Estlmat&l new comm~lal development is calculated at lhe average GSF per commercial employee (327, see Table 4) 1lmes 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-h>-one relalionship between population and employment 

growth and physical development. 
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Tab.le 13. Nexus Methodology for Preschooler·Ghildcare Fee 

~e~lce f>OPtiI.atjDn::. " · -·.-· · ·" ·:.··. ~ · ... ~: 
A Total new preschool age chHdren (2013-2020) 

. Memc· ... •' :..:·· 

B % of Capacity for Preschool Age Care Demand (3-5) 

cost·. :~· -..... -. -. . - . . ·. -:- .. : ._ • . .:.. 

c Incremental# of childcare spaces (2013-2020} 

D City estimate of unit cost {$fchildcare space) 

E Total cost for new childcare spaces 

F Cost attributable to incternental growth · 

G Administrative costs {5% of fee) 

H Total atlr1butable cost with administrative costs 

A,ttrlbufabl~ ~!11ountS · • ·· · . . 

J 

K 

L 

M 

N 

0 

p 

Q 

R 

P.ercent attributable to residential development based on 
preferred childcare location 
Percent attributable to commercial development based 
on Preferred childcare location 

Amount attributable to residential deyeloprnent 

Amount attributable to non-residential development 
. ~ .... 

.• .... · -
Residential (GSF/residential service population) 

Total new reside_ntial population (2013--2020) 

Total new estimated residential development (GSF) 

Commercial {GSF/employee) 

Total new efllployee population (2013-2020} 

Total new estimated commercial developf!1ent{GSF} 
• • •• • :·: .·7 ······ ....... · .. : 

Residential {$/GSF) 
Non-Residential ($/GSF) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

.. :.:·· -
2,256 

99.6% 

2;247 

$26,250 

$58,984,000 

$58,984,000 

$2,949,000 

$61,933,000 

60% 

40% 

$37, 160,000 

$24,n3,obo 

Table10 
.. - -··:- : . · . 

LOS Metric 

A*B 
LllF,OECE 1 

C*D 

100%E 

Administrative Cost 
Memorandum {Novernber4, 
2013) 

-F+G 

Table 11 

Table11 

H*l 

H*J 
. ...... . 

·-·· 
498 Table4 

51,866 Table10 

25,829,000 M*N 

327 Table4 

76,791 Tabl.e 10 

25,111,000 p*Q 

.. ·-.- ... .. •. 

$1.44 KIO 
$0.99 .. · . UR 

Note: All numbers and percentages are rounded lo 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 Asi~ Neighbomood 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, Adminisiralive Ani;ilystfor Office of Early Child Care 

and Educati~n), the average cost of ni:w conslnmtlon' per childcare space Is estimated to be $350 per square fool Licensing requires 35 square 

feet indoors per child and 75 square feet outdoors per child; however LIIF uses 75 square feet per chlld both Indoor and outdoor as a measure of 
a quafity child care environment The resulting fee is $26,250 ($350 per square foot multlpfied 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 foo.t for residential 
buildings and $1.59 per gross square foot for non-residential buildings (fable 14 ). Charging both residential and 
commercial deyelopment 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 

... ' .. ,,: : .. _. :· . . : .' .-. . . : . . . . ···. ! .. · .. . " . " M~m~rii supportable ci~ide Fee . . . . .. .. 
• • • •' • • • ~ ,' • • • ' .• • • • ••• • I • ' • • ' ' ., •' • •• • • • • • 

Residential ($/GSF) _ . \ $0.42 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) I $0.60 

Childeare for:Preschoolei" Care 13:5y ·. •' 

Residential {$/GSF) I $1.44 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) I $0.99 

.... ::.:·· .... · ... ·.: ... _;-:·:·.· :· .... 
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 
analys,is. The highest existing residential nexus fef'.l represents 90 percent of the maximum supportable amount,. 
and the highest existing non-residential fee repi:esents 70 percent of the ma:X:imum supportable amount. 

Table 15. Compariryg Proposed Maximum Supportable Childcare Fees to Existing {2013) Fees 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All fee values rounded to the n_earest cent; all percentages rounded to the nearest integer. 
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4. Streetscape and 
Pedestrian 
Infrastructure 

AECoM 

This chapter summarizes the next.is analysis for streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure. After providing brief 

background, this chapterwill 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--0f-way facilities, and plays an 

important role in the C'.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 tum, 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 developinenl 

33 Complete Streets are. defined as streels whic:h "are safe, c:omfortable, and c:onvenientfor travel for everyone, regardless of age or 
ability- motorists, pedestrians, blcyc:lisls, and public transportation riders." Metropolitan Transportation Commission, "MfC One Bay. 
Area Grant Complete Streels Polley DevelopmentWorla;hop." 16 October2012. Section 2.4.13 of San Francisco's PublicWorJa; Code. 
outlines San Francisco's complete streels policy, which includes the construction of transit, bicycle, stormwater, and pedes!rian 
environment irnprovern ents, where pedeslrian environment improvemenls are defined as sidewalk lighting, pedestrian safety measures, 
traffic calming devices, landscaping, and otherpedestlian 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 streetsC!'pe 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 2.4.1.3 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 constructiol'), street furnishing, lands~pirig, 'traffic calming, and other 

streetscape improvements cited in_t~e BSP or Public Works Code (S~ction 2.4.13) .. · 

In <;iddition to the streefscape 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, Se~tion-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 impac~ fee afms to ensuce 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 yost 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 QETERMINATION 
The maximum supportable fee calculation for streefscape and pedestrian infrastructure combines the proposed 

s~etscape and pedestrian infrastructure provision LOS metric with total population and. employment growth 

projections and the cost to provide streetscape and pedesbian infrasb,ucture. 

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 

~Refer to the Streelscape Cost Memorandum (March 20, 2014) for a mom detailed discussion. 

26 

991 

San Francisco Cilywide Nexus Analysis 

March2D14 



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 pec;:lestrian environment. 

AECOM 

'Improved sidewalk' is a term that denotes sidewalk with some amount of streetscape and .pedestrian 
infrastructure, where streetScape and pedestrian infrastructure includes sidewalk space and relevant streetscape 
and pedestrian amenities in that space, such as lighting, pedestrian signals, street trees, bulb-outs, sidewalk 
furniture, and any other pedestrian elements defined in the Better Streets Plan (BSP) or Section 2.4.13 of San 
Francisco's Public Works Code. While the proscription for improved sidewalk is not uniform across San Francisco 
(i.e. the BSP calls for different streefscape 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 tenns of streetscape and 
peaestrian infrastructure. · 

As noted in tlie 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. · 

GROWfH 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 I a20.sas I 947,625 

ErripJayrneil~ ... ·. :·.· 

Jobs I 600,740 j 106,848 j 1os,1oa 118% 

Service popula1ion1 j 1,120,955 ·I 1.301,049 .. j 180,094 116% 

Source: Overall population and employment taken direcily from the San Frandsco Planning Department ~013 projections from Aksel Olsen, 

Planner/Geographer in Citywide ln!ormation and Analysis Group, receil(ed M•lY 14, 2013. ;:lee appended documents for files. Projecti~ns were 

given at five year interva~ beginning, in 201 o, so AECOM used linear interpolation to arrive at 2013 estimates. 

Note: All values rounded to the nearest Integer. 

1. Service population Js a weighted sum of residents and employees, where residents are weighted at 100% and employees are weighted at 

50%. Service population equals one times !he number ofresidenls plus 0.5 times the number of employees. For a more detailed discussion of 

the service population concept, refer to the Service Popula!lon section qf the report, under the Additional Assumptions sec!Jon. 

35 This value is based on AECOM's analysis of DPW's database of sidewalk data (stwldths1.xls). Refer to the San Franc;fsco 
{nfrastn./cture Level of SeNic;.e Analysis report. 
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NEXUS METHODOl:.OGY & FEE CALCULATION 

The fee calculation methodology (fable 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 coriservative 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 instafling 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 arnenitie~. representative of the average 

San Francisco sidewalk improvement project. To develop the cost estimate, DPW provided costs for five 

p~totypical streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure improvement projects. The five prototypical projects in~lude: 

(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 stri:etscape amenities such as benches, 

trash cans, lighting, and· street trees are installed; and (5) a· project where sidewalks are repaved and widened, . 

bulb-oul;s are constructed, and streetscape amenities such as benches, trash cans, lighting, street trees, medians, 

special cr~sswalk paving, pedestrian signals, and accessible pedestrian signal~ 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 air sidewalks off~r 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 aml 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 Sfreetscape Cost Memorandum (March 20, 2014)-fisted in Appendix.A and included in the accompanying background 
materials compact disc - for a detailed discussion of the s!reetscape cost estimate. 
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Table 17. Nex1.!5 Methodology for Streetscape and Pedestrian lnfrastruclure Fee 

A Total projected service population (2030) 1,301,049 Tabfe1B 

B Total new service population (2013-2030) 180,094 Table16 

C Residential (SF/service po ufalion) 498 Tab!e4 

D Commercial (SF/service p0pulalion) 654 Table 4 . 

E SF of improved sidewalk per servici;i population BB 
San Francisco /nffasfmch.Ire Level of SeN/ce 
Analysis report (March 2014) 

F City estimate of unit cost ($/SF of improved sidewalk) $43 Streetscape Cost Memorandum (March 20, 2014) 

G T al cost for new streelscape improvements $681;476,000 B*E*F 

H Cost atlributable to incremental growth $681,476,000 G * 100% 

Administrative costs (S3 of fee) $34,07 4,000 
Administrative Cost Memorandum (November 4, 
2013 

J Total attnoutable cost with admlnis!ratlve costs $715,550,000 H*.(1 + ~) 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) 

Source: AE;CDM, 2013 

· Note: All numbers and percentages are rounded fothe nearest integer. All dollar values are rounded to the neares!!housani:I (except those 

specified by the City, i.a Line I (which is rounded to the nearest dcllar), and the nexus fee maximums (which are rounded to the nearest cent)). 

NEXUS FINDINGS. 

Based on the approach summarized in Table 17, the maximum supportable residential fee is $7.98 per gross 
square foot, and the maximum supportable non--residentlal fee is $6~08 per gross square foot 

Table 18. Maximum Supportable Impact Fees for Streetscape and Pedestrian Infrastructure 

. : ·. · . . , . . ·. · . · : . . . . . Maximum s~pportable Citywid·e Fea: : '. . ·. ·., :·: ~· 
- . . . . . . . -. 

~~~r~rr!~i1E~~~~f.~~~~~~·r:~~~~[1i~*~~~~t~~~~~~~~~~.~~1~~~~:~~iz~~~~t~~~~~z;rf1~~~~%.*~1Zt1~~~i~;:~llr¥1.;;~if~f:~Y~~mf~: 
Residential ($/GSF). I $7.98 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) I $6.08 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All values rounded to the nearest ceAl 

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 Sfreetsc:ape and Pedestrian Infrastructure Fees to 
Existing (2013) .Fees 

35% 

Sourc::e: AECOM, 201.3 

Nate: All fee values rounded to !he nearest cent; all percentages rounded to !he 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 paths, and sharrows, but also 
includes bicycle parking spaces, bicycle signals, and biCycle-sharing bikes and stations." Like streetscape and 
pedestrian infrastructure, bicycle infrastructure plays an important role in the City's transportation goals, health and 
safety promotion, and enyironmental 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 tum, 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 infraslructure 
- such as bicycle parking, bicycle signals, bicycle lanes, and bicycle-share bij(es and stations- is a capital 
intensive undertaking. Bicycle infraslructure fees, levied on new development, are collected to help fund the 
construction of new bicycle infraslruc!ure for the additional residents and workers directly attributable to new 
development Other sources of funding for bicycle infrastructu-re 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 purp.ose of a bicycle infrastructure development impact fee is to fund capital improveme.n1$ to San 
Francisco's bicycle infrastructure. k; is thoroughly discussed in San Francisco's 2013 SFMTA Bicycle strategy, 
the City aims to improve the bike environment for"all of San Francisco's residents and employees to pr~mote a 

37 San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, 'San Francisco Bicycle Plan." 26 June, 2009. · 
:•San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, "SFMTA Bicycle strategy." January 2013. WhTie this document is still a draft, SFMTA 
staff directed the consultant to use it because SFMf A is developing the CIP project fistto be put forward for San Franr::isco Board of 
Supervisors (Board) approval in Aprll 2014 based on this document Although no plans exist to take the 2013 Bicycle Strategy to !he 
Board for adoption, the project list derived from it wm be taken to the Board for CIP approval Qn 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 Sf MT A 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 1 OD percent of the development-based demand for bicycle 

infrastructure improvements through the fee. This study presents a maximum supportable fee assigru'nent­
however, the City may choose to adopt a lower fee as appropriate. 

NEXUS DETERMINATION 

The maximum supportable fee calculatio'n 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 bicxcle infrastructure, and sets a distinct bicycle infrastructure goal 

for 2018. The Bicycle Strategy represents a comprehensive effort by SFMTA that has been accepted by SFMTA 

as its roadmap forward. As a resul~ the objectives of this policy fonn the basis for the nexus as opposed to an LOS 

metric standard. 

The Bicycle Strategy outlines three potential scenarios for build--0ut_ 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 ~ystem.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 blkeways 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 1B, 2013)­
for a more detailed description of bikeway classlfie;ation in San Francisco. For further Information on the bike sharing network see the 
San Francisco lnfrastruc:ture Level of Service Analysis report (March 2014). 
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Table 20. Bicycle Plan Plus Improvements 
· - . . Assumed · · 

lmpro ement · · . Bicycle Plan Plus · Incremental · Total Improvements · 
v 5 

. Proposal (2013· ·: Improvements Expected (2013-
. ; 2018) : (2019·2020)1 

. 2020 
1(1. 3 13 

Incremental u 10 3 13 
Incremental blc 4000 1,333 5,333 

Incremental bi 500 167 667 

Source: SFMTA Bicycle strategy; AECOM, 2013.. 

1. These numbers re!lectAECOM'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 stalions-i.e: 50 bicycle share program stations In the Bicycle Plan Plus 

·proposal (2013-2018) plus 17 assumed incremental stations (2019-2020). 

GROWfH PROJECTIONS 

The development horizon for bicycle infrastructure is 2020. This shorter-tenn development horizon mirrors the 
timeframe of the SFMTA Bicycle Strategy. Between 2013 and 2020, San Francisco will house 51,866 more people 
and employ76,791 more workers, as showri in Table 21. . . 

Table 21. Growth Projections for Bicycle lnf!astructure (2013-2020) 

.' . .. . .· ~. .. .. : Poi>~)~~~r. .. .:::· .. : :. ·• ... ._ ... 
~ 

;- ·-·. .. . . . :. ·: .. : ·: 
Population I 820,585 I 8!2,451 l 51,866 I 6% 

.. ··' ·' . .. : ~mpio~m~n~ : · . _ 

Jobs · 1 600,740 I 677,531 I 76,791 I 13% 
.. · . 

; s7rvii:e ~opul¢ion 

Service populalion1 I 1,120,95'5 I 1.211,217 I 90,261 I 8% 

Source: Overall population and employment taken directly fiom the San Francisco Planning Department 2013 prnjeciions from Aksel Olsen, 

Planner/Geographer in Citywide lnformat!on and Analysis Group, received May 14, 2013. See appended documents for files. Projections were 

given at five year inte1Vals beginning in 2010, so AECOM. used fin ear interpolation to arrive at 2013 eslimates. 

{ 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 limes the number of employees. for a more detailed di;;cussion of 

the service population concept, refer to the Service Population section of the repori:, under the Additional Assum·plionssec!ion. 

NEXUS METl:IODOLOGY & FE,E CALCULATION 

The fee calculation methodology (Table 22 to Table 25) calculates the total cost of providing adequate bicycle 
imrastructure elements for San Francisco's service population (20'13-2020). Because the new facilities will be used 
by both e_xis!ing 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 distribtited between residential and non-residential land uses based on their associated conbibutions tO to1al 
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_popu!ation units arising from the 
employee population. 
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Table 22 Nexus Metho~ology for Upgrading Bikeway Miles to Premium Facilities F.ee 

·~ . Measure ; Value • Source I Calculation . 

'sei:viC"! Populatioi:i: · · .. :~ .. • ....... · .. LI,"-•• ... ··-· ..... ·:::·:: . . .. ~. . •:. .. .. .. .. ... . :.: 
' ' .. .. : 

A Total projected service populalion (2020) 1,211,217 Table21 

B To!al new service population (2013-2020) 90,261 Table 21 

G New growth as% of total service population (2020): 7.5% BIA 
Unit Cohversions. · ... . . ····-:. .. . . .. . . .... 

D Residential (GSF new development/service population) 498 Table4 

E Commercial (GSF new development/service population) 654 Table4 

IV!elric· 
.. .. .. J : : : . . .. .. ' .. .. . . 

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 atlributable to Incremental qrowth $1,806,000 C*H 

AdmlnfstratiVe Cost 
J Administrative costs (5% of fee) $90,000 Memorandum (November 4, 

2013) 

K Total attributable cost with administrative costs $1,896,000 l+J 

Ne~us Fee Maxunt1ms: ,. .. 

Residential ($/GSF) $0.042 . K/(B*D) 
Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.032 K((B*E) 

Source: AEcOM, 2013 

Note: All numbers and percentages are rounded lo the nearest integer. All dollar values are rounded to the ·nearest thousan~ (except those 

specified by tlie 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 Slreels within the Sustainable Streets Division of SFMTA (received via 

emaTI attachment bn June 26, 2013, as spreadsheet entitled Bike Strategy Cost Estimate 20121101.xls). 

.. 
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Table 23. Nexus Methodology for Upgrading Intersections Fee 

A Total projected service population (2020) 

B Total new service population (2013-2020) 

C New growth as% of total service population (2020) 

Unit Conversions·- .. 

D Residential (GSF new development/service population) 

E Commercial (GSF new development/service population} 

Metrlc. ... ·.· .............. . 
F Incremental upgraded intersections (2013-2020) 

Cost.· ·.: ·' 

G City estimate of unit cost ($1upgraded intersection) 

H Total cost for upgraded intersection 

Cost atlrtbutable to incremental growth 

J Administrative costs {5% of fee) 

K Tot~l attributable cost with administrative costs 

Nexi.ts Fe1> MaXimur:ns 

Residential {$/GSF) 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

; .. :·····:: . .. -

1,211,217 

90,261 

7.5% 

.. · .. : 

498 

654 

13 

$71,250 

$926,000 

$69,000 

$3,000 

$72.000 

$0.002 

$0.001 

AECOM 

Table21 

Table21 

BIA 

Table4 

Table4 

SFMTA Bicycle Strategy 

SFMTA Bicycle Strategy 
Cost Estimates 1. 

F*G 

C*H 
Administrative Cost 
Memorandum (November4, 
2013 

l+J 

Kl(. B * D) 
K/(B*E), 

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, t.e. µne G, and the nexus fee maximums). Nexus fee maximums are rounded to the nearest tenth of a cent 

1. Cost based o~ data iium Seleta Reynolds, Section Leader of Livable Slreelswithin the Sustainable Streets Division of SFMTA (received via 

email attachment on June 26, 2013, as spreadsheet entitled Bike Sirategy Cost Estimate20121101.xls). 
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Table 24. Nexus Methodology for Bicycle Parking Fee 

! Measure 
.. -· .. ·- · 1 V~u~-··- - ·- . - . . 

j Source I Calculation .; 

. service Popi.datiori·, .·.··.·:·: . ":. ·.:·~, .. ~ :· ~· . .. ... . :··.: . ~ ···: :. 
._ .. : ·- .:.; ... : --.:·: ,. . ..... .. : ·~· ... ._ ·.: .·:. ' .··. .. .. , . 

A Total pro]ei;t:ed service population (2020) 1.211,217 Table21 

B Total new service population (2013-2020) 90,261 Table21 

c New growth as% of total seniice population (2020) 7.5% BIA 

· UnitConversions !·; •', .... : • . .. , '. : .. . - : .. .. .. 
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($'lparking _space) $280 

SFMTA Blcycle Strategy 
cost Estimates 1 

·H Total c_ostfor 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 Maxi1J1Ums··- .. .. ·. ·. 
Residential ($/GSF) $0.003 K/(B*D) 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.002 K/(B*E) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All numbers and pementages are rounded to the nearest integer. All dollar valu"!l 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 !Tom Seleta Reynalds, Section Leader of Livable Streels wlthin the Sustainable Streets Division of SFMTA (received via 

email attachment on June 26, 2013, as spreadsheet enlit1ed Bike Strategy Cost Estimate 20121101.xls). 
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Table 25. Nexus Methodology for Bicycle Sharing System Fee 

\"Measur~ 
----.· -- . -- ... 

rvslue 
.. 

" ·.Source/Calculation. 
.. 
service Population:· · ... : .• ·.":. · · 

.. ' .. ....... 
·f •.• 

;_,·.-· .. : .. . , : ......... ..:.-... -·- .. ~· . - . . .... .. . .. . :~ .. - .. , . .. ·-
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 p_opulation) 654 Table4 

Metric .. .. : ·.·· .. .. ·-· . .. -,: .. -· ., 
F Incremental bicycle share program stations (2013-2020) 667 SFMTA Bicycle Strategy .. 

Cost : .. .. . .. , . 

G City estimate of unit cost ($/bicycle share program stations) $6;600 SFMTA Bicycle Strategy 
Cost Eslimates1 

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 i:osts $347,000 l+J 

Nexus Fe..-Maximums .. .. . . .. . . 
' 

.. 
Resiaential ($/GSF) $0.00B 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 Sele!a Reynolds, Section Leader qf Livable Streets within the Sustainable Streets Division of (received Via eman 

attachment on June 26, 2!J13, 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, ~nd the maximum supportable non-residential fee is $0.04 per GSF. 

Table 26. Maximum Supportable Impact Fees for Bicycle lnfrastruci:ure 

· - . . : . : j Maximum Ci~ywide Fee 

Residential ($/GSF) I $0.042 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) I $0.032 

: · . . =·~ 
Residential ($/GSF) I $0.002 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) I $0.001 

·aicycie Parking·· ,. -. . . ····. 
.:· 

Residential ($/GSF) · I $0.003 

Non-Residential ($/GSF} I $0.002 

BJcycle Share Bicycles (with Acco~p<1nying !?taticins) · . :-:... 
Residential ($/GSF) I $0.008 

Non-Residential {$/GSF) I $0.006 

. : .... 
Residential ($/GSF) I $0.06 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) I $0.04 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Nate: All values rounded to the tenth of a cent, except for the feefutalswhich are rounded to the ne<1rest 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) F~ 

Source: AEC0M, 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 

categortes (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 foe to new residential or non-residential development, this report demons~rates 

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) 

1,~r ti~)e~tL~~'.i~Y.~r~-~8~.~~~:F.~~~~~;1~r~&t'.:~Jl'1Yf1:·:r:~~rtfaj:\~~~;=~~Itirt~1s~t~~f~:~~~?!l~~J1~~t~~~:~~J.p:~*~~!~:~~~r~-:w:!:~ 
~ Recreation and Open Space Provision. . :. • ·. · · · 

Source: AECQM, 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 dernographiC projections. However, 

since the report was finalized in 2014 and will face adoption· in 2014, the maximum supportable nexus fees in 

Table 28 must be adjusted from 2013 dollars·to 2014 dolli;irs. 

The City annually adjusts all developer impact fees using an Annual Infrastructure Constn,rction Cost Inflation 

. estimate (AICCIE). To derive an appropriate AlCCIE, 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. ln 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 Citywi~e Nexu~ ~ee~ .-.. : " : :.,.;.?:.:. '/. :· · :· '·~: > · :(?:· ~·.;::· ·'.{,·{. i.:··;~--=~/:.~.'. '.\M~~~~~~ ~·~?tio_r~~i31e·~ee=· :/'..:-.. :. 

~ Recreation and Open Space Provision · · . •• 

Source: AECOM, 2014 

Note: All values rounded to the nearest cent. 
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Appendix A 

This appendix i~cludes 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 

a=mpanying compact disc. 
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SeFVice 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 Poflcy Debate, Volume 3, Rental_ Vacancy_Rates_Belsky_ 1992.pdf 
Issue 3. 793-813. 1992. 
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1998. 

Administrative Cost Memorandum (November 4, 2013) Adminislra!ive_ Cost_Memo _20131104.pdf 

Parks Acquisition Policy (August 2011) RPO __Acquisilion_Poficy_2011.pdf 

RPO Cost Assumptions Memorandum (March 26, 2014) RPDCostAssumptionsMemo.:_ 20140326.pclf 

FY 201 ()..2011 Developmentlmpact Fee Report. Coniroller's Office. 
Devefopment:Jmpact_Fee_Report_2011.pdf 

City and. County of San Francisco. December 1, 2011. 

CPAC San Francisca Child Care Needs Assessment {2007) ChildCareNeedsAssessment_2oo7.pdf 

San Francisco Better streets Plan (December 7, 2010) BetterStree!sPlan _ 20101207.pdf 

streetscape Cost Memorandum (March 20, 2014) StreetscapeCostMemo_20140320.pdf 

SFMTA Bicycle Strategy (January 2013) SFMTABicycleS!rategy_20130129.pdf 

San Francisco Bicycle Plan (June 26, 2009) SFBicyclePlan._.20090626.pdf 

List of Presentations Cited 
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San Francisco Recreation and Parks Deparbnent 

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

San Francisco Unified School Disbict 
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PRIORITIZATION 

Recognizing the critical role infrastructure plays in creating a thrivin!l economy and vibrant communities, the 
City of San Frc;.ncisco Planning Department and the Capital Planning Progra~ commissioned this study to 
continue the City's efforts to strategically address its infrastructure needs_ In recent years the City ~as 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 Atea Plans, to guide policy and funding decisions related to fofrastructure investments. The 
Plan is updated and approved by the Capital Planning Committee, the Board of Supervisors, and the Mayqr 
every otheryear. 

This study supports these efforts by quantifying the current level of infrastructure sei:vices within the city and by 
developing target leveis for thosfl 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 res_ulls ?f 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 eval_uates (1) the existing level of service (LOS}, (,2) an aspirational, 
long-term LOS standard, and (3) a realistic, short-term (20301) LOS standard. Each of these LOS is described 
in greater detail belo~. 

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~nt year (2013) unbl 2030. Two exceptions are bicycle infras1ruciure and 
ctilldcare, for which the !imeframe of analysis ex!ends unlil 2020. This selection of a shorterlimeframe forthese two infras!JUcture 
categories is discussed in more detail In the relevantinfrastruclure chapter_ 
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To recommend aspirational and attainable LOS targets for the city considering fiscal, policy, physical, 

and social constraint~; 

• 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 strE'.e!scape infrastruct1:1re, and childcare were all developed as standards-based metrics. 

The benefits of using standard-based metric;S include being able to~ 

Set clear City targets for infrastructure provision· and capital plani:iing; 

Measure infrastructure distribution across the city's neighborhoods, thereby ideFJtifying 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 infrastrµcture provision in relation to other comparable cities; 

Provide a visual tool to help prioritize capital investment; and 

Streamline the development impact fee nexu:; update_ process. 

Given constraints associated with sonie infrastructure categories, not all metrics within this study are 

standards-based. Bicycle infrastructure and transit infrastructure metrics are both structured in alternate ways, 

relying on different measures of provision that are not directly correlated to population or service population. 

These two infrastructure categories take into account future capital needs and assign a share of those needs to 

development. 

DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

Metrics were developed based on existing City policies, department consultation, and an overview of best 

practices from comparable cities throughout North America.3 The key finding from the best practices review is 
that, while infrastructure metrics - particularly standards-based metrics - are rare among built-out cities, most 

2 Service population is a unit of measure that encompasses all local infrastructure useis, Including residents and employees. 
Residents are assigned one point, whTie 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- SeTVice 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 LO_S targets, the first step was to determine quantitative mehics for each infrastructure type. The 
current provision, using this quantitative metric, was mapped to understand. disfiibution 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-tenn 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-te·rm· aspirational goal, short-term targets were developed to reflect infrastructure 
development objectives that are more feasible given fiscal and social constraints. The short-term (2030 - or 
2020, in the case of childcare and bicycle infrastructure) targets were developed in consultation with 
responsible departments, and reflect a reasonable estimate of what the City intends to achieve based on 
prevailing fiscal conditions in San Francisco for both capital and operations and maintepance 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 Mure development impact 
fees: feasible short-term targets help set reasonable fee levels. By contrast, basing development impact fees 
on the ambitious infrastructure provision of the long-term aspirational goals would create an uridue 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 Jo~ations 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 induding departmental guidance, community support, fiscal feasibility, and so on, 

·FINDINGS 

Table 1 summarizes the currel}t LOS provision, the long-term aspirational LOS goals, and the short-term LOS 
targets for the five infrastructure categories. The LOS targets developed as part of this work are consistent with 
current City plans and are intended to be applied as guidelines. The City may chOOl?e to aspire to higher goals 
or lower targets to account for unique neighborhood characteristics andlor available resources for imt~ting in 
and maintaining new infrastructure. A list of guiding policy documents thaf 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 
forms of infrastructure provision. For recreation and open space, San Francisco, by various measures, provides 
1.6 to 3.5 more acres of park per 1,000 residents than New York City. San Francisco also· performs well in park 
provision in terms of access. Almost all residents in San Francisco live Within a half mile of a park or recreation 
facility. 

In addition to comparing well against other cities, San Francisco has also dor.1e a good job of meeting the 
provision goals it sets for itself. For bicycle infrastructure. the city has also completed all bicycle lane 

4 Many California cities that contlnue to expand into greenfield /undeveloped ?reas have infrastructure level of services standards in 
their general plans to infonn privately developed master plans, as well as to set a development fue 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 ofinfrastructure provi::;ion and service. 

NEXT STEPS I RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY 

There are numerous possible ways to measure the provision of a given infrastructure tyf?e. The proposed 

metrics for each infrastructure type are constrained by the availability of data for each infrastructure type and by 

the availability of a clear understanding of costs associated with expanding capacity. Each section 

recommends additional 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 City-OWned Open Space 
/ 1,000 Service Population Units 

Acres of Open Space/1,000 SPU 

1.2 Acres of Improved Open Space I 1,000 SPU 

% of Infant and Toddler (0-2) 
Childcare Demand Served by 37% 
Available Licensed Slots 

% qf Preschool Age Children (3-5) 
2 Childcare Demand Served by 99.6% 

Available Licensed Slots 

Number of Premium (LTS 1, 2) 
51 miles 

Network Miles 

2 
Number of Upgraded 

3 intersections 
lnterseclions 

3 
Number of Bicycle Parklng 

8,800 spaces 
Spaces 

4 
Bicycle Share Program (Bikes+ a 
A=mpanY!ng Share Station) 

~ Transit Infrastructure LOS 

1 
Transit Crowding (% of Boardings 

NIA 
Relative to Capacity) 

2 
TransitTravel1ime (Average 

33.72 
· Minutes perT]ip) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

3.5 

0.5 

100% 

100% 

251miles,100% 

203 Intersections 

58,000 spaces 

300slations 
3,000 bicycles 

. 

LOS 

. 

NIA 

NIA 

3.5 

0.5 

37% 

.99.6% 

61 miles 

13 intersedlons 

12,800 spaces 

50 stations 
500 bicycles 

LOS 

85% 

33.60 

AECOM 

55acres 

511 acres' 

2,529spa~ 

· 2,256 spaces 

10mlles 

1 O intersections 

4,000 spaces 

50 stations 

500 bicycles 

2031) 

NIA· 

·NIA 

1. Projected citywide shortfall ls calculated by applying the short-tenn target LOS to the 2030 service population (or 2020 service 

population, in the case of chlldcare and b\cycle infrastructure). 
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Table 2. Summary of Guiding and Reference Dbcuments . 

Planning Department 

Acquisition Policy RPD 

.San Francisco Child Care 

Needs Assessment San Francisco Child Care 

San Francisco Citywide Plan Planning and Advisory 

for Early Care and Education Council (CPAC) 

and Out of School Time 

San Francisca Better Streets 
Planning Department 

Financing San Francisco's DPW, 

Urban Forest Planning De artment 

DPH, 

SFMTA, Planning 

Department, 

San Francis~ County 

Transportation Aulholity 

San Francisco Bicycle Ma~ter 

Plan 
SFMTA 

SFMTA Bicycle Strategy SFMTA 

San Francisco Transportation 

Sustainability'Fee Nexus SFMTA 

Study 

Source: AECOM, 2013 
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. . 
June2011 Draft report 

Aug.2011 Adopted 

2007. Final report 

May2012 Final report 

Dec.2010 Adopted 

Oct. 2012 Final report 

Dralt~olicy to be included 

Oct. 2011 
in update of 

T ransporta!ion Element of 

the General Plan 

June2009 Adopted 

Internal policy document; 

basis for2014 GIP project 

Dec.2012 list. (pending adoption of 

ClP project list in Apnl 

2014) 

Mar.2012 Draft report 
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2. INTRODUCTION 

In 2013, AECOM was retained bY. the San Francisco Planning Deparlment 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 cifywide levels of seivice (LOS) for the reviewed_ infrastructure categories? 

2. . Wh~t infrastructure LOS s'.andards does the City aspire to if fiscally unconstrained? 

3. What infrastructure LOS standards should the City realistically target? 

4. Given LOS standards, for each infrastructure 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) bicyde 

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 parl: 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 
neighborhooa characteristics and/or available resources for investing in and maintaining new lnfr_astructure. · 

PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The infrastructure LOS review and analysis portion of the proj~ct has four clear objectives: 

,To ~valuate 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 planriing 

tool; and 

To provide guidelines for evaluating capitat wojects 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 PRIORITIZATIOtil 

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 Cify's first 1 Q... 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 Maycir every other year. This study, in part, will quantn): the current level of infrastructure 
services within the city and develop target levels for those services. The results of this report will be 
incorporated into the City's capital planning process and help inform future infrastructure decisions. 

INFRASTRUCTURE TYPES EVALUATED 

The five infrastructure categories evaluated as part of this study include: 

Recreation and open SP.ace 

Streetscape and pedestrian 
infrastructure 

These infrastructure categories reflect the majority of the current impact fees that are charged at either the 
neighborhood or citywide level. As such, the City wants to frame provision of these categories in a common 
language that allows for ea~y eomparison 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 RPD, the Department of Public Works (DPW), the Port, and the 
Redevelopment Agency/Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency within San 
Francisco. The more than 200 parks range in size from less than one acre fo 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 
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"general enjoyment of outdoors• 6, courses and courts, playgrounds, and bike, pedestrian, and equestrian 
paths. By provjding and maintaining recreation and open space, RPD aims to increase recreation opportunities, 
contribute to the city's environmental health, and encourage the ~ealth 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 facifrties, 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 CP AC has identified childcare provision for infants 
and toddlers (ages 0-2) and preschoole:-; (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 arid built environment constraints, and so on. Although the streetscape 
infrastructure is not unifonn across San Francisco, the Better Streets Plan (BSP) intends for most sidewalks to 
indude, in addition to pavement, as least some streetscape elements such as lighting, bulb-outs, or street . 
trees. Streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, as a.det~rminant 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 (LTS 1 ..,,-LTS 4) that .denote rider comfort along a route. These bikeway types reflect varying levels 
of separation from vehicle traffic and street conditions. Because of the nature of use and location of bike 
facifities, the San Francisco Municipal Transp0rtation Agency (SFMTA) works closely with the·RPD as well as 
the Department of Public Works (DP'N) ~n the planning and maintenance of bicycle infrastructure. Bicycle 
infrastructure is often planned in conjunction with SFMT A'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. "Pruks Acquisl!ion Policy." August 2011. Print 
7 streets which "are safe, comfortable, arid convenient for travel for everyone, regardless ofage or ability- motorists, pedestrians, 
bicyclists, and pubHc transportation riders." Metropolitan Transportation.Commission, "MTG ,One Bay Area Grant Complete Streets 
Polley 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 ·conslruc!ion of transit, bicycle, storrnwa!er, and pedestrian improvements. Pedestrian 
environment Improvements include sidewalk ligh~ng, pedestrian safely measures, !raffle. calming devices, landscaping, and other 
pedeslrlan elem~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 sq.fety promotion, and environmenlal 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 )he process AECOM undertook to establish an LOS, and a 
proceeding chapter (Chapter 12) briefly discussing project prioritization and iimi.ncing. 

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 induded, 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 
perthe proposed metric. · 

•· San J=:rancisco's future (20308} infrastructure shortfall is assessed, assuming the current level of 
infrastructure is maintained while population and employment increases. 

I • 

• In most cases the timeframe of analysis ls from the current year (2013) untll 2030. lwo exceptions are bfcycie tnfrastructure and 
childcare, for whicn the timeframe of analy~is extends until 2020. This selection of a shortertimeframe for these two infrastructure 
categories is discussed in more detail in the relevant infrastruc:IIJre chapter. 

10 
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3. EXISTING ANO 
PROPOSED LEVELS OF 
SERVICE 

The followirm 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 cat~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 proeess are described below. lnfrastru.cture- · 
specific approaches and results are included in more detail in the proceeding infrastructure-specific chapters. 

Again, it is jmporlant to note that the metrics and targ~ts 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: 

t 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 reporfs 
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 roncrete 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 ~mmunity Improve"!ents Pf!Jf!ram, 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 Tronsit 

Plan ai: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;akelzolder fnterviews 

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· needect. 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 sirong 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 l:!nd interviews with city officials," it is clear that, while many cities quantify infrastructure 

provision for various infras~cture 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 . 

• • Note that the analysis specifically considered built-out cttles _because the provision of adcfrtional infrastructure ls very different than 
in cities sill! expanding their boundaries. Expanding cities can set specific master planning guidelines and dictate levels of service on 
new development; and, because these projects are establishing new urban areas, there is a much simpler nexus between lhe 
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 fl.nd streetscape. and pedestrian infrastructure a.re 

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 Jess prevalent among cities where the 

predominant form of development is infill. 

In Portland's 2012 Citywide Asset~ 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~ ~ummarized 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 "walkabHity"), 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 ~rgets for each case study city are summarized in the Appendix in Table 31. 

LOS targets fond 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 we~ intended primarily as a guide rather than as a· 
mandate. Table 3 summarizes some of the LOS metrics th~t are used in the case ~tudies or in academic poficy 

documents. These metrics were reviewed with agency stakeholders to determine whether any of them would 

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 m~intenance 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.1.1 

10 Note that there are a number of smaller California cities (such as Berkeley; Santa Monica, and Palo Alto) lhat consider chudcare 
provision In their needs assessment of community facilities, and require deveilopers to accommodate their fulr share of future 
childcare.needs. . 
11 AECOM, "Financing San Francisco's Urban Forest- The Benefits and Costs of a Comprehensive Street Tree Program: October 
2.012. Print . . 

San Francisco Jnfrastrudure Level of Seivice Analysis 

March2014 

· 1032 

13 



. . 
Table 3. Common Findings and Infrastructure LOS Metrics 

?:J~~=:~~~~f ~~tf-',;Jf:1.~d,i~~:::i~~:t~~~r¥1tt'.2; ti:. i·~f ;:: ·: .. :: .... ·. ·:. :. : ~j{.:.>." \f :~~·-~~~.~~~~-~~~~i~i~~~~~:.: . · ......... ' .... 

Recreation In additio~ to the longstanding metric of acres per 1,000 • Percent of total land area 

and Open 
resldenls, many cities are also evaluating access and . Distance to nearest park per resident 

Space 
proximity measures. • Acres per 1,000. residents 

• Acres per household 

• Municipal spending per capita 

• Tree canopy coverage 

Childcare Likely because of the primanly private provision, childcare • Childcare spaces per resid~nt 

Facilities 
facifrties are rarely addressed as a ci!y infrastructure • Square foot of childcare fucilifies per child 

requiremenl 12 • Percent of demand accommodation 

Sfreetscape Most cities tend to have qualitative goals associated With • Percent ofStreets With ~idewa!kS 

and Pedestrian streetscape and pedeslrlan Infrastructure - addressing • -Linearfu~ of sidewalk per resident 

Infrastructure 
quality and aesthetics rather than quantity. • Pedestrian Environmental Qualify Index 

Goals to lncrea~ ·pedestrian mode share 13 ~re common, (PEOQ1
' 

without necessarily concrete acfion plans. • Street free provision or canopy coverage 

Right-of-way standaros for new greenfield development are • Customized metrics ·incarporating lighting, 

common but often developed at a M~ster Pl.an or Specilic sidewalk width, separ.ltion from traffic, 

Plan level. adjacent road speed, etc. 

Bicycle Increasing bicyde mode share Was a common goal (Boston, • Percent of streets wi1h bike lanes 

Infrastructure· 
Philadelphia, Portland, and Van~uver). • Linearfeet of bike lane per resident (or per' 

Almost ail cities have developed bicycle master plans with service populalion1
') 

target bicycle networks identified. • Modeshare 

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 Transit LOS is fypicaliy much more difficult to evaluate given • Trans it srore 

Infrastructure 
its complexity. • Modeshare 

Many cities have transit mode share goals (Portland, San • Customized metrics incorporating 

Jose, and Vancouver). headways, trip times, reilability, 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 stuay findings related to infrastructure prioritization and financing ate 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 all transportation trips !h!!t use a given "mode." Walking, bicycle, public transit, and 
p.rtvate vehicles are the most common modes of travel. 

.. 

~"Pedestrian Environmental Quality Index." Program on Hea/lh, Equity and Sustainability. San Francisco Deparbnent of Pubilc 
Health. Web. 31 June 2013. http://www.sfphes.org/elements/24-elements/lools/106-pedestrian-envlronmental-quanty-index 
15 Service population is a unit of measure that encompasses ail local infrastructure users, induding residents and employees. 
Residents are assigned one point, whlle employees are !yplcally assigned 0.5 points to reHec:tlheir lower level of usage. For 
recreation and open space, service population ls calculated by assigning residents one point, and employees 0.19 polnis. Refer to 
!he companion report, San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis (March 2014), and its appendlx report, San Francisco Citywide 
Nexus Analysis- Service Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013) for more de!rul. 
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CURRENT LOS PROVISION EVALUATION 

Using the identified metrics, the infrastructure provision for all categorie5, with the exception of transit 
infrastructure and childcare, 16 were rilapl?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 
distnbuted across the city's 37 neighborhoods. 1Jiese citywide and neighborhood provision maps can help 
infonn how capital funds may be prioritized based on current distribution. · 

·The developed LOS mebic5 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 iype. 

LOS antj Infrastructure Standard Development 

Two tiers of standards are includ~d 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 i.:xisting 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 limitati~ns. The long-term aspirational goals represent an ideal level of 
service for each infrastructure category aos~nt 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 ;:ind bicycle inffastructure, 
in a shorter time frame (2020). The short-tenn targets are intended to ground expectations and help_ ensure 
equm:ible distnbution of infrastrucb..lre; however, the aspirational goals established through policy work.and 

· community-based planning will continue to influence the City's long-tenn infrastructure planning. 

As with the LOS metrics, some departments have already invested q 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 :;hortfall and surplus 
through_out the city. The LOS targets a~e also overlaid on the projected future (2030 or 2020) population to. 
determine the pr?jected s~ortfylll,)f no infrastructure investment was. made. 

Many of the gap analyses are presented at ihe neighborhood level and are ~eant to serve as a high-level 
overview of the distribution of services throughout the city. Given the natwe 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 ihe downtown, open· 
space requirements are nearly impractical to apply where there are few, if any, land acquisition oppoi:ttJnities 
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 cifywid~ indicators and are not geographlCally located. 
17 For a complete list of data sources, see Table 29. The LOS metrics identified for chlldcare are based on citywide demand, and, 
given data Hmltations, cannot be geographically disaggregated. 

San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis 

March 2014 

1034 

15 



-__ I 

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 dearly also serves adjacent neighborhoods. This idiosyncrasy is a function of 
neighborhood-level analysis and is .a reminder that the analysis is an infonnational tool. 

The results of the LOS target evaluation for all of the infrastructure metrics are summarized in Table 4. 

jS 
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Table 4. Summary of LOS Metrics for Five Infrastructure Categories 

Acres of City-Owned Open Space 
1 f 1,000 Se~ce Population Units 4.0 4.0 

(SPU) 

1.1 Acres of Open Space 11,0DO SPU 3.5 

1.2 Acres oflmproved Open Space/1,000 SPU 0.5 

0.7 

% of Infants and Toddiers (0-2) 
1 Childcare Demand Served by 37% •• 100% 

Available Lii;:ensed Slots 

% of Preschool Age Chfldren (3-
2 5) Childcare Demand. Served by 99.6% 100% 

Avallable Licensed Slots. 

Number of Premium (LTS 1, 2) 
51miles 251 miles, 100% 

Network Miles 

2 
Number of Upgraded 

3 Intersections 203 intersections 
Intersections 

3 
Number ofBicycle Parking 

8,800 spaces 58, ODO spaces 
Spaces 

4 
Bicycle Share Program (Bikes + 

0 
300 stations 

A=mpanying Share station} 3,000 bicycles 

~ Transit Infrastructure LOS I.OS 

1 
Transit Crowding (% of Boardings 

NfA NfA 
Relative to Capacity) 

2 
TransitTravel lime (Average 

33.72 NfA 
Minutes perTlip) 

Source:'AECOM, 2013 

4.0 

3.5 

0.5 

37% 

99.6% 

61 miles 

13 intersections 

12,800 spaces 

50stations 
500 bicycles 

I.OS 

85% 

33.60 

566 acres 

55acres 

511 acres 

2,529 spaces 

2,256 spaces 

10miles 

10 intersections 

4,000 spaces. 

50 stations 

500bicydes 

2030 

NfA 

NfA 

1. Projected citywide shortfall is calculated by applying !he shorHe.nn 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 fi:!e infrastru.cture types . 
that has received a significant 'amount of thought, ·public outreach, and 
organization from the City. ~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 poflcies are appended for information. Note that 

the terms parks, parkland, open space, and recreation space are used synonymously in this section to refer to 
recreation and open space. For information, an overview of San Francisco op~n space is mapped, by 
ownership (Figure 1).. · 

Table 5, Recreation and Open Space Guiding and Reference PciUcy Oocumen1s 

Policy Cocument . 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 

Bement (ROSE) Department 2011 
Draft report land 

.• lnformation on existing and proposed open 

space 

Jl:cquisition Polley ~PD 
August 

Adopted • Petinitlon of "passive" ana "active" open space 
2011 . "High-needs area• metrlc definlfion 

Source: AECOM, 2013. 

BACKGROUND. 

Recreation and open space has historically been measured as a ratio of acreage to residents. In 1981, the 
National Park and Recreati~n Association (NPRA) defined what has since become a ubiquitous standard 
recommendation of 10 acres of park; per 1,000 people.18 In recent years, this general rule has been modified by 
planners and municipal governments to reflect more reasonable ratios for densely-populated, built-out cities. 

18 Fogg, George E. National Recreation and ParkAssocialion, Park Planning Guidelines. 1981. 
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Published standards for cities have ranged from 4 to 10 acres per 1,000 residents.19 Sa·n 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 Oncluding county, metro, state, and federal acres within the city limits, such as the 
Presidio}. More tellingly, Sa~ Francisco provides 4.0 acres of city-owned recreation space per 1,000 service 
populauon units and 7.2 total acres per 1 .ooo service population units.21 This measure of provision per service 
population unit more accurately describes San Francisco's LOS, as it includes employees, who also use park 
resources. 

While all case study cities provide context, New York and Vancouver in particular are San Francisco's cohort 
for open space: all three cities are geographically constrained within a small land area and support high 
population densities. San Francisco, at 4.6 city-owned acres per 1,000 residents, falls between New York at 
3.522 and Vancouver at 7.0.23 24 According to a TruSt for Public Land survey, New York provides.4.6 acres of 
total open space per 1,000 residents within the city limits, compared with San Francisco's 8.2. 25 

Another perspective on open space addresses a~ss. 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 roqghly 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, arid 
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 
Francisi:o essentially achieves the standard, the accessibility metric is exduded from this discussjon. 

CASE STUDY COMPARISON: PROVISION AND METRICS 

In a review of LOS metrics and goals for other cities1 the two most frequent metrics consider issues of access 
(distance from parks) and quantity (amount of parks). Both of these metric:S are reflected in RPD's current 
provision policies and goals, which are comparea to the metrics for five case study cities (fable 6, Table 7). 
Note that some cities, such as San Diego, only have goals for "neighborhood anp 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, mo$t cities are performing well relative to their goals and their 
current provision. 

19 Moeller, John. American Society of Planning Officials, standards for Ou'tdoor Recreational Areas. lnfonnation Report No. 194. 
https:t/www.planning.org!pas/at60/report194.hbn?prini=lrue . 
2D City-owned recrealion space includes land owned by RPD, DPW, the Port, and the RedevelopmentAgem:y/Successor Agenc:yto 

. the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency · · 
21 For recreation <,1nd open space; sel1/ice population is calculated by assigning residents one point, and employees 0.19 points. For 
a more complete definition of sel11ice population see fue Service Population Definition in the Appendix (p.83). Refer afso 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 29,000. ac:res of New York City's 38,000 acres of park land ai:e city-owned (The Trust for Public Land, 2011 City 
Park Facts Report, http://www.tpl.orgfpublications/books-reports/ccpe-pubTications/city-park-fads-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, 
resulfing In inflated metrics compared to San Francisco and Vancouver. 
24 These New York and Vancouver metrlcs do not include county, slate, and federal acres within the city limits. 
:zs "2011 City Park Facts Report.•The Trust for Public land. The Trust for Public Land, 1 Nov. 2011. Web. 22 Jul. 2013. 
http:t/www.tpl.org/pubfic:ationsibooks-reportslccpe-publications/city-park-factS-report-2011.html 
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Table 6. Current LOS Provision Comparison - Recreation and Open Space12 

San Francisco : Philadelphia ·Portland ! San Diego , San Jose l Vancouver 

;. ·. Over 200 ci!:Y- . 60% of residents . 70% of residents • 2.8 acres per . NIA · • 92% of residents ·.. . . 
: owned parks live Withln 10 within 3 miles of 1,000 residents live within 5 

_. ?.B.?o-a~~:of minutes I 0.5 mi fulH;eniice for neighborhood minutes of green 

·open.space of open space community and community space 

-w\fhir.i ·city limits.· center parks, subject to 
.·: .3,600 acres 

0

0f 0 

:. • 75% of residents •equivalencies" 

acii~'.":spa~ : : wilhin 0.5 mi of a as detennined at 
.. .. park the community : 

plan level 

- 6.6acres/1,000 . . . . .: 
• 7 .2 acres / 1,000 • 24.6 acres I . 35.9 acres/ . 16.5 acres/ • 6.97 acres I 

· resid.enls (per residents 1,000 residents 1,000 residents 1,000 residents ·1,000 residents 

· :Trust,_for Pubiiie (Intermediate - (Intermediate- (without regional 

Llind Data) Low density city) Law density city) parks) 

• 8.1 a~res per 

1,000 ~e~idf;'nts · 

'(per RPO data) 

Source: Various ci1y agencies · 

1. Only select cities are induded (see Table 30 for addffional cities). 

2. .Data on acres ofopen space per 1,000 residents is from the Trust for Public Land, "Acres of Parldand per 1,000 Residents, by 

City." http://cityparksurvev.tpl.org/reportslreport displav.asp?rid=4 

Table 7. City LOS ~pirational Goals Comparison - Recreation and Open Space 

San Francisco1 Philadelphia . · Portland · , San Diego .. · · San Jose : Vancouver · 
.-;:~ o· ifJJn'~~ ( o .5.. : 75% of residents 100% of 2.8 acres per 31 acres i;ier 100% of 

: mi.a~to · :· live within 1 o residents within 3 · 1,000 residents 1,000 residents residents within 

. :. bpen: spaf:e far .. ·. minutes I 0.5mi miles ofa of neighborhood . 3.5 acres of 5-min walk to 
• ·-i • , • 

of open space by community and community community . ·~II re_sjdents ·:.- . green space, by 

•. o .. 5 ap-iis P,er.." . 2025 center parks serv(ng parks per 2020 ..... 
' Add 500 acres 100% of 35 acres per 1,000 residents · . 1,000 residents. . . Plant 150,000 

. :wtthl~-~ ci.~~i·:· by2015 residents within 1,000 residents new trees by 

· -:rad.ius 10 acres per 0.5 mi of a park for all parks, 2020 
...... -. ·. 

1,000 residentii • By 2020, 1,870 indudjng ·. 
.. more acres of region<1l 

park 

Source: Various city agencies 

1. Only cities with relevant LOS metrics are inducted (see Table 31 for additional cllies). 

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE LOS METRICS 

Two metrics were identified to measure recreation and open space infrastructure LOS. The two mebics are 
intended to measure total type of provision, and distribution anc:f intensity of use. The two LOS mebics 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, an!! Target 

LOS Measure i 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--0wned open space (within City 
limits) per 1,000 service population units, achieved 
either through newly constructed open space or . RPO 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 s~rvice Stacey Bradley, Planner, and 

poP,ulation units Taylor Emerson, Analyst 

0 0.5 acres of improved open sp"!ce per 1,000 
servire population units 

• 4.0 acres of Cily--0~ned open space (within city 
limits) per 1,000 servi~ population unlts, achieved 
either through newly constructed open spare or . RPO 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 ofimproved open space per 1,000 
servire population units 

Note: RPO staff members Dawn Kamalanathan, Planrnng Director, Starey Bradley, Plann!'>r, and Taylor Emerson, Analyst, noted In 
a meeting on November 14, 2013, that RPO 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 ls calculated to be 4.0. RPO staff members also noted that the City 
could feasibly commit to constructing 55 miw 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. Refur to the companion report, the San Francisco Citywide 
Nexus Analysis (March 2014), for a more detailed discussion of capacily Improvements to recreatipn 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 bcith 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 whJch the City can effect 

change. 

RPO staff has set the current citywide LOS of 4.0 acres of City-owned open space per 1,000 service population 

units as both the short-=term LOS target for 2030 and the long-tenn aspirational goal (Figure 2, Figure 3). San 

Francisco's density and expensive land costs limit the creation of new park space. Based on convers9tions with 

RPO staff, RPO's focus is expected to be maintaining existing acreage, improving current acreage, prioritizing 

upgrades, improving areas of need, and constructing a limited amount of new acreage. Of the 4.0 acres of City­

owned open space per 1,000 service population units, 3.5 acres per 1,000 service population units will be 

achieved in open space· acreage and the remaining 0.5 acres per 1,000 service population units will be 

achieved by improving the capacity of existing open space. The companion report, the San Francisco Citywide 

Nexus Analysis (March 2014), ini::iudes 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 Poputation Definition in the Appendix (p.83). 
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Infrastructure Shortfall and Gap Analysis 

No shortfall exists at the current time, giv1m 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 existing open space.28 Given San Francisco's densily 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. RPO staff estimates that they can feasibly commit to constructing 55 new acres of open space by 

2030, and increase the capac;:ity through open space improvements of the re~aining 511 acres.29 

zr 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 !he CltyWide 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 recreatton .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 lo a 
rJayground, or adding an athletic field to alawn par!<. 

Refer to the companion report, !he San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis (March 2014), for a more detalled discussion of 
recreation and open space capacity improvements and the LOS Implications. 
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Citywide Park Provision {io13) 

Total City Open Space {existlngacres) 

. 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 Res[ dents 

Total City-Owned Acres/ 1,000 SPU* 

•Service Popu!atlpn Unit 

G,m 
3,762 

2,975 

8.2 

7.2 
4.6 

4.0 

-· ... :_. ~ ·~:. 
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LEGEND 
County Boundary 
Neighborhoods 

_,,.~ Highways 

Open Space by Ownership 
- Non-City-owned open space 
._ Ci!y-own~d open space 

~ 
NORTH 

0 3,000 

Scale; 1 in di= 6,000 feet 

SOUn:e: San Francisco RPD 

SAN FRAN.c!SGO 
Pl.ANNING DEPARTMEl\lT 

ONESF 
lluildlng Our Future 

AS'COM 

Figure 1. Total Recreation and Open Space by Ownership (2013) 
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Cityvvlde Park Provision (2013) 

Total City-Owned Open Space* (existing acres, 2013) 3,762 

LOS Metric-Acr;es of City-Owned Open Space/ 1,000SPU*"' 

ExistingQtyWide Average (2013) 
Short-term Target {2030) 

Existing Citywide Shortfall (Acres) 
*City-owned open space Includes open space ownerl by RPD, DPW, the Porl; 

and the RedevelopmentAgenr:y/Successor AgencytotheSan Francisco 

"*Service Population Units 

4.0 
4.0 

0 

LEGEND 
County Boundary 
Neighborhood's 

'' . ·--- Higpways 

City-Owned Open Space Per 1,000 
Service Population Unit 
c::J Under 2.0 

NORTH 
0 3,000 

Scalo: ~ Inch~ s,ooo met 

Source: San Francisco RPO 

~ 2.0 - 4.0 (Citywide average, 2013) 
- 4.0-10.0 
- Abo've10.o 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

ONESF 
Building Our Future 
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Figure 2. Total City-Owned Recreation and Open Space per :1,000 Service Population Units (201.3) 
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Citywide Park Provision (2030) 
Toti! dty-Owned Open Space* (existing acres, 2013) 

WSMelrlc-Acres of City-Owned OpenSpace/l,DOOSPU** 

Projected Citywide Average (2030) ... 

3,702. 

Short'.tenn Target (2030) 

3.5 
4.0 

Projected Citywide Shortfall (Acres) 565 
+oty-owned openspaceincludes open spacaowned by.RPO, DPW, the Port;. and the 
Redei.ieJopmentAr#ncy/Sucassor Agenc:ytotheSan Frandsc:o RedevelopmentAgem:y 

+-+service Population Units: 
••~ejected OtywideAverage (2030) assumes;theaddltion of no openspaceac:res. -l-e. 
assumes existing acreace ls malntained wnne populatf Qn gren 

LEGENb 
County Boundary 
Neighborhoods 

•>~~-·. Highways 

City-Owned Open Space Per 1,000 
Service Population Unit 
i:::=:::J Under2.0 

NORTH 

0 3,0QO 

Scala: 1 lnch .= 5,ooo feet 

Soun:e: San Francisco RPO 

~ 2.0 - 4.0 (Short-tenn target, 2030) • 
- 4.0-10.0 
- Above10.0 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING PEPAR.TMEN.T 

ONESF 
Bullding Our furure 
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Figure 3. Total City-Owned Recreation and Open Space per 1,000 Service Population Units (2030) 
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Acres Per 1,000 Adjacent Residents 

Table 9. Acres per 1,000 Adjacent Residents - LOS Provision and Targets 

l.OS Measure \Value '.Source 
• Average of 2.7 acres of open space per 1,ooo 
. adjacent residents 

Current Citywide Average • Median of 0.7 acres of open space per 1,000 adjacent • RPD and Planning Department data 

residents (see Table 29) 

• 135 parks with less !han 0.5 acres per 1,000 adjacent 
residenfs 

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-te[Tli 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 (B.6 acres per 1,000 residents), this citywide indicator 
does not account for the distnbution 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 
citles 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 RPD.targ~t of having all 
residents live within one half mi~e of a park, equivalent to a ten-minute walk. However, as demonstrated by the 
analysis, San Francisco is already dose 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 amountof 
space within a reasonable distance of residents. The 2011 Acquisition Policy includes a discussion of "high 
needs areas," defined as places with a high r;mpulation density relative to open space. Generalfy this is 
quantified as Jess than 0.5 acres per 1,000 people 'within a half mile radius. The LOS target, therefo~e, 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 fpr this metric was performed by attributing census block populations to their nearest park 
(neighborhood boundaries were ignored). Populations wm "typically be within a half-mile of thei~ nearest park, 
given the distribution of parks in San Francisco.31 Satisfying the distance requirement, this metric emphasizes 
the acreage component of the high needs area definition. 

30 Miami has a quarter mile access to open space largel Philadelphia alms to have 75 percent of residents !lvlng 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 DO 
percent of residents live within a quarter mile or 5 minutes of greep space by 2020-see Table 31. · . 
" 1 Analysis by the Plannln~ Department, reported in the ROSE plan, shows_ that lialf-mfle radius buffers around all parks in San 
Franc!sco encompasses almost the entlrely 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 ri::sidents.32 

Because block-level population projections are not available, it is not possible to anticipate 2030 shortfalls. 

Based on this me:tric 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 qu.antity 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 mebic 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 basketba!l 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 addJ!ional data would allow-the city to evaluat~ provision and distribution in greater detail. 

32 The LOS target results in a cifywide average of 2.7· acres per 1,000 adjacent residents (Figure 4).This average seems to satisfy 
the target, but it is imporlant to remember that large parl<s and areas with low populations wiU have hl9h acreages per 1,000 
adjacent reslden~, inflalin.g the average'. The median, by comparison, ls 0.7 acres per 1,000 residents. 

32 
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Citywide Parle Use Intensity (2D13) 
Total Number of Parks Analyzed* 

I.OS Metric- Total Acres/ 1,000 Adjacent Residents 

CurrentCitrwide Median (2Dl3j** 
Short-tenn Target (2030)*** 

Pro]ectei;I CityWide Shortfall (Acres) 

360 

·0.1 

0.5 

100 
*Parks with attributed blocks of zero popula1ion or with no attributable 

blocks excluded; Mission Bay parks. conglomerated 

**Excluded extreme outliers {populations below100; acreages above · 

100), but the average ls stlll lnftated by low population blocks and high 
·acreage parks.135 parks deficienl; although median is above I.OS goal. 

***Per San Francisco RPO 2011Acqu1sitlon Policy 

NB: Half-mile radius drawn a.round five largest parks (Presidio, Golden 
GatE, Lake Merced, John Mclaren, and SFSU) ta include nearby census . 

blocks altlmugh a smaller park may technically be closer. 

LEGEND 
Counly Boundary 
Neighborhoods 

···~,,.., Highways 

Rei:;reation/open space 
Blocks wilh zero population 

Acres of Open Space per 1,000 
Adjacent Residents 
.... . Af or above 0.5 
~ Below0.5 · 

NORlli 

0 3,000 
Scala: 1 Tncli = 6,DOO feet 

Soutee:San Frantjsoo RPD;2010 
Census 

SAN FllANGISCO 
PLANNINQ DEPARTMENT 

ONESF 
Building Our Furure 

AS'COM 

Figure 4: Acres of Park per 1,000 Adjacent ijesldents by Block 
San Francisco Infrastructure Level of S~rviceAnalysis 
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5 .. CHILDCARE FACILITIES 

Whife-.fhe 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 ccimplex 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 

San Francisco Child Care 

Needs Assessment 

San 

Francisco 
1-------------i Child Care 

San Francisco Citywide Plan 

for Early Care and Education 

and Out of School lime 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

BACKGROUND 

Planning and 

Advisol)' 

Council 

(CPAC) 

2007 

May 
2012 

Final report 

Rnal report 

• ChTidcare provision by geography 

• Demand by low-income households (under 70% 
SMI) 

• Summar)'. of childcare provision and areas of 
need 

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 ctiildren, 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 catego1fos as well: licensed childcare and unlicensed childcare. 

Unlicensed childcare can be more formal care, like programs through boys and girls clubs arid RPD, 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.chirdcare in a childcare facility-whic::h 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 ..;,,here the homeowner 

. provides childcare. FCCH capacity is lower, with a maximum of 12to1.4 children. Typically,'FCCHs care for a 

mixed-age group of children. 

Because both centers and FCCHs require lic::ensing from the City, and beeause the City only provides capital 

funding to licensed facilities, the discussion of City c::hildcare will be confined to licensed childcare. Fmthermore, 

since school-age care is largely provided within schools - that is, facilities built by the school district (a legally 

separate publi~ entity) and facilities generally not expanded for childcare independent of school groWth - the 

discussion of City childcare will fm:us 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 c::ost 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 Tl)e aim of Proposition His 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~. includil'!g those who work within the city 

and those who work outside of the cij.y. A lesser p,ortion 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. Generaily, 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 induded in the appendix (Chi!dcar~ Demand Calculations). All childcare demand values 

used in this setj: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. 
>+Dobson, Graham. Message to the author. 14 May 2013. Email: . . 
35 United States. OffiC!J of Early Care and Education. San Francisco ChTid Care Planning and Advisory Council (CPAC). 'San 
Francisco Citywide Plan for Early' Care and Education and Out of School Time: CPAC, 2012. Print 
36 San Francisco Public Schools. "Pubflc Education Enrichment Fund (PEEF)." Web. 22 Jul. 2013. http:/lwww.sfusd .. edu/en/about-

. sfUsd/inltiatives-and-planslvoter-initiativesfpublic-educa!ion-enrlchment-fund.hlml · 
•
37 PFA is supported federally by Obama's PFA lnifialive in the 2014 budget Several studies complement the universal preschool 
initiative, showing !hat preschooled chTidren tend to score higher on tes!s and attain higher education levels. 

3B 

1055 

San Francisco lnfraslructure Level of Service Analysis 

Marcn2014 



AECOM 

CASE STUDY COMPARISON: PROVISION AND METRICS 

Considering childcare as infrastructure is a relatively new policy direction (in comparison. to streets and sewers, 
fur example}, it is less frequently addressed directly by city policies. In a survey of case study cities, only 
Vancouver indicated a City-led commitment to increasing the available childcare provision by a quantified 
number of slots (150 spaces~ (fable 12}. A number of California cities, however, also consider the provision 
of childcare as an important community asset, induding 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 (fable 11 }. . . 

• 19% of all children have access to 

Source: Various city agencies. 

1. Only select cities are included (see Table30 for additional cities). 
2. Refer to the appendix (Childcare Demand Calculations) fur 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 Caplfal Plan: Investing in our City.' City of Vancouver, n.d. Web. 22 July 2013. 
http:l/vancouver.ca/files/cov/capital-plan-2012-2014.pdf . 
39 Although few cities have explicit, quantified goals fur 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 educatlon. Quality 
childcare has been linked to developmental benefits, and societies at large benefit from the cognitive, linguistlc, 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-qualify 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?" lnslitute for Research on Poverty, Special Report 
No •. 78 (2000). Web. 19 Sept. 2013. http:Ilwww.Irp.wisc,edu/pubilcations/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 seived by available slots 

While most short-term LOS metrics target 2030, chikfcare short-term targets use 202~ 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 te) decline slightly. As such, 2020 is used as a target date so that near term childcare needs are 
met The Childcare metrics and demand projections may be·revisited at reasonable inteivals 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 Dema.nd Served by Available Slots . 

Table 13. Percent of Infant I Toddler Childcare Demand Served by Available Slots - LOS Provision and 
Targets · 

~;~~~~~~s~f~~1:z:.~~:i1.l~~~.; .. :s~:i)~a1~~~~1;\~::~~~~~7.~~~r~~;.;t.!P~;~::~::::;:·:::~f; .. ~t~Nt.:.~~~· 1~~~~r~e;{:;i:: : ;' '·: ~-; '·~<. ·=+·.·::{t : :::.' 
• Michele Rutherford, Program 

• Wrth almost 3,000 slots, 37 percent of infant f toddler Manager for San Francisco HAS 1 

Current Citywide Average cl)ildcare demand can be accommodaled in existing • AECOM's childcare demand 

slots estimates (referto the appendix: 

Childcare Demand Calculations) 

. Slots to accommodate 100 percent oflnfant I toddler I 

Long-term Aspirational Goal 
childcare demand 

• CPAC, OECEstaff 

• Slots to accommodate 37 pe:rcent 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 exlsting infant and toddler slots via eman to Harriet Ragozin of KMA 

on 15 November2013. 

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, t!Je Office of Early Childcare and Epucation (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 flnancial 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 facilitjes. Even if OECE did di~ectly 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 
ro,mmitment to keeping enrollment costs affordable. 

A m~re realistic LOS target identified by the City (OECE staff) is to maintain the ·current provision level. The 
. current number of spcices 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 202.0. 

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. Servini:J 37 P.ercent of this demand, as per the level of service, would require 
approxirnately.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 Slois - LOS Provisfoi:t and Targets 

~:~a~·!'n..~~~~~;, -:~<: .. '.··:;:~-:: .. :>~r~~IU~:.:-\ ~~ : .. --·:/ ~~: ~-: ...... -: :-:-. ·· .. -,:·'. :.-.--. : .. ::~ .. :~::~. -~~ _,,, r :~9.~·;~; ;-. :. :- :_-;,: .~ ,;-.;.\ .- : -... :. · :.. .. . · .. · .. -.: . Michele Rutherford, ~rogram Manager 

• With almost 15,000 slois, 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 Calculatlons) 

Long-term Aspirational Go~I • · Slots to a~mmodate 100 percent of preschoolers · . CPAC, OECE staff 

Short-term T aryet • Slots to a~mmodate 99.6 percent of preschoplers; • CPAC, OECE staff 
target is to maintain ()xisting 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, atfordable prescliool 
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 !eyel, at 99.6 percent of 
preschooler childcare ~ernand. Should a PFA initiative pass, the City (and/or the Schoof 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 tlme, given that the metric target is based on maintaining tlie current provision 
into the future. By 2020, ~iven population projections, there would be an additional new preschooler childcare 
demand for 2,256 slots. Serving 99.6 percent of this demand, as per the level of service, would require 2,247 
additional preschooler childcare slots to be provided. · 
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6. STREETSCAPE AND 
PEDESTRIAN 
INFRASTRU·CTURE 

Streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, like recreation and open space, 

is one of the infrastructure types that has received a significant amount of 
·thought, public outreach, and organization from the City. This section will 

explore the components of streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, such 

as sidewalk width, street trees, intersection safety, lighting, and bulb-outs, 

as potential metrics. However, given the data gaps and qimplexities 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 D~cuments 

Policy Document · ! Issuing Departmenf : .Year. · .-. ~ ' . . . . '· 

San Francisco Better 

Slreets Plan (BSP) 
· Pl;mning Department 

Rnancing San 
DPW, 

Francisco's Urban 

Forest Planning Department 

DPH, 

SFMTA, Planning 

Department, 

Walk First San Francisco 

county 

Transportation 

Authortty 

Source: AECOM, 2013 
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December 

2(110 

~ciober 

2012 

October 

2011 

; Docum_ent : 
Status . Key Contributions 

.. 

. 

• Overview of recolIJmended slreetscape and 
pedeshian infrastructure elements 

• Sidewalk width recommendations by street 
Adopted· typology 

• Street tree spacing recommendation . 
• Lighting provision recommenda1ions 

• Survey of existing sheet frees 
Final report • street tree growth plan 

Draft policy_ lo 

be Included Jn 

update of 
• High-injury denslfy corrldor maps and scaling 

Transportation 
• Pedestrian Improvement prforitization 

Element of the 

. General Plan 
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BACKGROUND 

The 2010 San Francisco Better Streets Plan (BSP), along with Section 2.4.13 of San Francisco's Public Works 
Code, articulates the concept of "complete streets~ for San Francisco.40 Wrth 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 ameniti~s. affordir:ig 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 pen::ent of all city sidewalks meet the minimum width cited in the , 
BSP .41 By comparison, the recommended width~ range from 9 feet on alleys to 24 feet on park edge streets. 
Currently, roughly 75 percent of all city sid!:)Walks 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 pedesbian environment in a 
number of ways: Tree-fined 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 p1pperty 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 apprnximately 105,000 trees in the right-of-way in San Francisco planted along more than 1,000 
centerline miles of streets. DPW targets planting 55,000 new street trees by 2030, resulting in 160,000 total 
street trees_.<12 As a point of comparison, Vancouver, with a land area of roughly equal size to San Francisco, 
currently has an estimat~d 140,000 street trees and plan~ 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 detennine high injury intersections. San Francisco's WalkFirstinitiative, developed 
by the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH), defines so-called "high injury" corridors, based on 

.(0 Complete Streets are defined as streets which "are safe, comfortable, and convenient for travel for eveiyone, regardless ofage or 
ability- motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, and pubUc 1ransportafion riders.• Metroporrtan Transportation Commission, "MTG One Bay 
Area Grant Complete streets PolicyDevelopmentWorkshop." 16 October 2012. Section 2.4.13 of San Francisco's Public Worlts 
Code outlines San Francisco's eample!e streets policy, including the construction oftransii:, bicycle, stormwater, an~ pedestrian 
Improvements. Pedestrian environment Improvements include sidewalk lighting, pedestrian safety measures, traffic calming devices, 
landscaping, and other pedestrian elements listed as defined In the Better Streets Plan. · 
~1 AECOM internal analysis based on DPW database of sidewalk widths. Note that irr 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. Nole also that data is not available for' all ci!y streets. This study reeommends further da!a 
colleciion. · 
42 AECOM, "Financing San Francisco's Urban Forest- The Benefits and Costs of a Comprehensive Street Tree Program." Oc:tober 
2012. Print 
.\3 Canada. City of Vancouver. •Greenest City 2020 Action Plan: City ofVancotNer, 2012. Web. 22 Jul. 2013. 
http://vancouver.ca/fi!es/cov/reoor!-GC2020-lmplementation-20121016.pdf . 
4 Million Trees NYC. "Million Trees NYC, MTNYC, 2013. http://www.million!reesnxc.orn/hlrnl/home/home.shtml 
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· spatial Injury data. In DPH's approach, high ir;ijury conidors, defif]~d by number, severity, and density of injuries 

serve as a proxy for identifying intersections that operate at a deftcil 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 Wher.e risks to pedestrians are high, a variety of treatments can be assess~d 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. 

Streetiighting 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 poorty-lit or unlit sidewalks. Adequate 

lighting makes pedestrians feel more comfqrtable whi'le walking at night, and reduces crime along the streel 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 perfomied. 

Bulb-outs are extensions of the sidewalk into the parking lane, either at corners or mid-block !<?cations. 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 suppor:t analysis of bulb-outs. 

CASE STUDY COMPARISON: P.ROVISION 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, arid measurement of mode share splits {Table 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 exten~ively discuss 

design guidelines and street~cape quality. 

Table 16. Current LOS Provision Comparison -Streetscape and Pedestrian lnfrastruCture 

have sidewalks coverage over 

~ 55 frees I mile of streets 

cily street • 1,900 miles of 
sidewalk 

Source: Varlous ctty agencies 
1. Only select cities are included {see Table 30 for additional cities). 

45 Lily Langlois, Planner with tf:ie San Francisco Planning Department in an email _dated.December 12, 2013. 
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. Increase 

goals mode share must maintain pedestrian mode 

• Quaritative from8.6%to citywide ave.rage San Jose should share (66% of all 

objectives, and 12% by2020 for proportion of have a trips to be by 

,design. Keep70% of arteriafs 'with continuous bike, walk, or 

guidelines assets in good sidewalks sidewalk transit by 2040) 

repair 35% of c:anopy network By 2014, 2km of 

• Increase tree coverage over • Eveiy street additional 

coverage to 30% streets should be sidewalk 

(by adding • 150 additional complete-.md 

300,000 trees by miles of trails accommodate 

2025) pedestiians and 

bikes 

Source: Various city agencies 

1. Only cities with relevant LOS mi;trics are inciuded (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, 

pedesbian signals, etc.) and because data fur many of these elements is generally unavailable, an alternative 

proxy metric has been developed to evaluate current and future provision of streets~ape and pedesbian 

infrastructure. The proxy metric used in this analysis is: 

Square feet of improv~d sidewalk per service population unit46 

'Improved sidewalk' is a term that encompasses sidewalk space and any amenities in that space, suth as 

lighting; street.trees, bulb-outs, arid sidewalk furniture. While the proscription for streetscape elements.is not 

uniform across San Francisco Q.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 metric is discussed in the following sub-sections • 

.is For streetscape and pedestrian infiastructure, service population is calculated by assigning residents one point, and employees 
0.5 points. For a more complete definition of service population see the Service Population Definition in the Appendix (p.83). Refer 
also to the companion report, San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis (March 2014), and its appendix report, San Francisco 
Citywide Nexus Analysis- SeNice Population Concept Me0orandum (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 

i.os Mea5ure · .. ; Value : ·~ ·· ; Source .. 

Current Citywide Average • 103 square feet of sidewalk per servlce population • Planning Department and DPW data 
unit (see Table 29) 

• . 88 square feet of improved sidewalk per service 
Long-term Aspirational Goal population unit (improve all existing sidewalk • Planning staff 

provision)". · 

• 88 square feet of improved sidewalk per ~eivice 
· Short-term Target population unit (improve all existing sidewalk . Planning staff 

provision) 

Citywide, San Francisco currently supplies 11.5 million square feet of sidewalk~ or 103 square feet of sidewalk 
per service population unit The LOS ranges greatly across different neighborhoods. The Rnancial 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 unil 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 populfltion 
density, provides a goo~ 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 LO~ 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 Short/all and Gap Ana{ysis 

The short-tenn (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 
stree1!icape and pedestrian infrastructure. 

It sh~uld be made ci_ear that this metric is intended to help set a framework for continued streetscape 
infrastructure evaluation. To develop this ·metric in~o 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 mTifion square feet of streetscape and pedesltian infraslruciure, given population growth through 2030 to 
1,391,049 service population units, yields a LOS of 88 square feet per service population. Population and employment projeciions 
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). Nole that In some streetscape and pedestrian lnfias!n.lcture 
improvement projects, such as bulb-out construction or sidewalk widening, square footage will be added to the existing 115 mlllion 
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 s!ree!scape improvements 
wlll maintain the exis1lng square footage. The consultant recommends coUectlng robust data on stree!scape square footage across 
the City, consideting both existing square footage, projected square footage (v!a planned streetscape improvement prnjec:ts), and 
actual post-construction square. · 
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streetscape development in San Francisco contains all of the components important for a safe, walkable, and 
healthy streetscape. Defining 'improved sidewalk' with quantitative measures of lights per block, bulb-outs per 
intersection type, pedesbian signalization per intersection type, and so on, and collecting data per street 
segment, would allow a more precise definition of streetscape and pedesbian LOS. The BSP demonstrates the 
City's commitment to improving streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure· (although the precise set of 
improvements will differ across projects, locations, and street types)48

, and 'AECOM r~commends 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 Ca.n be defined that can better track the 
effect of streetscape improvement projects on '!he streetscape and pedesbian infrastructure provision. 

PRa°POSED 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· pro~sion evaluation: 

Inventory of sidewalk improvement elem,_ents on a block-by-block ba,sis 

Ccilleciion 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. 

"" In some cases, given the site conditions, baflic: patterns, bunt environment constraints, street lype, and existing c:ondi!ions, the 
streetsc:ape and pedestrian infrastructure Improvements may be a Do Nothing scenario. 
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Citywide Sidewalk Provision (2013) 
Total Sidewalks* (Milllon Square feet) 
Total Improved Sidewalks (Square Miles) 

LOS Metric- Sq,;,.., FeetofSidewalkPerSPU** 
C:UrrentCitywide Average {2013) 
Short-term target (2030)-Sq. ft. of Improved Sidewalk Per SPU 

ExlstingCitywi de Shortfall (Square Feet) 

4.1 

88 

•Based on slde.r.ralkdata from DPW. Where data gaps exrst; AECOM assumed Sidewalks on 
only oneslde of the street and sldewalks wJ!h the average sidewalk width (lOft). 

**Service Population Unlt 
>ttt Improved sidewalk denotes sidewalk that, although notcons1srentor llnifo~ in 
provislol\ has some.pedestrian amenftii!S (trtts# lighfing. bulb-outs, etc), ra1herthanjust 

avement 

LEGEND 
County Boundary 
Neighborhoods 

<..."~;.-~~: Highways 

~ - I Feet 
0 3,000 6,000 

NORTii Scale: 1lnch~6,000feet
0 

Source: DPW, Planning 

ONESF 
Bulla111g Our Future 

AS'COM 

Figure 5. Square Feet of Sidewalk Area per Service Population Unit (2013) 
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7w BICYCLE 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Bicycle infrastructure complements the othertransportation 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 · 
~ive background on the bicycle network in San Francisco, propose targets 
for bicycle network provision, and evaluate these targets. The policies 
referenced in this section are included in Table 19 below. This section relies 
heavily on the SFMTA Bicycle Strategy.49 

Table 19. Key Bicycle lnfra~tructure Guiding Policy Documents 
.. 
Poiicy pocument . Issuing Docu~e!lt Status . Key Contributions . Department. Year 

San Francisco Bicycle 
• Overview of existing bicycle network 

SFMTA June2009 Adopted • Overview of bicycle network 
Master Plan 

' objeciives and planned development 

Internal policy document; 

December 
basis for Z014 GIP project • Overview o~ existing bicycle network 

SFMTA Bicycle.Strategy SFMTA list {pending adoption of • 3 potential scenarios for expansion of 
2012 

GIP project list in April lhe bicycle network 

2014) '. 

Source: AECOM, 2013 . 

. . 
BACKGROUND 

The City currently ·manages roughly 216 miles of bicycle network on the City's 1,030 centerline miles of road, 
with a bicycle mode share of approximately 3.5 p_ercent. 50 In the past, the bicycle network has been classified 
according to the traditional Class I, II, O! system which distinguishes bike routes by their decreasing levefof 
separation from vehicle traffic. In consultation with the SFMTA, this traditional engineering classification system 

49 San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, "SFMTA Bicycle Strategy." January 2013. Print While fuis doc:ument is stm a 
draft, SFMTA staff dire'cted lhe consultant to use!! because SF!IJITA is developing the GIP project fistto 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 itwOI be taken tolhe board forCIP approval in April 2014. · 
su Mode share represents the percentage ofall trips made by a parlir;ular mode- I.e. 3.5 pen:ent of all trips are made by blcytle. 
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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. sz 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; LTS 2 represents 
bikeways comfortable for most adults and experienced children; LTS 3 represents bikeways comfortable for 
intermediate and experienced adult riders, termed "enthw;iastic and confident"; and LTS 4 represents bikeways 
comfortable only for "strong and fearless" riders. The classification is b<!sed on a variety of fact0rs including 
proximity to rail, speed of adjacent traffic, type of existing facility, interaction with express buses, and proximity 
to highway on-ramps. While the existing bicycle network is approximately at full bl:Jild-oilt, 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. fl/lode share measures tbe percentage of all 
transportation trips fr]at use a given "mode" - in this (A.Se, the percentage of. all trips made by bicycle. As not~d 
above, San Francisco currently has a bicycle mode share of approximately 3.5 percent,. which it aims to 
increase to between 8 and1 O 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 deferisibly 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 bicyde 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 fend to evaluate their bicycle infrastructure 
provision either through the amount or length of bike lanes, or through a measurement of bicycle mode share 
Cf able 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 bicycl~ 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, SeniorTransportatlon Planner at SFMTA, via email received May 8:2013. 
52 San Francisc:o's Comfort Index is modeled off of the Level of Traffic Street (!..TS) designation developed by the Mineta 
Transpoffi!tlon Institute. 
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bike network 20% of streets 

have bike 

network (2012) 

of bike network network 

• 1.6% of street 

Amert can network 

Bicyclists' 

Bicycle Frtendly 

Community 

pmgram 

• Over 100 miles 

of bike network 

Source: Various city agencies. 

• 128 miles of bike 

network (2009) 

1. Only select cities are included (see Table 30 for additional cities). . . 

10% of all trips 

by bike by 2025 

Plan to cover the 

entire city and 

regional network 

bicycle networl<I 

1,000 residents 

Source: Various city· ;igencies 

2030 (33% of 

street network 

with bikeways) 

Obtain Bike ·· 

Friendly City 

status 

• 0.70 miles of 

bicycle networl<I 

1,000 residents · 

accidents 50% 

by2020 

• Increase bike bike network by 

mode share from 2030 

1.6% to 6-5% • ·All areas must 

• League of maintain citywide 

American average for bike 

Bicyclists lane miles per 

"Pla!fnum" (2013). 1,000 

• 70% of assets in households 

good repair 

• Reduce VMT by 

10% 

• 0.36 miles of 

bicycle network/ 

1,000 residents 

• 1.08 miles of 

bicycle network/ 

1,000 residents 

1. Only cities with relevant LOS metrics are Included (see Table 31 foradditlonal cities}. 

BICYCLE INFRASTRUCTURE METRICS 

• 100% of buses 

are bike­

accesslble 

mode share 

Expand "all ages 

and abilities• bike 

network 

Provide 

additional bike 

parking 

• 328 total miles in 

bike network as 

near-term goal 

• 0.54 miles of 

bicycle networl<I 

1,000 residents 

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 10 percent mode share. The Bicycle Strategy, 
created through the diligent and thoughtM work of the SFMT A, outlines th~ steps Sf'MTA must take to achieve 
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their goal. For this reason, no new bicycle infrastructure metrics are proposed; instead, the scenarios propos~d 
by SFMTA are adopted as targets for bicycle infrastructur~, 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 SFMT A Bicycle Strategy,.which represents the full realization of the desired bike 

l!efwork for San Francisco. This scenario would cost over $600 million, increasing bicycle mode share to more 

than 15 percenl The short-term targets are based on the "Bicycle P/an,Plus" Scenario and represent a more 

reasonable goal by 2018. The targets are expected to cost roughly $60 million by 2018, helping to increase 

bicycle mode share to betWeen 8 and 10 percent 53 

53 United States. San Francisco Municlpal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). "SFMTA Bicycle Strategy." SFMTA, Dec. 2012. Print 
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Bicycle Network Provision (2.013) 

Total Bicyde Network (Miles) 

LTS 1 
L15 2 

LTS3 
LTS4 

LOS Metric-% Premium Facilities* within Bike Network 

Current Citywi.de Average (2013) 

Short-term Target (2018) ** 
Projected Citywide Shortfall (Miles of Bikeway) 

*Premium facilities are bikeways of class LTS 1 or LTS 2 

**Percentage accounts for 10 new miles of planned blkeways 

216 

16 

35 

121 

44 

24% 

27% 
10 

LEGEND 
Counly Boundary 

-- Neighborhoods 

·.-: '-- Highways 

~ 
NDRlli 

- I Feet 
0 3,000 6,000 

Scale: 1 Tnch = 6,DOD feet 

Source: San Franclsl}O MfA 

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 forintennedlate and experienced adults) 
l:..TS 4 {Tolerated only by the 'strong and fearless') 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING OE>.ARTMElllT 

ONESF 
lluildlngOar Future 

AE'COM 

Figure 6. Bicycle Network Provision by Comfort Index (2013) 
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Table 22 summarizes the individual long-term infra~truciure·goals and short-tenn targets for each element 

Table 22. Bicycle Infrastructure- Network Provision a~d TargetS 

lnfra~tructure Measure ; Value ; Source 

Preini~m ·N~~fk.iVni~S. 
.. . .. .. . ·~ .. -: . .. . . .. :~ -:-..;·:;;:·. : ·:-. ::· .. . :· ..... < 

.. ··.· . ..... . .. . .. .. ..... .·.· . . 

Current Citywide P.rovision . 51 mues . SFMTA Data (see Table 29) 

Long-tenn Aspirational Goal 
. SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, p21, . 251 miles (200 addijional miles) System Build-out Scenario, 

Short-tenn Target (2018) 
. SFMTA B~cycle Strategy, p21, . 61 miles (10 additional miles) Bicycle Plan Plus Scenario 

Upgraded lntersectioijs _::. _ ' .:• .. . .. ·.· ·' ·•.· : .. : .. 
" ... ·. ... ' 

. . 

Current Citywide Provision . 3 !nlersections . SFMTA Bicycle Strategy 

. Long-term Aspirational Goal 203 intersections (200 additional inlerseciions) 
. SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, p21, . 

System Bw7rJ..out Scenario, 

Short-tenn Target (2018) 
. SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, p21, . 13 intersections (10 addmonal interseciions) Bicycle Plan Plus Scenario 

· Bicyde Parking $paces. .. ., . . ' ' .. .• : ·. .. -:: ... .. .. ,. -
Current Cily.wide Provision . 8,800 spaces . SFMTA Bicycle Strategy 

Long-term Aspirational Gcial 
. SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, p21, . 58,QOO spaces (50,000 additional spaces) System Bu!ld--out Scenario, 

Short-term Target (2018) 
. SFMTA Bicycle.Strategy, p21, . 12,800 spaces (4,000 additional space) Bicycle Plan Plus Scenario 

Bicycle sijaring Program· . 
. . : .. --~· •_:t :--· . . .. . . , . -..; _. . .. ··: ·' .. ....... . 

Current Citywide Provision . O bicycles (a~d 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 Sliortfall and Gap .Analysis 

Assuming the proposed improvements iake 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 iargets set by the Bicycle Plan Plus sc_enalio 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 mope share.54 The following section provides a 
background on San Francisco's tran!>it infrastructure and reviews 
prevjously 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 
. . 

P 1. D t Issuing · · y . Document K C t .b 1• o icy ocumen Department ; ear · Status · ey on ri u ions 

San Francisco 

Transportation Sustainability SFMTA 

Fee Nexus Study . 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

BACKGROlJND 

March 

2012 
Draft report 

~ Tran~it performance metrics and targets 
(both bansit 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 Frandsco's transit system. The evaluation of fic\nsit infrasbucture 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 tra\,'el time (fable 24). 

While these make helpful goals, none of the cities reviewed make their current provisi_on of these metrics 
readily available (fable 24) making it difficult to evaluate hoy.r well ~ey are currently providing transit 
infrastructure. In its Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study, SFMTA measures two of these common 
rrietrics, which are directly appli~d in this study. 

M Mode share represents Iha percentage ~fall trips made by a particular mode-in !his case, the percent of all trips made by 
transit 
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greater than 100% 

• 19% transit commuting 

mps 

Source: Various crty agencies 

transit trips shorter than 

30 minutes (compared 

to 8% currentl 

• NIA 

··:: . ~.. · .... _ . . . ·: . - ... · . .,:· - . 

• Increased ridership and • Increase transit mode 

having an attractive; 

convenient transit 

system 

share 

1. Only cities with relevant LOS metrics are included (see Table 30 and Table 31 for addillonal 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 Gity's success in meeting its target LOS. While these two metrics were specifically applied to 

develop an appropriate nexus, SFMTA supports the l!Se of the metrics for LOS evaluation as well. Because of 

the nature of transit travel in San Francisco, both· of these metf!cs 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·trqvel demand model, but 

together these two me!Iics 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 T ransportatlon 

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 

56 
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AECOM 

vehicle includes the total number of seats as well as additi~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 hne 
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 taryets a transit system load factor of too percent.55 

Infrastructure Shortfall and Gap Anagrsis 

lndivjdual route and existing citywide information is not available for this metric. Additional infoIJTJation on the 
system-wide shortfall will be available once the transit system evaluation process currently unde/Way is 
completed. · 

Transit Travel Time 

SFMTA uses transit travel time as useful metric to evaluate the transit system's perfonnance. The mebic helps 
account for impacts of development on the system, and is used in transit policy and planning. The mebic is 
calculated by dividing total person transit time by fatal transit hips. 

Table 26. Transit Travel Time -.Network Provision and Targets· 

LOS Measure Value Source· -

l?Jrrent Citywide Average • 33.7 minutes per average travel time 
" San Francisco Transportation 

Long-terrn 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 trayel time 

As of 201 O, the average system-wide transit travel tii:ne was approximately 33. 7 minutes. This is a door-to-door 
measurement and includes walking to a transit stop, waiting for the vehicle, and walking from the stop to the 
destination. 56 

By 2030, SFMTA is aiming for an average transit travel time ~f 33.6 minutes, roughly the same as it now 

provides ... 

Infrastructure Shortfall and Gap Analysis· 

The transit travel time provided in 2010 wa~ se~n 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 increas-ed development and 
service population within San Francisco. · 

55 United States. City of Portland. PorHand Bureau ofTransportation. 'Transportation System Plan, Chapter 5- Modal Plans and 
Management Plans.· City of Portland, 4 May 2007. Web. 22 Jul. 2013. http://www.portlandoregon.gov/transoortation/artlcie/370479 
5!! Cambridge Systema!lcs, Inc., Urban Economics, et al. "San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus study." March 
2012.. Prinl 
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·g_ SOCIOECONOMIC 
·VULNERABILITY 

AECOM 

While the metrics pri:sented 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"vulnerabilily." 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 cornm~nities. 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 (65-1-) • 
5. Minority population (>50% non-white) 

The results of the individual socioeconomic indicators are presented by neighborhood in the Appendix (fable 

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.5~ 

571n 201 o, the ~ilywide unemployment rate was 7 percenl One hundred and fifty percent of the cilywide average is 11 percent (201 O 
·ACS).. . . 

58 Wrth an average household size of3.0 people, !he cilywlde 80 percent AMI for 2010 was $71,550. Source: htto://sf­
moh.orq/Modu!es!ShowDdcumentaspx?documentid:=.4614 
59 In 201 O, the cityWide youth (0-14) rate was 11 percenl One hundred and fifty percent of the cilywide 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.51 

As highlighted i(I Figure 7, the City's most vulnerable tracts are disproportionately cc:>ncentrated in Bayview, 

Excelsior, Visitacion Valley, and Chinatown neighborhoods. These areas may receive special consideration to 
ensure that their infulstructure needs are met. 

60 In 201 o, the citywide elderly (65+) rate was 14 perrenl One hundred and fifty percent of the citywide average is 20 percent 
1source: 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-Eamomic Indicators of Vulnerability 

a Unemployment rate 

b Household income 

c Age-youth population (0..14) 
d Age - elderly pnpulatlon (65+) 
e Minority population (>50% nori-white) 

LEGEND 
County Bouridary 
Neighborhoods 

•£: ·" '·' Highways 

Socio-Economic Vulnerability 

NORTH 

0 3,000 

Scale: 1 inch ~ 6,000 feet . 

Source: US Census Bureau, 201 D 

c::::J Census tracls omitted from analysis (ACS data gap) 
G::'O 5 (Most Vulnerable; no tract-achieves score of 5) 
l:'··--·J 4 
l[~'l'tj 3 
~ 2 

- 1 SAN FRANC!SCll 
- 0 (Least Vulnerable) PLANNINlli DEPARTMENT 

ONESF 
Buncfmg Oµr Future 

AS'COM 

Figure 7. Socio-Economic Vulnerability (2013) 
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10. PROJECT 
PRIORITIZAT-ION-, 
.FINANCING, AND NEXT 
STEPS 

Findings from Case Stu~ies 

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 priorffization.62 Wrth a few exceptions, infrastruct1:ire improvements are fypically 

prioritized at the department level rather than at the city level and are based on master plans or other guiding 

policy documents.identifying "need" areas, funding availability, and construction or location synergies with other 

projects. Given financial constraints, improvements tend to be reactive and opportunistic rather than proactive 

or guided by clear prioritization; Improvements can also be tied to major developm~nt projects that cannot 

move forward without infrastructure improvements to support the project.63 These can be performed o~ a case. 

by--case basis or through a development fee program which allows cities to charge development for the 

increase~ demand it will put on city infrastructure. 

Of the reviewed cities, Vancouver, Portland, and San Diego prqvide 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 oui:look plan, (2) a 3-year capital plan, and (3) an annual cap~al-budgel Most interesting is the 

level of public involvement in shaping these documents. The 3-y~ar 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 C!'.mprehensive'development fee program are required to consider long-range improvements to !heir capital 
lnfraslruc!ure in order to develop a nexus between the development fee and future infrastructure needs. This is especially the case 
for expanding cities (e.g. Fairfield, Vacaville, etc.) which often consider how future subdMsians will impact their overall 
infrastructure. Prioritization is based partially in response to existing need but also in tandem wilh lhe consbuciion and occupation of 
homes on the edge of their city. For example, ro8:dway enhancements are often planned with the certification of occupancy permils. 
Cities, at lheir discretion, can a~low the developer to build Infrastructure as credit towards their development fee. . 
""A development fee program can incremen!ally accumulate capital funds to pay for nelghborhootl or citywide infrastructure 
shortfalls before certain infra.structure lhresholds halt a given project Rather than one project paying for lhe expansion of specific 
Infrastructure because it was lhe 1.mfurtunal:e project to be timed with infrastructure at 100 percent of capaci1y, each project is paying 
its fair share, and then the pool of funds pays to maln!ain level of service standards. 
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. improvements. This process provides conarete 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 arid 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 useq 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 commutiily 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 progre5S. 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 

!t is dear from the case studies that in other cities, much as tn San Francisco, funding for infrastructure 

improv~ments is a constant concern. Projects tend to be financed through a number of sources. Capital 

budget, bonds, userfees, developmentfees, state and federal programs, private donations and grants, and 

development agreements all play an important ro!~ in maintaining adequate infrastructure facinties. State and 

local propositions have funded a number of citywide irifr9structure initiatives in Ca!ifomia64, and local and 

regional sales tax initiatives have provided capital funds for transportation enhancements.65 

Depending on infrastructure type, various funding sources play larger rol~. Transportation-related projects 

tend to qualify for more state and national funding sources, while some cities have had success with 

fundraising and private donations for their parks facilities. Portland, for example, is targeting private funds 'tor 

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 sjgnificant 

percentage of the increased !and 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, or criurse, 

a number of cities rely on development impact fees for Jncrementaf infrastructure demand. A comparative 

6{ Some recent propositions that have funded Infrastructure Initiatives are Propositions 1A - the 2008 Safe, Refiab!e High-Speed 
Passenger Train Bond Act for 1he 21st Century; and San Francisco's Proposition 1 B - the Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air 
Quality and Port Secmrtty Act. 
6"Three transportation sales taxes in San Jose generate $270 milllon annually Qn 2013) and.are distrlbuted through the Santa Clara 
Valley Transit Authortty. United States. Santa Clara ValleyTransitAuthortty (VTA). "Adopted Biennial Budget-Fiscal Years 2013 
and 2013." VTA, 2011-2013. Web. 22 Jul. 2013. h!!q:f/www.vta.oro/inside/budqet/FY12 and FY13 Budqet Book.pdf 
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analysis of impact fees for childcare, stree!scape, and park infrastructure was developed for twenty-two cities 
throughout California in the 2008 City & County of San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee Study. 66 

Citywide impact fees for recreation and open space are mosf common in the surveyed cities, followed by 
stree~cape and pedestrian infrastructure fees. Of!IY 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~e as useful starting poin~s for the Nexus study: As 
indicated, While not all of the metrio; 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 
g.eneral, 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 developJT\ent impact fees to pay for 
existing shortfalls. Where this study identifies infrastructure shortfulls 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 
developmenfs-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 fe~ 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 importaril Cities, espetjally in California under Proposition 13, conlinually 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. "Clty & County of San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee Study, Chapter Ill." Marcil 2008. Print. 
67 Before AB 1600, the 1975 Quimby Act established the right of cities to require developers to mitigate the impacis 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 plannin·g in concert with secured 
operation and maintenance revenue provides a more prudent and ~Scally-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 
illfrastructure 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 Q.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 ~etailed 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 Anafysis­

Service Population Concept Memorandum (Septen:iber 24, 2013). 

Table 27. Service Population Pe~ lnfrastrtlclure 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) 

Cil)r & County of San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee Study (2008) 

Draft Capital Plan Fiscal Years 2014-2023 (2013) 

San Francisco Recreation & Open Space El.ement {2011) 

San FrancisC? 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 CitywJde Plan for Early Care and Education and Out of School Time (2012) 

• 'san Francisco Better Streets Plan {2010) 

Walk First {2011) 

Financing San Francisco's Urban Forest (2012) 

San Francisco Bicycle Plan (2009) 

• San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (2012) 

. San Francisco Transit Impact Development Fee (2011) 

Neighborhood Specific Policy and Planning Documents: 

Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee and Affordable Housing Analysis (2008) · 

Downtown San Francisco Park; Recreation, and Open·Space Development Impact Fee Nexus 'Study 

(2012) 

The Mark~t and Octavia Draft Community ~mprovements Program Document {2007) 

Rirycon Hill Area Plan (of the General Plan) (2005) 

" San Fraricisco Eastern Neighborhoods Nexus Study (2008) 

70 

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) 

Vi~itacion 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 ultirqately approved by the agency stakeholders.. AU.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 

hnfrastruciur~ r~p~ : .. · · · · .: · . . : }~;in F~a~ci~co Age~ci :. · ~ .... 
·:. ... ·;:. ,. ··.· ... ·.,: .:.• ~ ..... :; .· .. ::~·-.:.·:~··":·: :-"· .... ···: .-........ . . 
Recreation an~ 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} 

·-

13icycle and Transit Infrastructure Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) 

Source: AECOM, 2.013 
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.:; !{ey ~takeholde;s & con~acts . . 
.. 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 . Kearslin 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 

Housing, population, arid 

employment projections 

LUA2012_JHCJpk Planning Department {Aksel Olsen, 

Planner/Geographer) 

Average household size 20130508_HHSlzeByBuilding Planning Department (Aksel Olsen, 

Sizaxlsx 

Census socioeronomic data 2010_Census_SanFrancisco. 

shp 

Income levels by household size 2010 Maximum Income by 

in San Francisco Household Size 

Planner/Geographer) 

FactfinderZ.census.gov (Arnericai:i Fact 

Finder) 

http://sf­

moh.org/ModuleslShoWDocumentaspx?docu 

mentld=4614 

Parks anti Open Space • 
Park acreage, location, OpenSpace.mdb 

ownership, and characteristics 

Acreage and active/passive RPD _Parks.shp 

classification fur RPO-owned 

parks 

Planning Department (Mike Webster, 

Geographic Information Systems) 

Planning Department (Mike Webster, 

Geographic Information Systems) 

2012 

Current 

2010 

2010 

Current 

Current 

:chi1ticaie=:_;.~:··-: -... -., , .. ·· ... /: ". · .· ...... · .. : . -: · '. ~-- : · - -- ·. -.- .- · · · 
Licensed center-based childcare 2.1 Licensed Child Care 

information Capacity .xlsx 

Family care center (FCC) 2.2FCCH Capacity.xlsx 

childcare information -

Streetscape and Pedestrian Infrastructure 
Locations and characteristics of Allslgnals.shp 

all traffic signal_s and flas_hing 

beacons maintained by SFMTA 

Sidewalk provision and widths S!widlhs.xls 

UlC<\tion of non-park trees SFDPW_Trees.shp 

S!reetclassffications Streets _bsp.shp 

Intersection and injury PedVol.shp 

information 

Bicycle 

San Francisco bicycle network, Comfortlndex.shp 

with Comfprt Index 

classifications (LTS 1 to 4) 

OECE (Graham Dobson, Administrative 

Analyst for EGE Policy) 

O!=CE {Graham Dobson, Administrative 

Analyst for EGE Policy) . 

SFMTA (Gabriel Ho, Engineer) 

DPW (Anancl_a Hirsch, Transportation Finance 

Analyst) 

Planning Department (Mike Webster, 

Geographic Information Systems) 

Planning Department (Kearstin Dischinger, 

Senior Community Development Speclallst) 

SFMT A (Mari Hunter, Transit Planner) 

SFMTA (Andrew LEE, Senior Transportation 

Planner) 

2011 

2011 

'Current 

Current 

Current 

Current 

2009-2010 

current 

Bicycle network in San SFMTA Blkeway Network.shp SFMTA (Charlie Ream, Urban Planner) current 

Francisco, inc:luding Class 1-111 

. classification~ 

Source: AECOM, 2013 
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CASE ~TUPY TABLES 

Table 30. summary of Key Existing Quantitative LOS Provision by Case Study City 

Infrastructure San Francisco ·Boston · : Miami 'Minneapolis. :"Philadelphia.\ Portia~tl' .: . :·sanr:iieg9 · .' · . San Jose Va11couver 

Recreation 

and Open 

Space 

Acres/ 1ooil 
Resldepts 

(FY2011)" 

pncludes cl 

ty, counfy7 

metro, state, 

orfedetal 

pub lie 

parkland 

within the 

cltvllmlts] 

5% land 

area 

devoted 1o 
open space 
(600 acres) 

2.B acres/ 
1,000 

residents 

NIA aoo/a of 
residents 

llvew!lhln 

10 

mlnutes/0.6 . 
ml of open 
space 

13.3 acres I 7.2acres I 
1,000 1,000 

residents residents 

70%0f 2.a acres per 1,oao 
residents for nelghbcrhood 
wlthln3 and community 
mIJes of ful~ parks, subject b:I 
service •equlva.lencles" as. 

community determined at the 

center commu.nlty plan 
75%of level 

residents 
w!lhln y,; 

miJe of nark 

Z4.6 acres I 35.9. acres/ 1,000 

1.000 residents 
res Id en ts {1ntennedlate -Low 
(lntBITTledlat densllydly) 

e-low 
densltydly) 

""Acres of Parkland per 1,000 ReSldents, by City." The Trust for Public LBnd. The Trust for Pubnc Land, 2011. Web. 22 Jul. ZD13. 
http://cttvparksurtey.tal orofre.ports/report dlsolay asn?rid=4 

San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Serv1ca AnalySls 

Morch 2014 ·'' 
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NIA 92% of residents 

ltvewlthln 5 

minutes of green 
space 

16.5 acres I 6,97acres/1,0DD 
1,000 reslde'nts (Without 
residents regional parks) 

73 



Infrastructure San Francisco e'oston " Miami · , Minneapolis· : Philadelphia .''.·Portlan.(;~-.;;:FsanQi.ego.0 ' · .' · 'i'sanJose · Vancouver 

Annual 
Spending 

per 

Resident 

{FY2011l'." 

rcapltal am::( 

operational 

expenses] 

Chlldcare 

Streetscap.e 

and. Pedestrian 

Infrastructure 

NIA 

NIA 

$13/ 

resident 

3.cfaycares 

run by P&R 

(grant· 

funded) 

NlA 

$2ZTI 
resident 

NIA 

92% of 
streets have 

sldewalks 

$46/ 

resident 

NIA 

131,000 

exh;tlng 

street trees. 

55 trees I 
mlleofclly 

street 

$151 / 

resident 

• NIA 

17%of 

canopy 

coverage 

over streets 
1,eoo miles 
of sidewalk 

• $106 I resident 

NIA 

3.5% average 

pede..strtan. 
commute mode 

share-

5,oDO mlles of 

sidewalk 

• $1181 

resldent 

NIA 

NIA 

$150 I resident 

53 Chlldcara 

facilities 

19% of afl chfldren 

have access to 
publlOcare 

138,000 street 
trees 

2,400 l<m Of 

sldewalks 

""Total Spending on Parks and Repreallon per Resident by City." The Trust for Pub/le Lsnd. The Trust for Public Land, 2011. Web. 22 Jul. Z013. 
httn:f/cityparksurvey tpJ.ora/reoortsfreport disolay aso?rid=4httn://citvparksurvey.tol.orn/recorts/report dlspfay.asp?rid=7 
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I 
0 

AECOM 

· rnirastructure San Francisoo . Boston Miami . Minneapolis Philadelphia · Portland : San Di•go · : : San Jose · Vancouver 

Bicycle •. :21 s m1IBs:Or~;t"·,. • Sliver 

lnfrastruoture 

If~ 
'deslgnatio 

n from.the 

League of 

American 
Blcyclls!s' 

Bicycle 

Fr1endly 

Gommunlt 

\:.[;~,~}!Jf ~t 
y program 
>100 miles 

ofblke 

network 

MUes of 

rl~: 
0.16 

atke Lane/ 

1,000 

Iles I dents 

(2010 

census} 

Mites of 

~t.IB%i~~n> 
0,003 

J3lkela.ne/ 

1,000 

Residents I 

~t~j;~1~::tJ City Area 

(2010 

census) 

Transit 

:;~~~~!}: 
NIA 

lnfrastruoture 

tlma 

San Francleco Infrastructure Level of.Service Analysis 
Merch2014 

17.12mllos -20% of 

of bike streets have 

netvvork bike network 

1.B')\ Of .(2012) 

street 128 miles of 

network bike network 
(2009) 

0.04 0.33 

. 0.001 . 0.006 

. NIA NIA 

. 230 street >300 miles 511 miles of bike zoo miles of 260 miles Of bike 

miles of bike ofblke nBtwork bike network network 

network network 100% of buses are 

bike-accessible 

. 0,15 0.51 . 0.39 . 0.21 . '0.47 

. 0.001 0.004 . u.001 0.001 0.010 

No citywide No cllywlde . NIA N/A 

standard slendanl 

75 
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Table 31. Summary of Key Quantitative LOS Goals by Ca;m Study City (Including San Francisco) 

Infrastructure San Francisco · Boston Miami - Minneapolis ~ Philadelphia Portla~d · ' San Diego· · '· San Jose " Vancouver 

Recreation .·::1o·tn1iiutef.l%~..':~ • NIA . %mile No quanUtatfve 1 o minute walk 

;:md Op9n ::.:.~n~-~~-~;;~. access to goals for75% of 

Space . .open. spaci;._.1'.ti~: open space residents by 

\ii! 
2025 (O.SmQ 
Add 500 acres 
by 2015. 
10acres/1 1000 

residents 

:;-:.:~-::.: .. .; .. ;:· 
·<>: .. · .. ·:.~ ... ~ .. ~ 

Childcare 

1~~f li{+!.~~~1 · 
NIA NIA . NIA . NIA 

Streetscape •• Fevt · . . •· • Few No No quantitative Reduce. 

and Pedestrian :~)~;;~:~~}£ quantftaHve quantltaHve standards pedestrian 
Infrastructure goals goals Qualltatlve accldents 50% 

'! :.SJgilltfca'rit .. ,;.:,,_ • Complete objecilves, and by 2020 

}~~~ii~~£~i) 
the deslgn Increase walk 

pedesb1an guldelln~s mode share 

network ftorn B.6%to. 

:.,:a~J~_:~~~~:.~~{.~ 12'll by 2020 

~~!~~>0100~. ~?"ee~ •. Kaep70'll of 
:· trees by' 2030.: · assets Jn good 

:~;.~::~~F :.-.~. ; .. :·~_ ... repair 

· ~:~!~}~,F;:;:;:~ 
Increase tree 
coverage to 
30% (by adding 
300,000 trees by 

':"=·.·.··' .:'. .. • ~":" ·:. :v 2025) 

76 
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8y2020, 

1,870 more. 
acres of 

park 

1D0%0f 

resld~nts 

wlthln3 
miles ofa 

community 

center 

100%of 

residents 

Wlin~ml!e 

ofoark . NIA 

Nelghborho 

ads must 

maintain 

citywide 
average for 

%of 

arterials with 

sidewalks . 35%0f 

canopy 

coverage 

over streets 
150 
addltlonal 

miles of 
trails. 

2.a acres/ 31 acres I 100%of 

1;000 1,000 reslden1s residents 

residenta of 3.? acres or wlth\n5mln 
neighborhood community wa~k lo green 

and serving parks I space, by 

community 11000 residents 2020 

parks Plant 150,000 . 

new trees by 

2020 

NIA . NIA soo new 
spaces by 

2014 
No 100% of non-- Increase 

quantltaWe rural portions pedestrian 

goals of San Jose mode share 

should have a {B6'l\ of all 
continuous trips to be by 
sldewalk blki;wal~or 

network transit by 
EVel)' street 2040) 

should be . By2014,2km 
complete, of;addltional 

accommodate sidewalk 

pedeslrlan and Plant 150,000 
bike new trees by 

2020 

San Francisco lnfrastructura Level of Servlce Analysts 

March 2014 



Infrastructure San Francisco Boston '. Miami· Minneapolis · Philadelpl1ia . Port.land · : San Diego San Jose Vancouver · 

Blcycle 

lnfrastruc!!lre 

Current Res. 

•. £Zsofniie5.at.
1
i: • 417mllesat 

~ '!iuTid-ou~·zoo.'. .' bunct-out 

<;;~~!~;:~~~:: . ~~ :;::k. 

~~·~ 
~~~f~1;~: 
1··.;· 

Goal!ll "· 

Jranslt 

Infrastructura 

260 miles by • No current 

2030 (33% LOS goals 

of street 

networkwUh 

blkeways) 

Obtaln Bike 

Friendly City 

status 

• 0.70 

No 
quantltatJve 
goals 

• Abn lo pass 
C~mplete 
Streets Polley 

Add 183 mlles 

within Jn 30 

yearn {=311 

mlles) 

• 0.81 

• No quantltatlve 

goals 

7° Calculated ftom proposed bicycle network length and current populatfon. 

• San Franclsco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis 

March 2014 

Reduce bike 

acgldents 50% 

by 2020 
Increase bike 

mode share 

from 1.6% to 
6.5% 

league of 

American 
BlcycUsts 

~PlaUnumM 

(2013) 

70% of assets In 

good repair 

Reduce VMT by 

10% 

0.38 

No quantitative 

goals 

1096 

• 3% bike 

commuttng 

trips 
• ~Omllesof 

lolal bike 

~etw~ii< by 

2030 

• All areas 
must 
malntain 
cllywlde 

ayerage for 

bike Jane 

miles per 

1,000 

households 

1.08 

• Transit load 

factor< 
100% 

19%translt 

COffi"}Utlng 

trips 

1,089,B mTies 

of pfl/posed 

Iota! bicycle 
network 

Increased 

bicycle mode 

share 

• 0.83 

1nmsed 
ridership, 

and having 

an.attractive., 

convenlenl 
1ransft system 

-15%of 
transit.trips 

shorter than 
30 minutes 

(compared to 
8% BAU) 

• 45DmTies of 

blkefacillUes 

proposed 

o.4a 

• Increase bike' 

mode share 

Expand 'all 

ages and 
abllltles'blke 

nelvv'ork 

Provide 

addltlonal 

bike i:alklng 
328 total 

mlles In bike 

neb#ork as 

near-term . 

goal 

0.54 

No quantitative • Increase 
goals trc:\nslt mode 

share 

T1 



SOCIOECONOMIC INDICATORS BY NEIGHBORHOOD 

Table 32. Unemployment Rate Am~ng Civilian Workforce by Neighborhood (2010) 
.··. ·. . . . 

Neighborhood · Total % Unemployment /1 . . .. :". . ·. . .. . .. . . .. . - . . 

Bernal Heights 7% 

~~~~it!~~&i~k~~1~~2!i~~Jm1.#~~~t~~~,~~~r~~ 
Diamond Heights 

Downtown/Civic Center 

Excelsior 

Rnancial District 

Glen Park 

Golden Gate Park 

Haight Ash bury 
Inner Richmond 

Inner Sunset 

Lakeshore 

Marina 

Mission 

Nob Hiil 
Noe Valley 

North Seach 

Ocean View 

Outer Mission 

Outer Richmond 

Outer Sunset 

Pacific Heights 

ParkSide 

Pou:ero Hfll 
Presidio 

Presidio Heights 

6% 
10% 

9% 

7% 
7% 
6% 
5% 

7% 
4% 
7% 
5% 

6% 
7% 
5% 

7% 
10% 

6% 
7% 
7% 
4% 
8% 
7% 
3% 
5% 

Russian Hlll 9% 
Seaclilf 7% 
South of Market 6% 

~:r~~tif~1~J~~-dlit1l~l~=~·:&/~~:~~):::s;~i.~~.i}i~~:.-(i:~~:?-'.;:~~~~x~~1~i~ 
Twin Peaks 6% 

. t\~ittaj~'2§JT;y~~~~:~.:=~:;··~:.~:~:t~~t;f~-~~Sit~:!:;t~E~:~s~~~.i~~i~~~~~~xS 
West of Twin Peaks ' 5% 
Western Addition 6% 
Citywide Average 7% 
.150% of Citywide Average 11% 

Source: 2010 American Community Survey 

1. ~Indicates value above 150 percent of citywide average 
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. Table 33. Perceniage of Households below 80 Percent of the Citywide Area Median Income (AMI} (2010) 

Bernal Heights 41% 

Caslro/Upper Mmket , 38% 
~ihrQfilQ~~~it.i~k~~~~}t::~~~~.:;J~l~fi~!~~~JJ.f 1s~~G~~~~M~3~ 

Crocker Amazon · 50% 

Diamond Heights 42% 

~~lf?Mlf=~'iil~~:T,:"i! 
Glen Park 

Golden Gate Park 

Haight Ashbu!)' 

Inner Richmond 

40% 
47% 

41% 

50%· 

Inner Sunset 40% 
t: -~~~~~cif~;~Z·!.;:~£;;~~~~:D~ ]YJ~t;·~::;.:;~41:~~:;-~~~}f~ :I~~~~i·}~~l~i.~I~ 

Marina · 33% 

r-~t~~~t!f 1£5L~~:~1t~~~{~~~~~E~;!~~~?.M;:~1~:;~~¥1~;~,~~ft;l 
Noe Valley 34".{; 

~Tu;_Jf~~-;:r~·-.-~~~:-~~~~.:~E:~~i:_~t-~~:~~~~t~{;~~ii::;_;:~~:~:~~~?~~~45 
Ocean View 49% 

Outer Mission 43% 

Outer Richmond 47% 

Outer Sunset 

Pacific Heights 

Parkside 

Potrero Hiii 
Presidio . 

Presidio Heights 

Russian Hill 

49% 

31% 
40% 

33% 

35% 

41% 

50% 

Citywide Average 50% • 

Source: 201 a.American community survey 

1. f* Indicates value above ~ide average 

San Francisco lnfras1ructure Level of Service Analysis 

Marc:h2014 
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Table 34. Percentage of Children and Elderly py Neighborhood (2010) 

;·~e;ghborh~od ·. . : .' · · .·· ·'.-: ~opul.a~io~0-~4/~ ·. . : . :.Populat;on~~~·/1 ·. 
. . . . . . 
... ·. . . :. . .. ·... . . ·-·. .. . ·. . . --

Bernal Heights 

Caslrof 

F.Qb16;.t Bffi1~~ 
Crocker Amazon 
Diamond Heights 
Downtown/Civic Center 
Excelsior 

Financial Disbict 
Glen Park 

Golden Gate Park 
Haight Ashbury 
Inner Richmond 
Inner Sunset 

Lakeshore 

14% 

15% 

13% 

6% 

15% 
6% 

14% 

7% 

9% 

11% 
11% 

10% 

Marina 8% 
Mission 11% 
Nob Hill 

0

5% 

Noe Valley 12% 

North Beach 8% 

Ocean View 14% 
Outer Mission 15% 

outerRichmond 12% · 

Outer Sunset 12% 

Pacific Heights 9% 

Parkside 13% 

Potrein Hill 13% 
r~~~~tjj9~2~~~ili~J·i;~~?:~:E~·£i~:~_~t;~~-~ .. ~:f:f~~-~I~:~~i~2E~;~~i~~i~~;t~~~-~ 

Presidio Heights 

Russian Hill 
Sea cliff 

South of Market 

13% 
6% 

14% 
'6% 

Treasure lslalidfYBl 14% 
Twin Peaks 8% 

naaj_tg~HQY~l[~i~K~::1~~{:~5.tr:S'~~~?d!~[G/£~0::.:~~ts~~1 
West ofTw\n Peaks 15% 
Western Addition 7% 

Citywide A,verage 11% 
150% Citywide Average 17% 

Source: 2010 U.S. Census 

1. ~ Indicates value above 150 percent of citywide average 
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11% 
11% 

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 

Marc112014 



T?ble 35. Percentage of Non-White (Minority) Population by Neighborhood (2010) 

.. : ." . . · '. ·. . . % ~f Non·Whit;·(~inority) 
.":- : · .. · . · . . : . Population /1 
· . .. · .... : ... ;: .·· . . . · ... · . . . 

i~B 5¥l~~~~t1~t3!~~{i~lli-W~Wti~~:t~:£~t~~~~~~ 
Bernal Heights 42% 

20% . 

Golden Gate P.ark 

Haight Ashbury 

39% 
23% 

Inner Richmond 49% 
Inner Sunset 42% 

r ~~~~~~6QFgf~~~<c.~~.-~: :~:i~f~=J~~~~~-~=~~~~~~;i::~·~i~: ·,~-~-~:it~~f~~~ 
Marina 16% 

Mission 43% 
Nob Hill 49% 
Noe Valley 23% 
North BeaciJ 46% 

!~Iflf~ilfR~~~,i~t.~~JJ 
Paciffc Heights 19% 

Ef1~~1:f.l:~~g1!t;~~~~~;:~~~~:~~~B~~~\~1::if~·}~~~~~~~~~:~~~~~~533~ 
• Potrero Hill 35% 

Presidio 

Presidio Heights 

RussianHm 

West of Twin Peaks 
Western Addition 

Citywide Average 

Source: 2010 U.S. Census 

1. f?{t, Indicates value above cilywide average 

San Francisco lnfras!ruclure Level of Service Analysis 
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23% 
26% 

42% 

41% 

43% 
52% 
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CHILDCARE DEMAND CALGULA TIONS 

Table 36: Existing (2013) Childcare' Demand for Infant/Toddler Care (0-2) 

: TotarResldenf-Chlldren ·: · : . :". ··-. ... : ..... 

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 11115/13 

:~\d!"Qt-!';.JiiJdreij-tq:2rNeeding ~at£1 OutSid~ of.S'<iri.f.r.!ncisco· :·:; ·: :.:::. ·;::..... ::'':·=·: ::·?f·:·~-::·:· :·,~.:,._::: ::.::·~._:-.· :· }:<:.~;: ·:· ·.:~--
B Total Employed San Francisco Residents 446,800 U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011 American Community Survey; DP03 

c 

D 

.E 

F 

G 

% Employed Residents working outside 
of San Francisco 
Total employed San Francisco Residents 
workin outside San Francisco 

% of total employed San Francisco 
Residents working outside San 
Francisco, who need c:hildcare outside 
San Francisc:o 

Resident-c:hildren needing childcare 
outside of San Franc;isco 

% of children ages 0-2 

H Resident-children {0-2) needing childcare 
outside of San Franc:isco 

23% 

1.00,530 

5% 

5,027 

51% 

2,544 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011 American Cpmmunlly Survey; S0801 

B*C 

Based on South San Francisco Child Care Facilities Impact Fee Nexus 
Study and surveys of c:orporate employees and other child care 
studies, reviewed by Brion·& Associates, including Santa Monica's 
New Child Care Fee Nexus Study {as c:ited in Table 6 of Child Care 
Nexus Study for San Francisco by Brion- & A.ssociates); assumes one 
child needing care per employee 

D*E 

Mic:hele Rutherford, Program Manager for San Franc:isco Human 
Services Agency via email to Harriet Ragozin (KMA} on 11115113; 
assumes that school age children have care near home or school and 
all resident-children needing care·outside of San Francisc:o are either 
inrantslt6ddlers or preschoolers 

F*G 

· ·~si~enfoliildr;,n'(D~if Needing .Care in sali F.rancisc:6. : . ;-:'"". · :.;:., :: .'. ";· ·( . :: .. :: ... ~;':-._;;:·< . : :", ·:",_ ·-: : · <-:".:-_ ):: ·,.:·:~·:· ,.:::._.-; .: 
Total resident-children (0-2) potentially 
needin childcare 

J Average labor forc:e participation rate of 
a rents 

K 

L 

Children with working parents 

% children (0-2) with working parents 
needing licensed care 

M Total resident-children (0-2) needing 
lic:ensed c:are in San Francisc:o 

19,356 

58% 

11,200 

37%. 

4,144 

A-H 

Bureau of Labor Stali.stics (fable 4} 

l*J 
Table 7 of Child Care Nexus Study for San Francisco by Brion & 
Assoc:iates {based on a detailed review of 12 c:hild care studies, 
i11.cluding impact fee studies; demand fuc!ors developed In c:oncert wtth 
De l of Human Services and DCYP 

K*L 

·; ~oi'i-R'eside~t'chi1dren (0-2) N;,edin9. can.:fn San i=~lii:isco:. -.: ··: .. , ..... ,:;;:::'::. >~:: · :·:·.'·'".:·:·~: :·' ·~:r;,:;-- : ... ~ .. <~ '.~::;~. ::· ·; ~-, .. ,:;;: 
N 

Employees that fwe elsewhere but work 
in San Francisc:o 

Estimated % of non-resident employees 
O · needing lic:ensed c:hildcare 

P Children needing licensed c:hildcare 

Q % of children ages 0 - 2 

· San Francisc:o Planning Department employm~nt projections (<\S !Jer 
154,000 Aksel Olsen, Geographer/Planner); U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011. 

American Comqmnity Survey; DP03 

5% As above (E) 

7,700 N"O 

Department of Rnance (Report P-3); a5sumes !hat school age children 
50% have care near home or school and all resident-chlldren needing care 

outside of San Francisco are either infants/toddlers or preschoolers 

R Non-resident employee's c:hildren {0-2) 3,861 p .. Q 
needin care in San Franc:isco 

'.-l'oti\i..Ghllctre.\i· (O-~) Needing.Gare in San f.ra~ci~C:oi-··.:. ··"'·,-: -- ... ::" :-,': <:~:.',~'>;":>:?.- \·:·;·; ::, · .-:: ·:c:',~$-:.::~:·:"<:·>.; .. :_: .. '-::":'.:. '.:::"::.,-: .. ~·:. 
S Total children (0-2) needing licensed care B,OOS M + R . 

in San Franclsc:o .. 
.. ·Eii~i:iii!i-silprii: ~·::':.:·~';-x~:~ -?~;:·.-::;-.:. ;7.(.'~Y.::~.·-;.~:f.·::: ~~~.;::.::«.: . .- .;;,,, .. ;?::::.~.:;..::;~·:,: .. y;/,{ \ .. ::~';:-·}:'.: .".:;: ·:,;.;,!:-:.f,: :· ·;.;.::·:;;=i. ~::.:':. 
T Current available spaces for children 2,951 Mic:hele Rutherford, Program Manager for San Francisco Human • 

aged 0-2 Services Agency via email to Harriet Ragozin (KMA} on 11~15/13 

.:&futfri:Q LOS~:·.; .. :··::-~~~ .::~·:. .·:·\·:~- '."'°; .. :~:~· · .. ; -~_':'::-~·:,.:·::-:::~: ~·~:.~:: .. :.: .. :·~.--.';~-~-;~._:.<·:~·:·;·:~~~·=-·.-:::~·~<~!:~:.~:~~·~·.::~:.:~_~f:·;::~:{:;:·::·:~ ·:: ~·:'?:!::(. :·~ :~:·; 
% of demand met by existing slots 37% 

BZ 

TIS 

1101 
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Table 37: Existing (2013) Childcare Demand for Preschooler Care (3-5) 

A Total resident.'.children (3-5) 21,300 

·:: .· - ·: ... / . ···~ . .;;. : . 

Michele Rutherford, Program Manager-for San Francisco 
Human Services Agency via email to Harriet Ragozin (KMA) on 
11115/13 

: ResTdent:Childreri {3-5fNeeding Care Outside of.San Fraricisci)"~;·.:-. -·. ,".-.-:·~:_; -~ .. .__.<·"·;- _::::-·-:;. • .. :·.: :". :·- :_; ~- ·. '' ."· .. :::.:·.· 

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 

448,800 

23% 

100,530 

5% 

5,027 

49% 

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 FE)e 
Nexus Study and surveys of corporate employees and other 
child care studies, revleweil-by Brion & Associates, induding 
Santa Monica's New Child Care Fee Nexus Study (as cited in 
Table 6 of Child Care Nexus Study for San Francisco by Btion & · 
Associates ; assumes one child needing care er em lo ee 

D*E 

Michele Rutherford, Program Manager fur San Francisco 
Human Services Agency via email to Harriet Ragozin (KMA) on 
11/15/13; assumes fi:iatschool age children have care near · 
home or school and all resident-children needing care outside of 
San Francisco are either infants/toddlers or preschoolers 

H Resident-children (3-5) needing childcare 2,483 F * G 
outside of San Francisco -

:._Res!if'e·nt;ch11iiren (3-5)·Needirig care·in san Francisco:! - · :: · ... -: ...... ! :.: '~· _.,.,. ___ _., .. ;::·.:.::; · ·· · :.-.· .: .. 

Total resident-children (3-5) pote(llially 18 800 A- H. 
needin childcare ' 

J Average labor force participation late of · 583 Bureau of Labor Stalisllcs (Table 4) 
a rents 

K Children with wortdng parents 10,818 I* J 

L % children (3-5) needing ficensed care 100% 

Table 7 of Child Care Nexus stUdy for San Francisco by Brion & 
Associates (based on a delaile~ review of 12 child care studies, 
including imp~ctfee studies; demand factors developed In 
concert with Dept. of Human Services and DCYP) 

M Total resident-Children (3-5) needing 10 878 K • L 
licensed care ln San Francisco ' 

: Non-Resident Childre~·(3"5) Needing'. care In s!lil)'=iqnciSto ·-." l?.' "· ~:· :..:': _::_; .. i.'· ;._.._ .. ·~·' :-~-- .-··:, :::~.-, :- ·;:,._'.; : .. ·:::·. .' ·. -'.,- ~ · . 

N SEmp~ye~ that live elsewhere but work in 154,000 ::::ri~~~J~:~~~~~=~:~~8~~:~~~~0i:!~~ (as 
an rana.sco 2009-2011 American Commun! Surve DP03 · 

0 
Estimated % of non-resident employees 
needin licensed childcare 

P Children needing licensed childcare 

Q % of children ages 3-5 

5% 

7,700 

. 50% 

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 Children (3-s}'N~~i:il~!fcare in ~a,n·Fianclst;o'.'!'~-.:::··=:;;:_:;.':-:;·;:~'i_:":':·~:-~;{0;~:;,: ;~~:~<'.-.:.:. -~ .,..-_.- .- . ;~ -:· ... ·;·.":-::·_, :::~ .:···, 
S Total child~en (3-5) needing Rcensed care in 14,717 M + R 

San Franasco 
... Eii:!!iifu9.sii?ii!Y .1:.::?: :·: ::~ ;·::··: · ,:' · :···:'::·!::;-_y;.\,::..-:·':Ty:·-. \::'::•:·~:·:~ ~:-. >'.~;:J~;~ '·;;;_:: ;:~:~'~:=-:: 1r: :.: ·;::i\ .::_;·.<';: ·:; ·.::, -~ .,_ ::.:: 

Michele Rutherford, Program Manager fur San Francisco 
T Current available spaces for chUdren (3-5) 14,661 Human Services Agency via email to Harriet Ragozln (KMA) on 

11115/13 

.. Eidsting.f.OS-' - i::.;~ ':·: ·/ .. •. ·, <·: :.. : ::<·; :: . .-.-~ :',."~"?.;. ~! ::·· .~';P:.~~:\~:-.: .. r.-!?.:l.; :"::':~_,';-.,;.: .• ·:,;:l:.~--~ ·;:: >"'."!~:.; : ' : . .;· ~~: : ·~: · '- · .':-;.' ·: ;:,:,:; :. 
% of demand met by existing slots 99.6% T 1 S 
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Table 38: Future (2020) Childcare Demand for Infant/Toddler Care (0-2) 

·1otal·Residen.t-Children·: ''':.: .,:·::~· .• :· · .·,_:·:, ,; >;~- -,,,_;,_::-:·.;:·.-~··'::·-:··)·:~:.-.-£'.:·:' ·:.. ..-_;.-.-, .. _.::- ".-,>:; :;:::;:-:-·'· .::. .. ·:·· :: ·. ::.: ::< ·.-: 
Planning Department population projections (as per Aksel 

A Total resident-childcen (0-Z) 29,600 . Olsen, Geographer/PlannBI) times proportion of infants/toddlers 
based on Department of Finance projecilons (Re art P-3} 

Reslc(eri(..emfdrerr{D-2)"Needing.care out:Sict,;.:of S"iin· Fr.incisco ~-.,..,.: ....... :/ :·," :-.. ·::·., ·:, ·; : .. -: .. .-· ·· . ·<· ·::·;·;·.'·.:· .;:.~;. :.\ :]> ::·---~-~- · · : 
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 Cor,nmunjiy Survey; 
DP03. . 

c 

D 

E 

F 

G 

% Employed Residents working outside of 
San Francisco 
Total employed San Francisco Residents 
workin outslde San Francisco · · 

% of total employed San Francisco 
Residents worlcing outside San Francisco, 
who need childcare outside San Francisco 

Resident-children needing childcare 
outside of San Francisco 

% of children ages 0-2 . 

H Resident-children (0-2) needlng childcare 
outside of San Francisco · 

Total resident-children (0-2) potentially 
needin childcare 

J Average labor force participation rate of 
a rents 

K Children with working parents 

L 
% children (0-2} with working parents 
needing li~nsed care 

M Total resident-children {0-2) needing 
Ucensed care in San Francisco 

23% 

108,720 

5% 

5,436 

56%. 

3,043 

26,600 

58% 

15,391 

37% 

·5,695 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011 American Communjiy Survey; 
S0801 

B*C 

Based on South San Francisco Child Care Facilities Impact Fee 
Nexus Study and surveys of corporate employees and other 
child qire 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, GeographeiiPlanner) ;Department of Finance projections 
(Report P-3); assumes that school age children have care near 
home or school and all resident-children needing care outside of 
San Francisco are either Infants/toddlers or preschoolers 

F*G 

A-H 

Bureau of labor Statistics (fable 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, 
induding impact fee studies; demand factors developed In 
concert with De t of Human Services and DCYP 

K*L 

· Noii.:.f{Ei~ide.r.it·Cl!il.cfi-eo·(o:2f Needlilg Ca"re:.in s3n f.TahClsc9;: .. ~~~·-~·~ -,:~\·:.·:·:·~··:··~-: :-::·' .;~··.·:·::.,_::·.: ... ·~ ... _::~~:= .. :··.7::t}.-...:·;;:7;~~:-.!;·:4: .\ :~·-J··:; 

N 
Employees that live elsewhere but work in 
San Francisco 

0 
Estimated % of non;-esident employees 

. needing licensed childcare 

P Children needing licensed childcare 

Q % of children ages O - 2 

194,300 

5% 

9,715 

50'y., 

San Francisco Planning Department employment projections (as 
per Aksel Olsen, Geographer/Planner); U.S. Census Bureau, 
2009-2011 American Communi Surve DP03 

As above (E) 

N*O 

Department of Rnance (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 • 

·y9~1·crni.J!!rerrC!J-?l . .N~°"qiil!I car~ Iij saµ .F.~ncisi;a:;:i~·f;.; .H:.::·:. ;:-_.:c::· ... :·.: ... ·:·7 .·:~:. ;-:.-. ."'.:·:·:,· :_::.~··.<.~.: .::~;: .~.-:·;:.\ \·;··'-' ~.<:.::.'.: 
S Total chil~re~ (0-2) ne;eding licensed care 10 534 M + R 

in San Franctsco ' 

64 
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Table 39: Future (2020} Childcare Demand for Preschooler Care (3-5) 

Planning Deparbnent population projections (as per Aksel 
Total resident-cflildren (3--5) 23 ,300 Olsen) times proportion of infants/toddlers based on Department 

. of Rnance projections (Report P-3) 

-~~~ij:Iept-.childreri .P:5J r\lee'dini:i·c~re outSide:ot sari ·F.l<!ncisi;:6:·.:?..~ ,;.::~~'~'ii' ,;;::,: .. · · ':.::·: ··:: .r~ ;~:·.'>".\:··:-::<:.: ',« :'.· :-->~ : .. 

B 

c 

Total Employed San F~cisco Residents 

% 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 

Total resident-children {3-5) potentially 
needin childcare 

J Average labor force participation rate of 
arents • 

K . Children wifu workfng parents 

l 
% children {3--5) with working parents 
needing licensed ca~ . 

483,200 

23% 

108,720 

5% 

5436 

44% 

2,393 

20,907 

58% 

12,097 

100% 

Employment projeclions from the San Francisco Planning 
Department (as per Aksel Olsen, GeographerlPlanner), 
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; 
.SOB01 

B*C 

Based on South San Francisco Child Care Facifitles Impact Fee 
Nexus Study and surveys uf 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 (a5 per Aksel 
Olsen, GeographerJPlanher); Department of Finance projeclions 
(Report P-3); assumes that school age children have care near 
home or school and all resident-children needing i:are outside of 
San Francisco are either infants/toddlers or preschoolers 

F*G 

A-H 

Bureau of labor statistics (fable 4) 

l*J 
Table 7 of Child ~re Nexlis Study for San Francisco by Brion & 
Associates {llased on a detailed review of 12 chili! care studies, 
including impact fee studies; demand factors developed in 
concert with De t of Hui:na_n Services and DCYP} 

M Total resident-children (3-5) needing 12,097 K • l 
licensed care In San Francisco 

· Nq!f.:~;;Siderit chili:lre~ (3-i!j .N.f..;il_tng .. c~ili.-iJi ~aii Fr.wl:is~o::: ;. · -,~::.:::::. :-:-. : .:: · .;·::' ·: f .'>·:,:~ .. ·:~:. "·:.:.: , ....... :~ ?/;' (.-: .~~- ~.;z: · 
N 'Employees that live elsewhere but work in 

San Francisco 

0 
Estimated % of non-resident employees 
needing licensed childcare 

P Children needing licensed childcare 

· Q % of children ages 3-5 

194,300 

5% 

9,715 

50% 

San Francisco Planning Department employment proJections {as 
per Aksel Olsen, Geographer/Plannel); U.S. Census Bureau, 
2009-2011 American Commun!!Y survey; DP03 

As above (s.ee E) 

N*O 
Department o~ Rnance (Report P-3); assumes that school age 
children have care near home or school and all resident-children 
needing oare outside of San F ranc!sco are either 
Infants/toddlers or reschoolers 

R Non-resident employee's children (3-5) 4,876 p * Q 
needln care in San Francisco 

"..Tof4t. ci:i11ii~11 (J~si'.Nee~iiiJfc;;.a'f\i:in fe;an. ·F::rancisC-i>·::~:-::.:; i:~r .. ~._ ... , :.-; '·-. ;, ... :.t ,"'-.. ~;".'~· : ;;: .. : .. :;: ·;;,;_·: .~\->::';;;.~ '.: :!.·~('::-.::;:-\;: ~-: .. ,: ":" 
S Total children (3-5) ne~ding licensed care 16,973 M + R 

in San Francisco 

San Francisco lnfrashuc!ure Level of Service Analysis 
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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, SFMIA, and SFCTA prepared in response to ques:tions raised by 

Supervisors during hearings atthe 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 511i 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: UpcJa:tes to '!SF feasibility study and TSF fee projections 
o Appendix: ·Residential grandfathering projections · 

Sta:tr are avitjlahle to discuss any of the enclosed information or to respond to other questions related to 

the pending legislation. ThankyolL 

1105 . 
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TSF: Impact of Otj;ober rjit land Usa & Transportation Co.nunittee Ai:nendments {OPD.ATEO lU/B/15} 

Dear Sttpervisono C<Jhim, Kim, Wiener; Avalos, Breed, and Christensen, 

In response ta the.October~ 2015 Land Use and lranspmmtian Co~ hearing on establishing anew 
citywjde Tni.ns:po:rtationSU$inahility Fee ('.ffil1T st;affii:o:n1:fue l'lanning Departm.entands.arrAha~ 
~infu:rmation on the fiscal impact of the mnemhnentx made: to the proposed kgiifation.. Please letns 
kn.PW jfyuu would.~ m discuss ;uiy of~.infonnation prei;w.t:ed bclaw. 

The.co:mbin!!dhnpaa:-D.(alloftheseam;endin~m~an.in~e~fap~y$1Ss_DmiI/irnwer3ayears,. 
or $5.1 millfun mrmmlly,, smnmqrizmUmlaw. 

This w-mild bring total projected TSF.revermes to !:L3 billion over 3:0 vears. or$19million amiuaI!y. This 
repr~ approximately $57ChnillIDn in netnewtransportation.riwerme above i::xistirigTID.f. 

TSF ReivenueGenE!{atlon~ fund Us~ & Transportation Committee Octoba sil>·mnendmimts 

Tier by project size: for res> 100 units&. µnn-res > 100k sq ft $1-.9mn 
No grandfathering for projects. fifed after7/21/15 $4.i!mn $0..1mn -

fncreas.e PD R fee trigger to 150{} sq ft Negffgibfe 
Apply T:Sf to hospitals $57.&nn $L9mn 

{$1R8mn} 

TSF as pr<>posed $1.2bn 

With October-S amendments- $13bn $570mri $44mn $19mn $5.lmn 

1... .Amendment: ln.crease the fee rates for large projects~ defined.as residential uses >99 units or nan.: 
residential nset >1.00ksq ft:. For .allgrDsssquare feet overtbis thresh®:l (i-e. any'~ above 99. 
turlt:$an.d all nonresidential square footage above 1.DOk sq ft}, projects wonld pay an additi<lnal 
$i/sqnare foot, or $8.74 fur residentialan.d~19.Mfornanresid!'!:ll.tiaL 

Int:rea:singtlte fee foF large projects would result in an increase of approximately $55 million dollars over 
30-.Y~ a7" $1-9 mjlliun daUarsa.nnwiHy., as foll~~ 

Pagel nf'.t. 
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TSF: Impact of October Stlt land Use & Trans.partat{on Commif:tee Amendments {UPOATE0-10/ll/15} 

TSF Revenue Generation: Fee Increase for large Projects 

Rates:as p~. 

Tier hy project size: for res >100 
units: and nan-res> 100k sq ft 

$420mn $39mn 

$475mn $41mn $16mn $1-9mn 

:z. Antendnien~ A:rtten.il gtallilfuthermg~cll that:r¢sidentii!l proj~ th~ filed a development 
.applitation after the intrt>duction dare ofthe-Ordlrutnre ijaiy21.st, 2015) would receiv.e no 
gr.md.fu:tll~g<mtl wuuld p;iy 100% .qf tb.e 'rS:f :ra;t;e,. · 

Cnrrently, there are 10 residential projgct:s m tlie :pipeline tlml:filed.afrel' July21"\ W15.- lf tltesepm-jects 
weni mpaythe TSF in fulf, this would result in an additional $4: 9. millfon abov'e the Ordinance as 
prop Merl,. as foilowa. S~ethe ;i.ppendix:fura llstofresiden$1 project!'l in the pipeline. 

1Sf Residential Grandfatherin.g {2015 Q2 Development Pipeline)1 

Proposed 
Jtev~ue 

Pn>je~ !il:atµi; roe gene.ration Prnj~ Stat.u~. 

{$/GSF) 

Propi:tsed 
. Relt~111t¢ 

Ra tee 
gerreratioo {$/GSf} 

Entitlml $0 $Q &IDt:ted $0 $ll 

Under review $a..a1 $54.0mn· Undm- r!?lliew, filed $3,87 $49;1mn 
hefum lfll/15 

$7.74 $9-Bmn 

;I.. Ame:nd:ment: Eliminate :the Area Plan cr.editforresidenti.d uses# such that prujects w~d pay both 
the-TSF and area plan transportation fees in full 

Based on projected development;. remo.vjngthe area plan cretlitwonidgeneram approximately $14 
. mr11ion rrnmm~ vr EZ.1 milllon through Zfl4(); 

In additfun, projects. in the cnrren.tdevelopmentpipeline wonld contribute lllladditional $21.S million. 
brinfliwl t:fre total tu fS3_6 millio"- · 

i Based on amended fee tatesJincludingfee increase for projects >101Jugifs or 100ksqft}. 

Page2of3 
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TSF: Impact of October 5th Land Use&, Transportation Committee Amendments (UPDATED 10/13/15) 

4. Amendment Increase the PDRfee trigger from 800 GSF to 1500 GSF 

The impact of modifying the PDR fee trigger is mmimal 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 proje".1= fell under the 1,~00 square foot threshold. 

Based on the TSF N ex:us Study, the City is projected to add 6.1 million square feet of new PDR 
development through 2040 thatwould be subject to the TSF, comprising about 1 % of total non­
residential development 

S. [updated: 1.0 /13/151 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.2 

6. [updated: 10/13/15] Amendment: Exempt post-secondary educational uses 

The TSF Nexus S~dyprojects that the City will add roughly 5.8 million square feet of Cultural, 
Institutional, and Educational uses through 2040 thatwould 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 a<;c:ount 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 years. or'$630.000 annually. 

In addition, these projections do not differentiate between student housing and other types of post­
secondary educational uses, such as instructional spaces. 

2 Please note that previous projections for institutional uses (hospitals and post-secondary institutions) were based 
on data for io years of completed projects. In this updated analysis, the TSF projections use the higher figures for 
land use and employment from the TSF Nexus Study, for the.sake of consistency. These projections utilize ABAG 
projections combined with Planning Department Land Use A!location figures. 

Page3 of3 
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APPENlllX: 1SF l{esidentiaJ Pipetlne ProJ.~ons (10/8/15.) 

Table 1~ RC$idential Projects- Und~r RevieVii: filed aftf!t 1/21/lS 
(lU&T Committee Amendment: No Grandfathering) 

635-64$ fourth St. . 427 49~,6:12 $2,099A~6.z 

75 Ai'tat'!sa$ Street 5(1 si,800 · $223,686 $447,372. 
6.03 Tennessee St. :Z4 Z7,744 $107,3.69 $1.141,7.?9 
40Q PMsadero S:t. 130 l5n,iso $599))02 $:1,199,0Q3 

31,U,O Cesar Chave:z ~ 31,368 $12Sr264 $150,5Z8 

719 l'Arkln 41. 4S,.SSZ $187,896 $375,792. 

830EddySt, lW j.3S,7ia $S4B,9ti4 $1~U97,959 

793 South Vim Ness 54 62AZ4 $:Z41,581 $483;162 

95(} T~nne$$ee st. 129 :t49,,12.4 $S.94,,4SO $1 ... 1$8,90(1 . 

29ig...2924 Mlssil'.1n St. ;jg 43.,$2& $170~001 $34~W03 

TOTAL Rf.VENUE $9#191,l!ll ?' -
UNfH~R Plt:OPO.SM. 

NOTES: 

$2,099..,862 

$21.3,886 

$1()7,%9 

$5$.t,Sl)l 

$:US.r2(i4 

$:1$1,$:96. 

$S4S,~M 

$241~$131 

.$59.4,,450 

$1701'1U1 

1. TSF vatu~ ar~ pr(":ltmlnary ~tes based Qll pr-0ject rlesttiptions m the d~velopment pipeline at time 
of application filing. and may not reffoct the most .current project prQposaf on file. . 
i. Estimared tSF onJylndudes resida1::1tial squar.e foomge and does Mt int~de ~ny propQsed 
notiresidentiaf uses. Ci.{cufatfot'ts do riot t<lke into t;onsl.deraf;ion aedii:S for prior mes Q1\: $it~ whlclt fll<r{ 

decr.E!asetue ~~amount tor some projects.. 
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PlER48 1~500' 1,.734,DO{} $1S,Q4011u $7,,$20',35& 

Pl~R7-0 ~:t-Ot1 '7271,60!) $W,9$9~ . $S,4~1fi14 
150 VAN NESS AVE 4~ 495,924 $4.219;.93;l $2,.10!J,$(jS 

1979 MIS~JON ST 351 40:5,756 $;J,4~863 $1,7:l5,~2 

SOO IN.DIANA STREET MQ 393,040: $3,;l20, 71.6 $1,.®0~a 

.9SOMARl<Ef $J' 30S. 352,580 - $i,967,10S . . $1...4$3,$~ 

1Q6~ .MAAKCT ST 304 SS.lAZ4 $2.9.57,002 . $l;47R,5Ql 

5001.STST 292 337,55.Z $2,sas,100 $:1.,.411,a80 
130l 16TH STREU "l.19. 319,056'. $2,674,ius $1..337 .. (153 

207() SRYAfff ST '1.71 31.3,Z7$ $1,623,588 $1 .. 3.~'.1 .. 7!14 
1634-1!;90 PINE ST Z6\J 300,561) $45:12,450 $:1.,256,225 

139sizridst :ZS:t 2.9.0,15~. Q,421,519 $1.).1D,7$Q 

1601 MISSION ST 11Q 254,320 $2,:WS,31,3 $1,0S<JjlSG 
1800 MISSION Sf 207 239,192. $1,SW/36$ $98$.,4a4 
1200 :1.nH smm '1.00 i.3.:t1Qa $1,906,244 $~!a;l.ZZ 

975. Bryant Street 195 125A20 $1,BS5*727 $9.z.7,,863 
75HOWARDST 186 21.5,0.1$ :$1,7ij4,79ij $8BZ.3Sa i 

! 
1028 MA!tl\ET Sf ;HJ6 ,215,016. $:f..7S4~796 $~:Z,l!1a . ' 
1540 M.AR!Crt ST 180 ZOIJ,081) $1.,704,l7S: $85l.OSS 
2.07Q $RYANT ST l.77 Z04.6l.Z $1.67~,$5 $$6,93:Z 
390- O'l.Sf ST 170 196,S.W $1,603;;141 $$01,.57Q 

112SMAAKITST 164 189,58'4 :$1,542,.52.0 $m.,2W 

1S1SSOUTHVAN NESSAVENU~ ;!;60 :1.84,%!) $;L,SU2,t06 $7.sl;OSg 
950 MASON STREET l6lJ 184,96{) $1,502,106 $.TSl,053 

88 ARKANSAS ST 146 168,776 $1,360,65$ $Baa.;~ 
4Z9 Beale Street and 43Q. Mafn Street 140 161,841} $1,3.0.0J)3$ $6!10)119 

· :1140fOLSOM STREU 11.8 147,968 $1,:mt79.6 $$89,398 

555 Howard st U7 :146,S:U: $:1.,1$,69.3 $>MM& 
1298 HOWARO STREEf 121 139,&76 $1,108,072 $SS4,~ 

2675 FOLSOM ST ·l1.1 l.3S,25l $1,067,658 $snAi9 
ll71U-ORO.ST 1.09 1Z6,004 $986,83l $493,415 

1550 tlllAAKff ST 109 126,004 $986,a3l $493,4'-S 
iois MARl<Ef ST 90 ·:i..04,(}4{} $$os,:mi ~faS 
7SOHMRISON Sf 71 Z9,0l2 $&88~53: ~A7U. 

1335 fOl.SOM Sf f)S 75,14(} $58l,5a4 ~1~ 

777TENNESSEESfREET 5..9 6$,Z04 $527,89!1 $.263}149 

{continued on next p;;iget 
/ 
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APPH{f100 tSF Residential P.ipeUne P-rojectiorrs {1G/8/is} 

{Continued~ Residential Pr(ljects Under Review: Filed befclr~ 7/ll/15) 

U45 PolkStreet 54 52,.424 $483;1&2 $t;U,SS1 
Z444 lOMSARD ST 5;} $.,t.$8 $474.i14 $2'l7,1Q7 . 

SSS GO.LDEN GATE AV. sz ao,11.2 $46$,267' $za:za~ ... ., . 

3314CESAR CHAVEZ ST . .50 57}100 $447,37Z $Zl3,6-'$G 
E07 FAANKUN ST . 50 57~SOQ $447,374 $mtWS 
651<'lEARYST 46 53,17$ $411.,582 $t.OS~7.SJ;. 

2Tl SUTTER ST · 45 52,010 $401,.635 $2(};1~ 

~U07THST 44 50,&64 $39-3,.687 $l.9Gi844 
· ll74FDlSOMSf 4.Z 481552 $375;79'1. $181~.6 

:USl.l ~ Z2S4 MARKET ST 41 47,.3.96 $3Gr;J)345 $1a3A:a5 
-875 CAllf.OltNiA ST/ 770 POWaLST · 41 47,.395 $366,$4$ $1.B~A~ , 
9Q:t. TENNESSEE SIBEET 39 45,084 $34$,95() $174,475 

;ll5 "'Q35 Min.n;l Stre.et 37 4'1..,m $331,.QSS ~ 
22;ro 31{0 STREET 3.7 42,77Z $331,-055 $WS,52& 

17?6 -1730 Mission Stref::t 36 41,615 $322,:lOS $161.,(154 

469EDOYST ··M .S9 .. ~04 ~04,Zl.~ s:is.2~M 
49$ CAMBRIDGE Sf 32 3619"9.Z $281',.31$ $l~:ts~ 

24{). PACIFIC AV 3:L 35,$3$ $'1.Tl,311 $1S8,685 

47SMlNNAST ~o 3'4,1300 $.2&$,.42~. $134,212 

24:t10THSf zg ~2,368 $l50,528 $;1.m,,164 

198 VAlENCfAST '.la 32,3.68 ~:0,52-s $125~64 

~:t.46. :1.6THST la 32,358 $250.,548 $:t~ii.B4 

15~EAYsT :ZS ;l'2,,368 $-~50,528 $125,iM. 
:U FRANKUN ST 28 3Z.368 $25Q,SW $US~ 
ll40.; Zl.44 Marl<~t Str~et v s~i $241,,S81. $12<P90 
OCTAVIA BLVD PAIKa T Z6. 30.,056 $Z32,633 $USPt7 
300 Octa:iiia Str~et 44 2.7~744 $:U4,73;l $:UU..369 
33.SS .GEAllY Bl.. . Z3 26,58$ $;?.05,7Sl $1.tlt,)196 

Z670 0eary BouJ~varct 21 1.4,276 $ll.t7~S~.6 $9~8 

U.)TMREVENUE @'.~ 
UNP'ER PRQPQSAt. f~~' 
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TSP. Exfstlng/Prapased Student Housing Jn l\fon-proflt Private Unlvef'!;lly !MPs 
10/14/15 . 

Alfiant lntar.f!al:iorral 2012 
Univenity 
Art Jnstitute of Califumia 2009 
-San Francis~q 
Babson Colle 2011 
Califurnia U>llege of Arts 201:> .. 
and Crafts 

California lnsl:ituta of NolM?-
Integral ~tu dies 
Ev<inist College 2010 
Golden Gate Universi 2015 
GreatWestem NolMP · 
University 
Hult lnte"rnational 2011 
Business School 
.Samuel MerriJ:t 2011 
Unlller:<ity 
San Francis<;» Art 2004 
ln:stitute 
Sall francillo:l 2015 
Cans.arvatory ttf Music 
Unil!WSity of ~11 
Pennsylvania Whiirton 
Scliaol Qfllu:;iness1 W~ 

C<:rast Cam m: 

UruvarsityofSan 2014 
Francisco 
Westmont CoUege/San 2002 
Fr.ancisco Urban 
Program 

Nona miis:ting or proposad. 

Nona exlstlng or proposetl. 

None :existi n or ro o.sed. 
Alt axfsting housing J~atad in Oaklan'd. Plans to work with private devalopars to 1C;raate/leasi:i student 
housing in SF, and/or devalop college-awnad housing in SF. Also plans ta develop hol1$ing for250-350 
beds Jn SUD, 1321 Mfssi;,n (entit!ed1 and3& Harriet (complatai). 

N/A. 

None l!Jd!;!:ing or proposed. 
None .existin or ro osed. 
N./A 

None ~istingarpropc~d. 

Nona -11Xisting orproposad. 

Existing studenthausinglaased :from Prasiclio with t:apaclty of40. Considering partnering with l>ovst 
Place for mar-a. 
El<isting stud1mt hcusing leased from Gold an Gate Hall {134 beds} and Columbus. street Housing {26 
beds}. futura ~using will be leased.from l'he Panaramlc. (200 beds}. 
MBA for Executives students housed at Loe Marld1an Hotel during: class s.e$SioOS,. 9:Qmom ni~ per 
weekend: 

Existingstudenthousingx:onslsts af2045 beds on Hffltopt:affipus and 93 bads. att'edroAnupe Hall. 
New Tl!Siden-ce hall proposed an Lone Mountain, 635 liousing b<1draoms on Hilltop Campus. 
Existing i;tudenthousing <:onsists of 12 b-edroomsat301 Lyon. 

Pagel 
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PrQp~TJ:anspQrtatfon Sust<lina&ility f~ frSF) 

ISf ReSidential Fee Options in Area Plaits I Updated 1-0/2/2015. 

Residential 'fransportation & Contpl~t1JStreet:s Fer!S under Pra osedTSF-Surrtmary 

Outside ~re<t plilt1$ Nqtr;Jnspai'tatfon ~ lSF 1Sf 

Area plan fees. 
Ama pbn fefl$ 

(transit/romplete Area plan fees 
streets} 

_{transit/complete 
IJtside-ar.eapf~ . (transl't/mmplem 

less: 1.5Ffee reduction 
street:>} 

.streets components) + + 
TSF TSF 

R~fdenfial T:ransporlatif?n & CAwplete Streets F~es 1.md~.r Proposed TSF - Rtates 

Outside Ar~ Plan.$ . $0.flO $0-tJQ; $7.74 $1.74 

TieF1 $3.98 $0.97 $11>.15 sun 
Tier2 $5.97 $1.46 $1225· $R71 

$7.96 $1.:94 $13.76- $;15.7Q 

Balboa Park ·$4.86 $1.17 $11..43 $12.60 

$7.21 $2.iID $1254 $14.95 

Van Ness-& Market surf $1201 $4.00 $15.75 $-19.75 

Visitacion Va!fey Pran J\reit $2.50 $01)(). $10-24 $10.24 

$8.25 $0.00 $15.9~. $15.99 

Transit C.enter District Plar? 

Tier1 (FAR be!aw 1:9} · $4.39 $0.00 $12..13 $12..13 

Tier2 (FAR 1;9ta1';18) $10..97 $0.00- $1lU1 $18.71 

Tier 3 {FAR above 1:18} $14..26 $0.00 $22..00 $2200 

Notes: · 
L Van Mess & Maitet SUD projects pay same rate as Marlcet & Octavia for building FAR< 9:1, and the V:an Ness 
& Marketf.eeforFAR>9:1. · 
1.. T ramit Cent-er is not: eligi'ble for a fee credit as the T ransiteeiiter T ransportatian & Street fmprovement fee 
was .estab!rsfmd tq deliver projects associated with ares developed tq Sllch a high degree of density. A pmtion 
ofthe fee is also designated as a CEQA mitigation measure {the T :ran sit Delay Mitigation fee). 
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Propos~d Tran:-portation Sustainability Fee {fsf} . 

TSf Residential Fee Options in Area.Plans I Updata.d 1.JJ/2/2015 

&i:>tem fll~ighhorh®cl11 

Tier1 $9-71 $0.97 .$3..01 

Tier2 $1456 $1.46 .$4-51 

Tier3 $19-4Z $1..94 .$fW2 

Balboa Park $9.71 $1.17 $3.ffi 

Masfccl: & Octrotfa: $10.94 $2.40 $4.00 

Val:1 Ness & MarketSl,1D $1&..20 $4.00 .$Ml 

Vi$itacion Valley Plan.Area- $556 $0.00 $2.50 

RinwnHlll PlimAr.ea $10.44 $0.00 . $8.25 

Transit <:ent~r District Plait:t. 

Tie:rl ff.AR bdow 1:9) $4.3!l $4-3s" so.oo 
Trer 2 [FAR 1:9 to 1:18} $1.Q97 s10:gr $0..00 

Trer3 (FAR abave 1:18} · $14.26 $14.26:t. So.oo 
l'Wtes: 
1.. The Transit Center Transportation &Street lmprov.ement Fee does not specify apertent aUoratlon to transit&. 
wmphrte str~ts components, so the full amount of'.the fee is shown here ascaJJor::ated totnlns~fo£ illus.tnmve 
purposes only. 

Sample Calculation: Ate.-t Pf an fee Reduction in Market & Octavia Ar~a Piao {Tn-Onlinant:e ~!¥ 
Proposed} 

MARKET MlDOCTAVlJ\. IMPACTF.f:E 

NSIT PORTION OF MARKET AND OCTAVIA FEE {22%} 

1114 

-$2.4-0 

$16.ZB 

I 
·1 
I 



ProposadTr.msportatlo1> SustalnahTiity Fae {TSF} 

TSF Residenti<d fee Options in Are<l Pfaru; I Updated 10/2/2015 

Sample TSF Rtls!dentlal Calculatlons: Area Phm Fee Cr<!.dlt 

15a:l M! .. lon Str..at 20D 229,705 Market & Octavia 22% Sl.74 $10.92 c$2.40 $1,TFl,917 $2,508,379 -$5.51,843 

1301 lGth SfreJrl; 234 270,504 Eastern 10% SJ.74. $!1.71 -$0.97 $2,0$,701 $2,626,594 -$262,6SS 
Neighborhoods 11erl 

114-0 F<ilsmn llS 147)l61l East em 10% 
Nei hborhoods Tier 2 

SJ.74. $14.55 -$1.46 $1,14S,1n $2,154,414 -$215,441 

3620 CesarOia11o;c 28 24,bDO Eastern ·10% $7.74 . $14.56 -$1.46 $190,404 . $358,.176 -$35,818. 
Neighborhoods Tter 2 

Notes: 
1. T5Fvalues are prellmi~ary e'itimates based on projectdescriptiPns in th .. dev,.!opment pipeline at ti~e of application filing, and may not 

reflect the most currentprojllet pr<JjJasal on file. 

$'1,7311,452 

$4,457,635 

$3,Qa4,1.45 

$512,782 

2. TSF i::a!cu!ations abava are for lllu.trative purposes only, to axµtainthe residential Ar1>a Plan Fae Credit as proposed. They do not<:onsider a 

t:radlt for prlo.r uses on site, nor take, lnt_o .consldaratioll tlta prapo.~ad gr.andfathetin~ fee rates.as proposed in the ordinance. 

f>agaS 
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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 [fSF). Staff has 
prepared additional information in response to key questions raised at thls hearing. Please let us Imow if you 
would like to discuss any of the infonnation 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 thatwould apply tn medical us.es 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 outlme 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 d~velopment 
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-exempt!; 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 paythe TSF. It 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 facentives 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 nndergo the usual HCSMP Consistency Determination 
process.. The Planning Department wi11 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 wifu the Planning Department The Planning Department will grant a TSF 
exemption if SFDPH staff issue a "Finding of Consistency" with the HCSMP, together with 
the determination that the use is "Eligible for Development Ineentives" under such plan. 

The :rsF ordinance coUld be amended to state that any project that requites an Institutional Master 
Plan under Section 304.5 of the Planning Code shall not be eligible for charitable exemptions exceptif 
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 atleast 10 years. If the property 

1 l'roj ects will need to submit an application for a Charitable Exemption in Older to verif/non-profit stains (or und,ergo a similar · 
process, to b_e detennined). · 

:Page 1 of7 

1116 



•• .: •. --.:...: .• · .• ~-__:._. .. _. - • I 

or portion thereof ceases to be eligible for Development Incentives within the 10-year period, the 
property owner will be required to paythe TSF. 

Z. 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 maytake 
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 Rousing is permitteq where the (orm 
of housing is pennitted in the underlying Zoning District 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 Z1_rt, 2015) received no 
grandfathering? 

The Planniug Conimission 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 
• Filedafter7/1/14:75%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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Proposed 
Revenue. 

Proposed 
Revenue 

Project. status r.<\fe 
gfl~iPtt · 

Project St:afus Rate 
~e@lipl). 

{S}GSF} ($/GSF} 

.Entitled $Q $0 Entitled $0 $0 

Under review $3$7 $SOJJmn Under review, filed $1.87 $37.S:mn 
befure 7/1/14 
Under revfow, filed after $5.81 $30.ornn 
7114 

Atihe Land Use & TranspGrtation Comtnittee hearing. Snpel"Viso:rs e:x:pressed interest in. exploring 
additional grm:idfuthering options: 

.. Residential projects= Same as above, but i1o not grandfather projects that were filed~ the date 
QfOrdinauce intr{}ductfon.. ijuly 242015) 

Cun:e:i..tl,y,tha:e~Hprojem:inthepipeilnethatfiled~Jnly:Zl"\:2015. lftli.e:sep:rojeO:S"\\.~mt:Q 
pay the TSF in full, this would resttltin an additional $7.1 mfTlfrm ahove the Ordinance as proposed {i.e. 
511% TSFuite for:residffiltial; TIIlF rn.tEs for IIOU-r~dentia.Q. 'fhg:>e p;rajectq w~ adikd after the 
gnmdfutlteringanaly.ri:swas completed, and th.ns: do notoverlap:wi.th the .amounts above:. 

{UPDATID 1.D /Z/1S: Non-resiifenti(J,l gnm.dfathering.] Attli.e September 2B.fu Land Use & 
'fr;µispi:ntrtion fu=ing;.Su.perv.istlrs £!XPl'eSSed interestin potentiallyapp.lyinga tier.e.d ,grandfuthering 
structnre for non-:residen±ial uses· as wcll, 5imilar ro thePJ:annmgi;ommissi.'on r.eco1mwmdation:fur 
residential uses (.50% of the feediff.ere:irefurunentitled projects that.filed before 7 /l./14, 7S% of the fee 
dilf~ru:e tb:ereafta-). ~ fue propoi;,d would pPtelltially g~~ :,in a.rlditi<>mH.$10 mfllinn m 
revenues, as follows. 

Non-Residential Grandfathering 

Proi~~u(t 
R~ Rl':Vetl.Qfl; 

Projec.t~s 
Rl'l1:e- Revenue 

(${GSF) generation {$/GSF} gen~rafion 

Entitled ' 11Dffiltes $453mn Entitloo $45.3mn 
{$12.12-

$14..59 
Under review TIOf rate!; $66_7mn Under review, filed before $12.Snm 

{$12.U- 7 /1/14 {SO"Ai of •rence} 
.$1459} $4.Smn 
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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 addition.al information on updates to the feasibility analysis in response tn 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 fuatwould 
receive an Area Plan fee credit under the proposed TSF ordinance. We also analyzed an ad(litional lar'ge 
residential prototype studied under the Central So Ma draft feasibility study ( wbich falls under fue 
Eastern Neighborhoods area pfan). 

If the creditwere to be eliminated. ali 4'prototypeswould continue to remain feasible. ·as measured by 
percent ~hange in residual land value (RL VJ. The change in RL V would range fro~ 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 adjustment:S to the findings of the feasibility study to 
evaluate whether there is a dear 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 li.v unit count or square footage J and economic 
feasibility. Charging variable rates would have uneven linpacts on project feasibility. Even 
though high-rise projec;ts can 'charge higher rents and sales prices, fuey also incur higher 
construction and ofuer costs, so they may not be more feasible nor more profitable on a per 
square footage basis fuan medium- or low-rise construction. 

Non-residential: Staff examined the 2 large office prototypes in the TSF Feasibility Study, as 
well as a medium ofi;ice prototype from the Central So Ma draft feasibility study. We found fuat 
the two larger office prototypes ( 400' and 160') performed similarly well, while the medium 
office project was more sensitive to the impact of higher fees. · 

o This is consistent with the findings of the TSF and Central So Ma feasibility studies, which 
indicate that large office projects are more feasible and prevalent than smaller projects. 
This is reflected in the current development pipeline, in wbich 89% ·of nonresidential 
development is> lOOk: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 nurobe.r ofrelated factors, including 
but not limited to: lot size, land use controls (partjcularly 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.e.<; for each pratPcype ati: listed in tl:te 1'1.bles bebw. The !!llpponahfu rare WM 

deh!nnined by examining the inlpactofthe foe o.n a number of financial indicators, the prilmny ime ~ing 
impactonRLV Thekeyfindingsinclude! 

• Themajoril;y(7.of8) ofresidentialprotocypesronldrnpportafueof$:7.74/GSFwith:elfmmation 

o[rhe area vian credit. If~fee wa-e ~ed to $R7S/GSF,.halfof1he prutotn;ie.s c6lild -
become infeasible.. 

• The 2 large office projects could support a fee of $21.6$/GSF... The smaller project rould sn.pport a 
feeof$1~04lGS~ . 

,. 33% of the TSFN~ mte w<nilil: r~present$10..Zl/GSF for :residential and $2aSS /GSF for non­
residential:p:rrijects. Fees .at-diese levels roula be supp~ by Z aut: efthe 8 resiiie11tial 

prototypes, and ll outof ihe 3 non-residential pmtvt;ype~. 

4.Mission l5units 22,254sf 50' ffigh $188 
$10.21/GSF 

+ AP ill'J;?<J pl;a;n credit 

Proiectinfuastore dueto 

3. Outer Mission 24units 4~,BOOsf low sn low revenues refativ~ m 
£osts:fee not 
suppambfa 

2VanN~Ave . .fithums 85,000sf Mei:Iiam $101 . $7.74/GSF 

6 •. East:SoMa 60unit:s 6G,550sf 85' Medium $131: $9.'1!3/fiSf. 
+ nCi .area plan a.edit 

&.EastSoMa 12.8units 1fil,00Gsf 160' Medimtt $1-08 !fl.74/GSF 
+ tlO'area pl;in a~dit 

5, Cenlii3-l W<J.terfnmt l56unfut 154,700sf uS' Hi~ '$185 $10.21/GSF 
+ndarea plan credit 

{NEW) Central ~Ma · 217unitS 315,{}l~sf 400'. Mediunt $133 $'4.74/GSF 
+ no area plan credit 

9.. Trans it C;mter 229units 332,SOClsf 400' ·Medium $ID7 $7.74/GSF 

2 SU£PCICfllb~ TSF ~ &:vclupcdbl!Sed on tlmfoil~financi<iliiidicat<trs: % ~inlksidualLand V~{RLV), RLV F 
nnit,,:R:emm on~ arulDc:vcl~M.argln as% of Total Cnsts. _ 
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TSF EconomicF~bility: Non-residential Prototypes 

:15,000 sf 92,000 ~ 85' Mi:di1.1m $&7 $19.-04/GSF 

7.East:SoMa 35,000 sf 24g.,3(l{}sf HlO' High $128 $21.65JGSF 

10_ Transttt:enter · 2U,OOO sf 384,.700 sf High :$132 $21..6.S}G.sF 
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Appendix: Updates to TSF Feasibility Analysis to Evaluate Recommendations of the Planning 

Commission & Board of Supervisors (Updated 10/2/2015) I 

Notes on updates to feasibility study: 

• In order to.facilitate in ore consistent comp~rison across prototypes and fee scenarios, Staff 

updated the TSF economic feasibility analysis as follows: 

o· Prototypes were re-ordered ~y project size (ascending based on# of units or building 

square footage}. 
\ 

o The analysis elimi~ated 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 Com111ission and at the Land 

Use & Transportation Committee were consolidated. 

• Additional prototypes from draft Central SoMa feasibility sttidy 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 RECOMME~DATION) 

• $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: Updatast:o TSF F11;u.Jblllty Anaiy,ils to Ewlu111ta Ru·t1mmandaUons of !ha Ph:mnlng Ct>m1nlulon.& Board ufSupe.ntho~ {Upd..t11d 10/2/:Z.Dl5) ( 

TSF .ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY STUDY -Updated 9/30/2015 

Keyto shading<. 
~ 
1 <S%cltangQJnJU.V 

l~pact of~f on Residual tand Value; Residentlal 

Pro acts 

unlb> 

3,0ut.erMis91on l4,4POsf 
24 41,aoo 65feet · Low $27 

un!b; sf 

2. Van Ness Ave l4,300sf 
SQ .as,aoo 

.BO feet Medium $7-74/GSF 
unlts sf 

6. East:SoMo 10,000 sf 
tiO 601550 

.SSfoet Medium 
$9.2.9/GSF 

vnlb> sf ·+no ~l"f!<1 plafl ~edit 

a. EastSoMa 15,POOsf 
l28 l.Pl,00 

160feet Medium ~74/GSF 
unit> Dsf +no are.• plan credit 

s. Centr.al 
35,000sf 

156 154170 
£5feet High_ $10.2l/GSF 

W1:1terfront units Osf 

{NEW]Cont;ral 
15,00i:Jsf 

W· 315,o;l. 
40Dfeet Medium $R.74/li!if 

So Ma. unit< Dsf 

!), Tram1ll:Ct!nf;er 15,QQO.sf 
22.9 332,HO 

400f~et Medium $"1'74/GSF 
units osf 
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Appomdlll: Updabsto lSF f.ir.l,J1lbllit)r Analysis to 6'a:l1..1•te JUu:omm•ndatfons.uftha PJRnnlngConunh:slon & Board of Suparvlsor.s (Upda.l:a.d lJJ/1/2JJl5) I 

lmpact ofTsF on Residual 1and Value: Non-residential Projects 

7. EartSoMil 35,voo .t 249,soo .t 100' lfu:h $21.65/GSf 

.1Q.Tnmslt:Center 20,000 sf 384, 700 "!If 400' High $21.65/GSf 

Paac.3 of6 
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App11ndlic Updata:Sto TSF fcuu:lblllty AnQfysls to EVilluaU RQcommQnd;dfons of tbe-PiannlnJ! Commission & }loard nf Supe.tVbors {U pd a tad 1D/2/2Dl5) J 

ProJectttd'TSF REtv'-nues: A(ternati)le Fee Scenarios; Summary (UPDATID lD/2/15) . 

5. Tisr by proJectslm: for ~>100 units .:and 11on-f'.8S >100k sq ft 

d.-ln"""sa~33%ofnell"' $7.74-$1ll21 $18.04-$28.BS $1.6bn $B84mn - $54mn $2!lmn $15.Smn 
.li:TrerbyproJe.g:heJght/roOst:r\ldfon.type .. .'·': :., .. · <' .-.~ ~ .: .. :, ··, .::· ;,; •• •• .·.,,,• •• ·.;: .-, ... : ·' •• •• •• ,;,.:.•.: ••• : 1 ·-··.: :'1.;·.(·l·'>; •• : • • •• ."•:"\ ,.:· .. ~·:: •• ·:. 

a. aelow55' (b•re);SS'-"5' (+$1); BS' and up{-$.) $7.74-°sl0.74 $1B.D4-$20.04 $1.Bbn 

7. l)1'.etie"'byproject•~e{Ul'DATE010/2/15J $7.74-$10:21 . $21.B6·$2B.BS $1.7hn 
Residentr.tl: 21-50 unit> [$7.74), S1-'19 units l$1L98), 100hmils {$10.21] 
Non-res;<40kGSF $21.86},40-lOOk:GSF 3 1 >100,000GSF $28.8 

1125 

$S35mn 

. -:· ... ·•. $722m.n ·. : ... ·o 
$948mn 

,. • .: •• ~ • ! " • ~· 

$43mn $1Bmn -$3.Bmn 
1.~·$51mn ·. · ~ · .$z4cnn · ···:-:.. · .... $10.1mn··". ·" 

$57mn $32rnn 



Appsndlx: Updates ts;, TSf Fa111sJbJllt'( ..Analysis to fpfuab R11ci:unmnndii.tfotu of .tfut Pfaonlng CommiJ;:S11ln.&.Uoard ofSuporvlscn: [Upda.tad 10/i.JJ.Oll) I 

Projected TSF Revenues: Altamatlve Fee Scenarios: Detailed [UPDATSl lllf2/15] 

1126 



" 

--·, t 

Appendix; Updates to TSF feaslblllty .Analysis to Evaluata Recomm.andatlons of tha Planning C.Ommlsslon & Jli:tard nf Supervisors {Updatad 

1u/2JZolS} I 

PROJECf5ID;; 

'Resldentlal Prolacl: Slzain Currant Plpelln<1 [Zlll5 021 

Proiects < 100 units 4,170,000 15% 

Proiects> 100 units 23,618;000 l!5% 

TOTAL :d,:ros,ooo 1-0Cl.11-0% 

TOTAL U:,99!;1,000 100.00% 

PROJECfHElGHT {CONSTRUCTIONTYPE: 

upto55' 35 6,253.,000 22% t>,153 179 21 450 

55'-85' 69 10,257,000 37% ltl,267 149 24 sso 
Abave85' 51 11,278,UOO 41% 11,278 m 26 688 

TOTA!. 155. 21,79&,000 lilD.0% 27,7'J8 

7240000 000 7{)0456 

Abave85' 81 :U,306,000 56% 152,000 1,970,00Q 

TOTAL 245 22,096,000 100..1~% 
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15F: i!ES!DOOlAL PIPELINE& ESTIMA. .mANOFAlHERING RATES 10/2/15 . 

Tab!~ 1. Re~ic{entfa( Projects Under Review: Filed after 7f21/,l5 

75-Arkansas.Street 5(} 8,!7!f 

603 Termessee5t. 2i4- Tl,744 0 $1D7,36!l 

400 QivisadaroSt. 130 148,000 s,OOQ $573,310 

3620 Ces;ar O.~ve« 28 Z4,60Q 0 $153.Sl>Z 
719 Larkin. 42 48,552: l,SOD ~209,781 $193,071 

830 Eddyst. 120 131t,72D !J $536,845 $1,073,693 $531i,ll41i 

79:\5otrtltVa11Ness 54 62,42.4 4,llli7 $312,590 $570,962 $2Sll,3ll 

950 Tennessee St. 129 87,777 0 $70,406 $579,394 $POB,!18& 

291&-2924 Mission st. 38 36,?00 7,400 I $211,.674 $41.6,780 $205,106 . 

TQTAt $4,044,259 $9,3Q4,l34 :i~;i;.::!?~;~$A~-

Table Z. Residential Projects Under Review: Filed 7 /1/14-i /11115 (Commission Recommenc{ation: 75% of TSF rate) 

'...~~-

$9,!!73,6118 $2,460,546 

0 $1,11.9,!l59 $601i;I.8!1 

1601 Ml5SION ST 22(} !1,900 t $1,422,317 $492,l.O!I 
~s Jlr\rant street 195 225,420 (l $404,742 $840,930 $436,188 
39(}- cusr .sr 170 196,520 0 $772,394 

' 
$1,152,660 $381),266 

1515 srnna VAN NESSAVEN.0£ 160 184)360 t 1,Q241 $25!1,671" $61J,574 $351,69Jl 

SS ARKANSAS ST 146 16S,776 ! 3,2{51 $31i7,867 $694,449 $326,581; 

429 !real" Street•nd 430 Main Street 140- 1fi1,l!4ll 0 $891,897 $1,205,057 $313,160 

555 Howards!: m 146,BU 0 $20!!;072 $493-,153 $2.84".DBl 

2675F0!50M5f 11.1 135,257;. 0 $688,3Ja $950,085. ~ 
11.45!'01k.Street S4- 61,424 0 $0 $ 00 $61,087 

2444 l.OMBARD sr 53 61,268 I· :z.ooo I $101,777 $220,330 $118,554 
55SGOIDS'lGATEAV 52 6Q,m1 1,DO(I. $2,.753. $1:19,070 $ll6,317 

3314 CESAR CHAVgsr 51)- 57,800 i 0 $36,09& $147,939. $J.1..1,SU 
272SlITTER_ST 45 52,.020 i 16,000 $112,700 $213,359. $10D;659 

23007fHST 44- 5D,B64 j 415 $303;414 $401,83& $98,4:U: 

2i;lll - 22:;4 MMKET ST 41 47;l$E; i 5,573 I $135,41!9. $m,2ll0 $9l.7ll 

875 C'\UfDRNiA ST/ nfJ POWBL!iT 41 47,39fi 0 $323~87 $415,0!!8 $91,7l.1 

915-935 Minna Street 37 42.,772 Q $lli5;528 $248,291 $8.Z,764 
1J26 - mo Mission Street 36 41,616 (l $222,226 $302,.753 $80,527 
469EODVST 34- 39,304 I 2,600 f $l54,70fi $2311,760 $76,053. 

240 PAOFICAV 31 35,836 2,018 $122.045 $1!11,388 $GS,3la 

4'7.SMINNAST 30 34,680 ·o $134,212 $201,3i7 $67,106 

Z4111Jl11 ST 28 32,368 18,130 $0 $ !!!I $SB,!199 
l98V/\LENClAST 28 32,36& 0 $94,961 $157,593 $62,.632 

9l!I016THSf 28 32,368 B,715 $131,979 $194,611 $62,.632. 
l59HBAY5T 2lf 32,368' 0 $128,547 $191,179 $62,632. 

2140-2144Marl<at5treet "Z1 31,212 1,150. $19,4&7 $79,81!3 $60,3% 

OCTAVIA BLVQ P-ARc;El T (o.ntra'. 2& 3D,OS6 Q $116,317 $174,475 $58,158 
freewa l 
300 Octavia Street 2.4 Il,744 J.605 $10S,9.75 $162,660 $53,685 

3355 GEl\RY at ~ 26,SSS 0 ~.WI- $99,711 $S;l.1!48 

;1;670 Seary 8ou\ward 21 24).76 (l $37,974- $84,941! $46,974 

T0111l $14,951,079- ~,462 ~=~l1i~1r$7,GO~s3 

NOTES: 

L TSFvalueure preliminary estimates hased an project d..aip!lons in therlevelopmentpipefine at time cfappfic:aticn filing-, and rnay
0

not re!lect the most 
currentprc)ect proposal on tile. 

Pagi=.1.1"-l 2 8 
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'fSF: RESIDENTIAL PIPBJNE &. ESTIMA .iRANDFATIJERlNG RATES. · lD/2/15 

Table: 3. ltesidential Projects Vnde;{' Review: F"ded l:!efare 7/1/14 [Cornmi~on Recorntnen.datian: 503 of TSF rai:,e) 

P!ER.4& 1500 1734000- 1950000, $34,849)ll!D 

150 VAN NESS AVE 429. 49212¢ -i2J558 $78,564 

19-7!1 MISSION Sf 351 405'755 0- $1,!ilO;Z1,G 

800 IN,DlANA5IBEEf 340 393040 0 $937,394 

950 MARKET5T 305 352580 169834 $3)115,189 

l06S MARKEf 5T 304 ';JS14Z4 -52.fi $l,352,4Zl 

sao:isrsr 292 337552 1704000 $2!>,B9S,114G 

13D11.5ffi5IBEEf A/6 31:9056 0 $946,791 

1634-1690 l'INEsr 260 300S!ill 6661i .$1,259,35& 

l3952ZndSt 251 290156 0 $1.,122,904 

1BOO Ml5SIPN 5T 2SJ7 ~292 Q $0 

120017IHSTRID 200 231200 171013' .$2,579,162 

75 HOWARD ST 181> 2:1'5016 1790Q $1.,090,409 

1028' MARKET ST 186 215016 9075 $971,722 

154Q MARKET ST 180 208080 -13252: $614))43 

2070BRYANTS{ 177 204612 n $418,l!4$ 

1125MARKErST 164 1&9Sll4 3005 'frn,ost 
95Q MASON STREET 16Q :IM960 -2950Q0 $0 
11.40 FOlSOM:STREEr 12ll 14791i8 -9081 $441,597 

1298 HOWARD SIBEEf U1. 1391!76 100SQ $686'~ 

2171'IHIRD5T l!l!J 126004 3143° $3Sli,530 

1550 MARKET ST 109 121'004 -169ZS. $Ml',364 

1075 MARKET ST 91) 10404(} -1Ss0o $178,970 

750 BARRISON5T 77 89012 2825 $34S,5il9 

133SfQlSOMsr 65 75140 El $248,270 

777 TENNESSEE STREEf 59 68204 0 $148,319 

81J7 FRAfl.KIJN ST 50 !i]BQO 0 $zll,6Bli 

6S1GEARYST ·45 5317fi -8010 $9D,207 

1174 FOtsOMST 42 48S5Z 7001 $318,170 

9nl TENNESSEESTREEt 39 .45084 Q $107,335 

2Z30 3RO STREET 37 42711. -'3201 $ll9,337 
4!l!'i CAMBRIDGE 5' 32 ::\6992 f) $143,159 

22FRANKUNST is 323sa 43Z3 $187,645 

233..;237 SHIPLEY ST 22 :25432 0 $84,434 

TOTAl. :11'!tt.:_-~fA~J·$sti'o(Wi 

NOTES: 

1. lSFvalues are prelimlna<Y ostlmales based 011 projod: descriptions. in the development pipeline <rt: time of applii:ation filing-, and may not reffed: the most 
current ptoJed:prqpD>ol Qtl 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 

,- ··. 
c_r.. :_:-""), ;-;." 

CJ ;: ... -· .... · - -.. 
. ~ =~~;::~~ 

~.:_~ ':': ;\: . . .... __ _ 
-~ 

;;_:. -,; ".c 
1 ::::.: 

l ':-? 
Subject: File No. 151121 duplicated from 150790 . , 

Establishing a New Citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee 

Dear Cle.de Calvillo: 

On behalf of fue Hospital Council ofNorfuem and Central California (fue "Hospital 
Council") and its many community-serving; not-for-profit members1• we wish to thank fue 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 h~spit3l. operator .. For example: 

Hospital Operator A owns two hospitals :in San Francisco (Hosi}ital 1 and Hospital 2). 
Hospital 1has100beds-an.dHospital2has 150beds. 

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 fe.et and 
house 150 inpatient beds. Hospital I will cease operations, while Hospital 2 will reduce its 
capacity to 125 :inpatient beds upon the co~tru.cti.on of the new hospital. 

In trnS situation, the TSF will be calculated based on the net new beds: 
25 :increase of licensed inpatient beds 

$18.74 TSF x 300,000 gross square feetx 250 total existing licen.se9.llipatier~.t beds 

= $18.74 TSF x.30,000 gross ,square feet 
:== $562,200 total TSF due 

........ r1 c nnnr,. r:--..... Jl'1X:: c-ic oon~ 



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 TSP. Also, we understand 
that if the new construction was on a site adjacent to Hospital 1, fue square footage of Hospital 1 
would be subtracted from the new square footage to arrive at the additional gross square footage 
that would fuen be subject to the above-described formula. 

For Health Se;rvice uses, the 'Bo!U'd's current proposal yrould 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 fue 12,000 square feet exempted from fue 
TSF, i.e., 1,000 square feet. The TSF in this situation would be $11,000. · 

. . cc: 

We thank the Board for worlcing with us on this :important issu~-

m~ 
David ~errano Sewell; ReJ~ esi 
Hospital Council ofNorthem Central Califorma 

Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco Hospital CEOs 
Art Sponseller, President & CEO, Hospital Council . 

Regional Office 235 Montgomery Street, Suite 1158 San Francl1"'JCS9f-104-3004 · 415.616.9990 Fax: 415.616-9992 



Chen, Lisa (CPq 

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); Bums, Kanishka (BOS); 
Wheaton, Nicole (MYR) 
Ruiz-Esquide, Andrea (CAT); Wise, Vik:toriya (MTA); Bose, Sonali (MTA); Michael 
Schwartz (michael.schwartz@sfcta.org); Teague, Corey (CPO; 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 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 

ili . 
on the October 5 TSF amendments. 

As always, please let us know if you have further que.stions.1hank you. 

Kind regards, 

Lisa Chen . 
P!armerr City'Nide 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@sfuov .orq 
Web:www.sfplanning.org 

I( t!~ ~~ ;t~!~ ;~1. . 

From: Chen, Lisa (CPC) 
Sent Thursday, October 08, 201511:57 PM . 
To: Cohen, Malia (BOS); Kim; Jane (BQS); 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 (MYR) · 
Cc: Ruiz-Esquide, Andrea (CAl); Wise, Viktoriya (MTA); Bose, Sonali (MTA); Michael Schwartz 
(michael.schwartz@sfcta.org); Teaque, Corey (CPC); Auyeung, Dillon · 
Subject: TSF - Revenue projections for October 5th Land Use & Transportation Committee Amendments (AlTORNEY-
.CUENT PRIVILEGE) . 

Dear Supervisors, legislative aides, an'd Nicole, 

In r~ponse to the October 5th Land Use and Transportation Committee hearing on establishing a new citywide Transportation 
Sustainability Fee (fSFJ; staff from the Planning Department and SFMTA have prepared information on the fiscal impact of the 
amendments made to the proposed legiSl~tion, attached. Also attached is an updated list of residential pipeline projects and 
projected revenues. 

1 
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c--·I 

Please let us know if you have any further questions or would like to discuss any of the findings. 1hank you. 

Kind regards, 

·Lisa Chen 
Plan.ner, Citywide Planning Piv'ision 

Planning Department, Qty 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.oro 
Web:www.sfplanning.org 

~fl~ ~!J [~; f~, t'S.] 
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Chen, Lisa (CPC) 

From: Chen,Lisa(CPC) , 
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); Yadegar, Danny (BOS); Bums, Kanisblca (BOS); · 
Wheaton, Nkole (MYR) 

Cc: 

Subject 

Ruiz:-Esquide, Andrea (CAD; Wise, Viktoriya (MTA); Bose, Sonali (MTA); Michael 
Schwartz (michaeLschwartz@sfcta.org); Teague, Corey (CPC); Auyoung, Dillon 
RE:.Revised: TSF - Revenue projections for October 5th Land Use & Transportation 
Committee Amendments ( 

Hi Coner, 

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 sep·arate out just the universities, hence the lower value. The revised numbers are reasonably dose 
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 Plar:ming Division 

Planning Department, Oty 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 .orn 

;u~ ~'1 rm; (Ii~ r~~ 

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); Bums, 
Kanishka (BOS); Wheaton, Nicole (MYR) 
Cc: Ruiz-Esquide, Andrea (CA1); Wise, Viklnriya (MTA); Bose, Sonali (MTA); Michael Schwartz 
(michael.schwartz@sfcta.org); Teague, Corey (CPC); f.uyoung, 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 Jqhnston 
·Office of Supervisor London Breed 
President of the B.oard of Slipervisors 
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.kirn@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Sc~tt 
<scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS} <john.avalos@sfgov.org>; Christensen, Julie (BQS) 
<Julie.Christensen@sfgov.or.g>; Breed, London (BOS) <london.breed@sfgov.org>; Johnston, Conor (BOS) 

<conor.johnston@sfgov.org>; Power, Andres <andr.es.power@sfgov.org>; Tugbenyoh; Mawuli (BOS) 
<mawu!Ltugbenyoh@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-esguide@sfgov.org>; Wise, Viktoriya (MTA) <viktoriya.a.wise@sfmta.com>; 

Bose, Sona!i (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 projection's 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 Su. TSF amendments. 

As always, please let us know if you have further questions·. Thank you. 

Kind regards, 

Lisa Chen 
·Planner, CitY'Ji/ide 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 

;;Q ~ [~ [;:~ j~ 

From: Chen, Lisa (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, October OB, 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); Wheat;on, Nicole (M'f.R) 
Cc: Ruiz-Esquide, Andrea (CA1); Wise, Viktoriya (MTA); Bose, Sonali (MfA); 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, 

2 
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In response to the October 5th Land Use and Transportation Committee hearing on establishing a new citywide Transportation 
Sustainability Fee (TSF), staff from the Planning Department and SFMTA have prepared information on the fiscal impact of the 
amendments made to the proposed legislation, attached. Also attached is an updated list of residential pipeline projects and 
projected revenues. · 

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 401), San Francisco, CA 94l03 
Photte: 415-575-9124 Fax: 415-558-6409 · 
Email:lisa.chen@sfgov.org 
Web:www .sfolanriino.org 
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Dear Suya:visors Cohen, Kim, Wiener, Avalos, Breed, ;md Christensen, 

In responsei t:o-tlieOctober SB\ Z01S Land Use and T.ranspnrtatlon. Cormnitn!e hearlng an~lishing anew 
. ci.tywiQ.e T11ans:pm:t:atfun $11Sf;ainp.bilityF~ (TSF}, ~from the l'lanning Dep;µ1ment and.SFMI'.A.haire · 

I 

prepared infonrurtio!f on the fiscal impact nf1he am.erulments made: tu the proposed legislation. Plea$. let us 
kn.QW" if you WP.ulii mm discuss anyof fue fufunimtimt. p~tedbeluw. 

. . 
1Ji~ ca:mbilmd:impaci:!Jfillof~e am~dm.~ is a:n:inixMseuf;ippro:rlmatcly $153..0~illfon uver3fJ 
yeW11 ar$5 .. 7$i?iJ. million anmmlfy, sr.cmmarized hfdnw. 

This would bringmtal projectOO TSF revenues to $1..3 billion over 3-0 years. or $1 Smillion annually;. This 
:represents am;>ra&imateiy $570 m:ilfum in net newtrnnsporratiml revenue above existing TIDF .. aummarlr:ed 
as follow.EC · · 

TSF Revenue Generation: Lmd Use- & l'tansportation ·committee October 5lfl-Amendments 

TI er by p roJect sile: fo~ res> 100 units .& non--r~ > 100ksq ft 

Ntt :Kr<mdfathering for projects fifed after 7f1.1/J5 

Elimfnate area plan ei«.mlption $.5J.6mn $1.Smn 
lm:rease POR f~ tJWT tn.150lhq ft 
App.tyTSfto hospitals 

Exempt post-secondary educational ases 

Tota'l 1SF Revenue Generation with-Odo.her 5.th Anti;:~dments 

TSF ii~ prQ.pused $L2bn $40mn $14mn 

With October' 5fh. amendments $1~n $49mn $1~7mrt $~.lrtln · 
n 

. . 
1.. Amendment: rncrease the fee rates fo-rfurge pro-jects, de.fined .as r.esident:ial uses>99 unitsor:nnn~ 

residential us~ >10:R:k :sq ft. Pru.- ;ill.gr-0$:;.qu,;rr~ feet o.vm- tlds threshuld Q.~. anyun:il:s ab.oire 9c:r 
1lllits and all nonresidentialsqnarefoot:age ab<we 100ksq ft},. pr-ojects would pay an additional 
$1/squarefout, or $8,.7 4 for resifential and $:19.04 foo;mim:eside~al 

Pagelof3 
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TSF: Iinpad: of October 5th l.antl U~e & Transportation C~mmittee Amendroe~ {UPDATED lq/13/15} 

Jncreasingthefeefurlm:geprojectswouldresultinanim:reaseo.f<wPX"oximatclySSSmilli01tdaffarsuver 
30 vear.s:: or $1..9 million dalltrrSmmuallp. as :fullows.. 

Tier by project stze; for res> 100 
i.,rnits and non-res >100k sq ft 

$L2bn 

$1.2bn 

$420m11 

$475mn 

$39mh $14mn 

$41mn $16mn $1.9mn 

2. Amendment: Amend grandfatheringsucli that residential pro~ tiuJ.t filed ;i developnt~f; 
application after the introductfuii date ufthe Ordinance Uuly 21.x, 2015) womdr.ereive no 
gnm~and wouldpay1.00% of the TSF:rate.. 

Drrrenrly, there are 10 residential prnjects in the pipelin.e thatfiledafter July 21~, 2005.. Iftheseprojects 
wm-e to- pa;yth.e TSF in full, rlris woll,ld result"in aIJ, adrliticmal $4.9 million <1.b.ove th~ llidi!rance as 
P:OPo~e4as fullo-ws.. See 1heappendix:for a list of residential projects :in the pipcline. 

P(Op0$ed 
Rev.elille: 

Proposed 
Re11en'\{e 

Project status · ·rate Project5tafu$ Rate 

{$/GSF} 
:generation 

{$/GSF} ~~eration 

Entitl~d $11 $0 Entitled $0 $il 

Under review $3.&7 S~-Umn Under- review, filed $3.87 $49-1mn 
hefure 7/Zl/'J5 

~.74 $9.8mn: 

3. Al:nendm~ Elimjna:te the .AreaPian.creditforresidential uses, sndt that proje.cts:wauid pay bntll 
fue l,'.Sf' Wlilaroa. pJaa~IJJ:ti;ltiC}n foes m full r 

,. Based on amended fee rates fmduding foe incre<!Se fur projects> 1.00 units orlOOksq ft}. 
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TSF: Impact of October 5th Land Use & Transportation Committee Amendments (UPDATED 10/13/15) 

Based on projected development, removingthe area plan credit would generate approximately $1.1 
million annualiv. or $32.1 million through 2040. 

In addition, projects in the current development pipeline would contribute an additional $21.5 million. 
bringing the total tv $53.6million. 

4. Amendment Increase the PDRfee 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 projectfell under the 1,500 square foot threshold. · 

Based on the TSF N exu5 Study, the City is projected to add &76.1 million ·square feet of new PDR 
developmentthrough 2040 that would be subject to the TSF. comprising about 1 % of total non­
residential development 

5. [updated: 10/13/15] Amendment Apply the TSFtohospitals 

I!ased on the TSF Nexus Study, the City is projected to add .32...&&-million square feet of new hospital 
development through 2040 that would be subject to the TSF. BF-representing less than 1 % of total non-· 
residential development Applying the fee to hospitals would raise an additional $[JM$5ZB million 
dollars over30years. or roughly.$;YJ-$1.9 million annuaflv.Z. 

6. [updated: 10/13/15] Amendment Exempt post-secondary educational uses 

The TSF Nexus Study projects that the City will add roughly ~5.8 million square feet of Cultural, 
Institutional, and Educational uses through.2040 that would be subject to the TSF. representing a little 
over 1 % of nonresidential development Based on completed projects from 2000-2010. private nonprofit 
universities may be expected to account for approximately 18% of this amount or 1.0 _million square feet 

Exempting these uses from the fee w9uld result in a revenue loss of approximateTv $18.8 ~million 
dollars over 30 vears. or $630.0003.fi millioR annuaTlv. 

Please note that this category combines post seconckuy educational uses with other uses that would also 
be ex:empt, sU£b as museHII15 and private school!:!· Thus, this figure likely overestimates the impact of the 
post secondary education csrnmption. · 

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 NC)\US Study, for the sake of consistency. These projections utilize A~AG 
projections combined with Planning Department Land Use Allocation figures. 
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Chen, Lisa (CPq 

From: 
Sent 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject. 
Attachments: 

C~en, Lisa (CPQ 
Friday, October 02, 2015 10:49 AM 
'Malia.Cohen@sfgov:Lonmicrosoft.com'; 'Jane.Kim@sfgov:Lonmicrosoft.com'; 
'Scott.Wiener@sfgov:Lonmicrosoft.com'; Avalos, John (BOS); Power, Andres; 
'Mawuli.Tugbenyoh@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com'; 
'Jeremy.Pollock@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com'; Yadegar, Danny (BOS); 
'Nicole.Wheaton@sfgovl.onmkroso~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_iinal.pdf; 
Appendix_TSF Updates to Feasibility Study 10_2.._15 update_fin.pdf; TSF Residential 

. grandfathering_lO 05 15.JffTY-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 prep~red 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 inforrriation 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 und~r the grandfathering triggers.· 

Please let me know if you have any' questiqns. Thank you. 

Regards, 

Lisa Chen 
Planner, Citywide Planning Divis.ion 

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San F.ranclsco, CA 94103 
Phone: 415-575-9124 Fax: 415-558-6409 
Emafl:lfsa.chen@sfgov.org 
Web:www.sfplanning.org 

. ~ ~~ {~g t,-; l~~J 

From: Andrea Ruiz-Esquide (mailto:Andrea.Ruiz-Esquide@sfgov.org] 
Sent Thursday, October 01, 2015 10:17 AM 
To: Chen, Lisa (CPC); Teague, Corey (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (MTA) 
Subject: Fw: TSF - Responses to Land Use cpmmittee Questions 

FYI 
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Andrea R.uiz-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/ClYATf 
To: Malia.Cohen@sfqov1.onmicrosoft.com. Jane.Kim@sfuov1.onmicrosoft.com Scott.Wiener@sfuov1.onmicrosoft.com. 
Mawuli.Tugbenyoh@sfgov1 onrnicrosoft.corn Jeremy Pollock@sfqov1.onrnicrosoft.com. Dannv Vadegar@sfaov.om Nicole Wheaton@sfgov1 .onrnjcrosoftcom 
Cc: SonalLBose@sfmta.com 
Date: 10/01/201510:16 AM · 
Subject TSF - Responses to Land Use Committee Questions 

Dear Supervisors, legislative aides, and Nicole, . 

Planning Department and SFMTA staff have prepared answers to the questions you posed during last Monday's Land 
Use Committee hearing on the Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF). Please see the documents attached. 

\/ye 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 tee projections. 

Supplemental materials wif\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-esquide@sfqov.org 
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Supervisors Cohen, Kim, Wiener and Avalos, 

Thank you for your thoughtful comments at the September 28tli; 2015 Land Use and Transportation 
Committee hearing on establishing a new citywide Transportation Sustainabilit;y Fee (TSF). Staff has 
prepared additional information in response to key questions raised at this hearing. Please let us Imow 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 !!rafting of the TSF Ordiriance, staff worked with the San Francisco Depart:Ip.ent of Public . 
Health (SFDPH) to create an exemption thatwould apply to medical uses primarily serving vulnerable 
populations including but not limited to: Medi-Cal beneficiaries, uninsured residents, limited English 
speakers, and populations with document¢ high rates of health disparities, as defined in the Health Care 
Services Master Plan. Below is an outline of the process that"Yould allow for such an exemption.' 

ReyieW Process for Medical Uses ; . 
When a medical service provider submits an application to the Pla,nnirig Department for a development 
projed; there are two separate processes through which the project could be found to be exempt from 
the TSF. A project may satisfy the reqmrements of one or both in order to receive an exemption. 

• Charitable Exemption Process: The project is exempt from TSF if both of the follbw:ing 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 fc:ir 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 Commissiol). 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 HCSMPreview (> 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 
determinqtion that the use is "Eligible for Development Incentives" under such plan. 

. b. Administrative review for smaller projects ( <10,000 GSF ofnew 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 propei't;y 

1 Px:oj ects will need to submit an application for a Charilable Exemption in order to verify non-profit status (or ~dergo a similar 
process, to be determined). 
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or portion fuereof ceases to be eligible for Development Incentives wJ.fuin the 10-year period, the 
property owner will be required to pay the TSF. · 

i. What is the best way to treat post-secondary edm:ationaI institutions when they are providing 
student housing? 

As currently proposed, fue 'J'.SF would apply to all projects of non-profit posl;-secondary educational 
institutions fuat require an Institutional Master Plan under Section 304. 5 offue Planning Code. Given fue 
recent legislation that encoi.lrages universities to create new student housing, the TSF Ordinance could be 
amended to exempt student housing proposed by non-profit post-seco.ndary educational institutions 
from the fee. Section 411A3 (b) of the ordinance already sets forth a number of proposed exemptions in 
support of existing City po lid es. The Section could be amended to include an exemption for non-profit 
student hovsing as defined jn 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-Setondary 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 fuis Code, the use of Student Housing is permitted where the form 
of housing is permitted in fue 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 EducationaHnstitntion may be located in one 
building. 

3 .. How would incorporating the grandfathering pro~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 Guly 21st, 2015) reEeived no 
'grandfathering? 

The Planning Commission re.commen.dations on TSF grandfathering were as follows: 

Residential projects: 
a. Entitled projects: 100% grandfafuering (as proposed) 
b. Projects under review: 

Filed before 7 /1/14: 50% rate 
• File.d afyer 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 
wolild generate an additional $1 ZS million. 
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Proposed 
Re'll'enue 

Proposed 
Reltenue 

PrPj<!d stab.l'i: rate 
~!':~Pit 

Project Status Rate 
~eneration 

{$/GSF} {$/GSij. 

Entitled $1) $0 Entitled $0 $0 

IJoder review $3$1 $5l10mn Under review, filed $1..87 $375mn 
liefure 7/1/14 
Under review, filed after $5.81 $30.-0mn 
7/1/14 

At the Land Use & Transportation £ommittee hearing, Supervisors expressed imerestm exploring 
additional grandfuthering options; 

~ Residential p:ri:ijecls; Smne as above, but do nut grandfatherprojectSthat we.re filed after the date 
· i>f Or~ blb;~d11i;tioJ.J, {July :21,.Z015) 

~ntly, there.are 14pJ:Ojooidn:tlxepip~thatfikd:aft:erJpfy-.Z1"1:Z015. Iftl:ti;:seprojectl>we:rew 
:paythe TSF in full, tliis w.ould resaltm.an.additinnal $Z1 millfoa;above the Oclinance as proposed (i.e. 
.50% TSF rate forresi®ntiil; TIDF rates for nou-r~dential).. Th~ projeP:s were addedafta-the 
grandfuthering analysis was completed, and thus dn notover1ap with the.amolllits above. 

[UPDATED 1.fJjZf1S: Non-resfderrtiafgrontffatherinff.] Atthe September 2gtnLand Use & 
T:ranspm:tatianhearing. Supe:rvis0rs expre$Sed interest in potentially applying a tieredgrandfirthering: . 
strnctnrefornon'3:'esidentialuses as well,·similarm the Planning Collllllissionr.ero:mmendationfur 
:r~sidential JJS~ (50% uf tlte foe Oifference funmentitled projects that: filed befure 7 /l/14r 7S% of the fee 
Pilfert:nr:ethere~). l-fodifyingthepropm:alWPUldpotentiallygeuerama:uaddition;d$10millianD:i 
revenue~. as follows. 

Proi~ct~ 
R.ite Revenu~ 

Project Statu:s. 
Rate· ltev~ 

($/GSF) :generation {$/GSF} generation 

Entltfod $45.3mn EntitWd $45..3mn 

Undermvkw $66..7mn Under review, filed before $12.~mn 
7 /1/14{50% of difference} · 
Undet review,, filed after $4.6mn 
7 14 pf diffurence} 
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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 ana"[ysis 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 TSP website.) 

Three prototypes evaluated TSF Economic Feasibility Study were residential prototypes that would 
receive an Area Pl?-n fee creditun.der the proposed TSF ordinance. We also analyzed an additional large 
residential prototype stndied under the Central So Ma draft feasibility stndy (which falls under the 
Eastern Neighborhoods area plan). · 

If the credit Were to be eliminated. all4 protozypes would continue to remafn feasible. as measured by 
percent change in residual land value (RL V). The change in RL V would range from 1-2%. 

5. What iS the effect on feasibility ifTSF rates were tiered based on project size and/ or conslnlction 
type (i.e. mid-rise vs. high-rise construction)? 

In order to help answer this question, staff made adjustments to the findings of tlie feasibility stndy to 
evaluate whether there is a dearrelationship between project size, economic feasibilify, and the ability to 
absorb higher fee levels. Our findings indicate: 

Resil:le!!tial: Based on analysis of 8 residential prototypes, we foun!i no clear correlation between 
residential project size (whether measured bv unit count or square footage 1 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 pet 
square footage basis than medium- or low-rise construction. 

Non-residential: Staff examined the 2 large office prototypes in the TSF Feasibilit;y Study, as 
well as a medium office prototype from-the Central SoMa draft feasibility sfudy. We found that 
the two larger office prototypes ( 400' and 160') pi:rformed 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 deyelopment pipeline, in which 89% ofnonresideD:tial 
development is > 100k square feet Given the predominance oflarger office projects, a 
single fee rate may make more logical sense. 

See App,endix B for additional infonnatimi on project sizes in the current development pipeline, as well.as 
TSF revenue projections based on different tiered proposals. 

6. Whatare 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 ne::ais? 

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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Suppm:t:ilile-"XSJ! :rat~ fm; each promtype :;ir~ llstclin: 1he tables belQw. "Ihe suppomb$:rat:e ~ 

detern:llned by ex:aminingthe impact of the :feaon anmnber of financial :indicators, the primacy one being 

impact onRLV..:Z The keyiiruiings:inclnd~ 

.. Themajorily(7 ofS} ofres:identihlproto!ypesc~uldsupportaf.eeof$Z74/GSFwithelimination­

gftbe area plan credit. If the fuew~ ino:eased to $R7ll /GSF.-half cl'~ prDtotypes;could 

beconieinfeasihle. 

• The 2 large flfficeproj&W couldsupporta~eof$Z:L6S/GSF. Thesmall~r-projectrould support a 

fee.0¥$19:.04/GSR 

• . 33% of the 1%FN~"US mte wmtld rey~mt $1-0..Zl/GSF for residential ;md $23.85/GSF fur nim­
residentialprojects. F.el!S attli:ese lev'els could be supported by Z om: !![the B resiifential 
protoo/J!es. and.O outo,.fthe 3nrm-Wtden:tial y;cotofi)'Pes.. . 

TSE Ealnomit Feasibility.: Residential Pro.to types 

4.Mi.ssion 1511nits 22,264sf 50' Hi~It $188 
$10.21/GSF 

+ nP.Area pl;m a-edit 

Prajectinfeasihfe due to 

3. Outer Mission 24uruts 41,800sf low w fow r~u~ ~lativeto 
i:pSl:s-: fee riot 
SU portabfo. 

2. Van N.e.ssAve . 6Qunits 86,000sf MediWll $.101 $7.74/GS'f 

6-EastSnMa 60 uniits 60,SSOsf &5' Medium $132 
$9.29/GSf 

+no area plan -credit 

S.EastSoMa 128units 1fil,OOOsf 16Cf, Medlmn $100 
$7~74/6Sf 

+ li\l)fl:l'e~ plan a:edit 

5. Centralw.:iterfront l.56.uoits 1S4,700sf 6$' High $185 
$10.11/GSF 

+no-ama ptant:redit 

(NEW} Central SoMa 217units 315,01-0sf 400' Medium $133 
$a.7.4/GSF 

+no area pfan cradlt · 

9-. Trarisft:Center :Z29units 332,800sf 400' Medium $107 $7.74iGSf 

' 
:i Sll.PP'lrlable TSFrate <kvelqp"ll~tm. fueiiillpwi11g .finani;iaUndicators.: %plrange.inl?esidU;ULo:ndV.alne{ll:LV'), RLV ~ 
unit;,Rcinmon: Cnst, arulDcvdopex:Mittgin.as % ofTuhl Casis. 

Fage5of7 
I 
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7. EastSQMa 35,000 sf 249',300 sf 

20,000 sf 3&4,700 sf 

~· :-.: •. -:,;..e.:.. .... 

150' Hi_gh 

400• . High 

Page7of7 
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.·, \ 

I ·, .. 

$81 

$128 $21.£5/GSF 

$132 $2-i.65/GSF 



-· ,··--.· . .. . .: .. · .. : .... ··· ., \ ·- - • .' •••• ~. ~··-· _",,:!.£ l . .·...; .. :.·. 

Appendix: Updates to TSF Feasibility Analysis to Evaluate Recommendations of the Planning 

Commission & Board of Supervisors (Updated 10/2/201S} I 

Notes on updates to feasibility study: 

1' In order to facilitate more consistent comparison across prcitotypes and fee scenarios,. Staff 

updated the TSF economic feasibility analysis as follows: 

o ~rototypes were re-ordered by project size (ascend.ing based on# of units or building 

square footage). 

o The analysis eliminated the fee credit for prior uses on site (Le. an existing retail or 

warehouse building). Each prototype now reflects a development project on vacant 

land un.der current market conditions. Forsome 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. 7 4/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 p Ian credit 

Non-residential prototypes: Staff evaluated the following TSf fee scenario~: 

• $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 

Page 1 of6 
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Appandbc Updates-to TSF faulblflty.An;1lysb to Evoduabt Rntommlltldatfonsof thn PlannlngCommlssl~n& Boerd of SupBFVl!io~ {Upd~tru.110/2/2015) ( 

T.SF ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY STUDY -Updated 9/30/2015 

lmpact-0fTSF on Residual Land Value: Residential 
Pro"..ct;s 

Unlts 

3. Outer Mis:ifon l4AOO.sf 24 41,aoo 
65fest 

unit.$ sf 

2..VanNessA\ie 24.,SOOsf 
60 86,00Q 

BO feet 
units. ., 

~- EostSQM;i 10,000sf 
60 60,550 

BS feet 
units sf 

8, J:astSoMa 15,0DOsf 
128 1G1JOO 

160feet 
units D•f 

5.C.mmd 
35,000...t' 

15& 134-,70 
65feet 

Watetftunt . .unJts Ost 

(NEl(lfj<;ent«tl 
15~000sf =· 315,DJ. 

400fee.t 
SoMll \Jrtl~ Osf 

:9. ire.nsltConter 15,0QO.sf 
229 332,80 

400fe~t 
IJOll;s Osf 

Low 

Medlum 

Medium 

Medium 

High 

Medium° 

M~dlurn 

JJ"age:21Jf6 
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i"· 

relatfvl! to costs;-
; .. 

$7.74/GSF 
~ 

$!1.29/GSF 

$7.74/GSF 

$10.21/GS~ 
+no are.a plan credit 

$1l.74/GS.F 
+no :area phm.credit 

$7.74/GSF 



:,: 

;•, 

impact of TSF on Rssid.ual and Value: Non-residential Projects 

7, EartSoMa 35,000 s;f 2-49,300 sf 160' Hfg:h $:ti.G>/GSF 

10.Tran.titCente.r. 20,000 sf ;184,700 sf 400' High $21.65/GSF 

l: 

Page..3-ofli 

-------------------------------
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App911dbc Updlrtas!D T!)F Fu:a,Jbillty .An•iyllls to EJ.1.11Juiita Recomtn11ndatlons of th11 Planntng.P,mtnlnlon &. Board of:S.Up.ervbu~ {Updiibd 10/2/2b1S) I 

ProJect<idTSF Revenues: AIJ;ernatiY~ Fee Scenarios: Summary {UPDATED JJJ/1/151 

·- ·~9S4mn · 

-5 .. Tier by p.r.oject stte:for 1'8$">100 unJU. 11nd non-ras >100k sq ft 
;.· • ..-;::·:ia. fe~ 1n!=reosi;::;:: $1~.':._ ".:'.".~l?. .......... ·~"' /.---~~: ... ~:-·. r,!"·.:· ~ ... , ... :. . .. ~· .. ,:.~ ~1" $7 .• 74-$8,84_:· :•, ·.:" ·~· "$18.04-.$1~.-04 ·: : 1.:~p~·; :! ···•· l, ,I" $4.97mn ';"~. ~ • -;._ =.: ·: $42rnn ...... :.: h ~· ,1$16mn. ~ ·: .... : . ·:: •. ; $Z-.fin:nt~;···;· .. 

b.Fee!ncr.eHe=$3 $7.74-$10.84 $1B.04-$21.04 $L4bn .$652mn $47mn :$Z2mn $7-7mn 
: i',: ... c..-feiilnc/"ease~$5: .. ·: .. i.-:::.;.;:.:.'· .. ~ ... _..:=-:;·:· .. _ ··: .. : ·.:•.~. ·: . .. ·· ... :. ·.: .. :_·.=:·":·' : .·$7i7,4 ... $11.~ .. :::~ ,·.,:. :.$1B.q4 .. $~.04· .. ~' "$.1.~bn~:::.· :· :·~· •. ;$.B07mn•:· ·:·•:··· ... •: -1·;~ $~-~rnn·::.;:, .. ,1~-:.: ··$27JJJO 'r .; ·: · \\::·:-'.$l~llm·,,...::.·· 

d.feeln1'"••••~33%cfnexus $7.74-$10:21 $18.04-$28.BS $1.Gbn $B84ron $54mn $:ismn $15.5.mn 

JI, Below 551 (baseJ; 55''"35' {+$1}; 85' and lip {+$.2) 
.,. -::-... b:•eelow SS':{botse);SS'-.&5~ {+$3); BS' antf,u~ (+$5). ·" :.. :, 

7_ 11Jreetlen bypmjechlz:e (UPDATED 10}2/lS) 
R,.jdonllal: 21-50,.nibi ($7.74), 51.<l9 units t$B.9B), 10o+ units ($JJJ.21l 
Non-rs: <;40k GSF $21.86 , 40~100k GSF $25.36 , >100,0DD 6Sf $28.&5 

$7.74-$10.21 

P:age4-cf6 
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-··,:·' .. 
$535mn $43mn . $1Bmn $3.Bn:m 

· -· • $.1".lmn 
$948mn $57mn $32mn $U~6mn · 



.Projoctad TSF Revenues: Alternative Fe1> Staruirlo•\ Doi:allsd. _(UPDKTED lD/2115] 

, PAge5af6 

----·--····--·-·-· ········-··-····· ·-··········- ------
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.Appendix: Up.dates to TSF feaslblllty Analysl$ to Evaluate Rerommentlations Qftha Pla1inlng Commlsslon & lloard of Supervlsors [Updated 

10/Z/llfl5} l 

PROJECT S~Zf' 

·' !les1dantlol ProlEOct Size.Jn ~urrantPlpellna (WIS. Q.2} 

Projects< 100 units 4,1.70,000 15% 
Prolects> 100 units 23,61!!,000 &5% 

TOTAL 27,198,tlOll 100.llD"h 

TOTAL ll,999,00!l lOU.00% 

PROJECT !{EIGHT [CONSTRUCTION TYPE: 

up toss• 8~ 2,550,000 12% 31,000 lfl5 71,856 
-ss1~ss· 81 7240000 33% 89000 415 7.00456 

Above BS' 81 11,306000 51i%. 151,000 210 1,910,000 
TOTAL 245 22,096,000 10!U1% 

Poge.6,,££ 
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TSF:. RESIDENTIAL l'IPEUNE& ESTIMA JRANDFA1HERllll!i RAU:S 10/2/1.5 

Table 1.. Residential Projects Under Review: Filed after 7fll/1S 

$2.El,294 
75 Arkansas.street SQ $195,860 $391,956 
603 Tennessee St. 2-4- 27,744 0 $107,3~ $107,369' 

4llO Ohti,..dero St. 130 14&,000 lt,OOQ $616,530 $673,310 

3620 C:.,sar di .. vex 28 24,QOq O· $3G,842: $153,562. 

719 larkin 42 4&,552 . 1,500 $209,7ll:I $l93,071 

830 Eddy-St:. 120- 13lt,720 I> $536,841> $1,013,693" $531i)l46 

7~5olllhV~n Ni= 54 .6i.41.4 4,851 $312,590 $570,9:62 $2SB,372 

950-TennesseeSt. 129 87,TTl 0 $70,406- $G79,3~ . $608,988 

:2918.--2924 Miclon St. · 38. 36,600 7,400 $211,574 $416,780 $205,106 

l!)Tl\t $4,044,259 $9,3Q4,134 7;~5:S$.~.s?~ 

Table 2. Residential Projects Under fl.eview: Filed 1 [1/14-1 /11/15 {Commission Recommendation: 75%of'fSFrate} 

$9,1173,61!l! 

0 $1,119,0$ $60fi,~ 

lfiOl M15SJON 5f 220 9,soo I $1,422,317 $492,1119 

!!"JS Bry.mtS!ree.t 195 225,420 !l $4Q4,742 $840,930 $436,188 

390--msTSf 170-. l9Ei,520 0 $772,394 $1,152,liliO • $3B0,261i 

1515 soom VAN" NESS A\'ENUE 160 184,!lfiO i l,D24 ~ $259;677 $ijl7,5J4 $351,89& 

85 ARKANSAS ST 146 16&,776 I 37JS.i $351,Sfi7 $694,449 $326,582: 

429 Beale Street •od 430 Main Street 140- 161,840 0 $891,897 $1,205,057 $313,J.60 
SSS HOW>lrd St m 146)!12 0 $209,072 $493,153 $284,0&l 

21i75 FQ!SOMST ff] 135,252 0 $688,3~ $950,086 $26I.7B 
1145 Polk Street S4- 62,42-4 Q $o- $ mrr $61,037 
2444 lOMlrAROST 53 61,168 J 2,000 $101.,777 $220,330 $ll8,S54 

5!i5 <iO!DE!i GA1EAV 52 60,112 I 1,QOO I $Z,753 $119,070 $116_,3l7 
3314 CESAR CH/\VEZ.ST St} 57,BOO i {} $36,(196 $147,939 $1ll)l43 
272SUTTER5f 45 52.020 l 16,000 $112,700- $213,359 $100,659 

23007IHST 44 50)l64 j 415 $303,414 . $401,1136 $98,422 

223!1-2254MAAKET sr 41 47,3~6 l s,m.I $13S,4/l!l $22.7,200 $91,71l 
875 <:AUfORNIASf ;no POWfil5f 41 47,09G Q $323,387 $415,091! $91,711 

915-935Min"'1 Street '!i] 112,772 {) ~165,528 $248,291 $82.761i 

l126 -1730 Mission Street 36 . 41,61G {) $222,221i $302,753 $80.527 

4li9EDOYST 34 39,304 l Z,600 f $1S4,706 $230,700 $76,053 

240-PAOFlCAV 31 35,835 2,0l!I $122,045 $191,388 $69,3113: 

4'.75M!NNAST so 34,680 () $l'.34,212 $201,317 $67,106' 

2411!JffiST 2ll 32,368 :IB,l30 $0 $ 99 $58,9.99 

1911 VALENO/\ ST 28 32,368 {) $94,!)61 $157,593 $62,632 

314Q16TH5T 28 32,368 s;11s $131.,979 $194,ru $1iZ,63:Z: 

1598BAY5f 2ll 32,368 0 $1211,547 $191,179 $61,632 -

2140-2144-M•rl<et Street Tl 31,212 1,l50- $19,-'1&1 $7!l,3ll3 $6!1_,395 

DCfAVlA BLVO P.AR.CEl T {Centr..t 26 3P,Q5fl 11 $116,317 $174,47S $58,158 
F,_wa} 
300 Octavia 5b:eet 24 2.7,744 l:,606 $108,975 $152,660 $53,GSS 

335S GEARY Bt ~ 26,5138 0 $4Jt;264 $99,7:11 $51,wt 

2570 Geary Boulevard 21 24,22!1 0 $37,974 $84,948 $46,!rn 

TOTA!. $14,951,079· $22,553,46-2 4'i;~f.sf6ii~~i 

NC:lTES: 

1.. l'SFvalues are preliminary estimates based on pinjed: desaip!ioru; ir; the de--'---~pipelioe at time of appllcailaR fit mg, and ""'Y not re!fecttlie. most 

cummtprolectproposal on iile. 

Pa..«eiJi54 
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TSF~ RESIDENTIJU. Pu>ELINE & ESTIMA jRANDFAUlERING RATES 10/2/15 

Table~ Residential Projects !Ind~ Re.view: Fded before 7 /1/14 [Commission Recommendation~ 50% of TSI." rate) 

.PIER.411' l.500 1134000 l.9Sbooo $34,849,0BO 

lSOVAN NESSAvE 429: ·4!!5914 -l2755ll $78,564 

1$79 MISSION Sf 351 405756 0 $1.570,.276 

800 lfll.DIANA ST\lm 340 393o4o D $937,3!)4 

950 MARKEf sr 305 3Sisso. 169634 $3,Bl5,1B9 

1065 MARKET Sf 304 351424 -526 $1,357,421. 

5no:isrsr ;2:92 337552 1704000 $25;B9S,04G 

1301161H STREEf :rn; 319056 0- $946,791 

1634-1690 FINE ST - 2i;o 300560 6666 $1,259,358 

139522nd5t 251. 290156 0 $1,122,904 

UlOQ MISSlON ST 207 23!}292. 0 $o 
120017ffi STREET zoo - 2')12.oa 171013 $2.579,162 

75HOWARDST 186 215016 17900 $1,090,409: 

1028 MARKEF Sf 186 215016 9675 $971.722 

1540 MARKET ST 180 208080 -13252 $614,1143 

2070 BRYANT sr 177 204liU Cl $4c1B,84!r 

1125 MARKET ST 164 18951!4 3005 ~,052 

950 MASON STllEEf 16(} 184960 -295000 $0 

11.40 FOLSOMSTREEf 128: 1479611" -9081 $441,591 

.1Z98 HOWARO SffiEEf 121 139871; 1005!) $686,342 

2171 TiilRD ST 109 126004 31U $3Sli,53D 

1550 MARKET Sf 109' 126004 -169Z8 $Z43,31i4 

1075 MARKET ST !!0 JJJ4040 -15500 $178,970 

7SGHARRISON ST 77 8901.2 Z811i $345,539 

1335 FQLSOM.ST 65 7514n a $24B,270 

77HENNESSEES1REET 59 68204 (} $148,.319 

801 fl!ANKuN ST so S]80EI 0 .$Z23,6Bfi 

651GEARYSf 46 S3171i -8010 $90,2.07 

• 1U4FQLSOMST 42 4SS52 7901 $318,170. 

901 TENNESSEESTREET 3!1 115084 a $107,335 

223Q 3RO STREET 37 4V12 -3201 $119,337 

4Q5 CAMBRIDGE Sf 32 36992 0 $143",159 

22. FRANKf.IN ST 28 32368 4323- $187,645. 

233.-237 SH!Pl.E{Sf 22 25432 0 $11¢,434 

TOTAL - ~1(:~~~;f~i::ss~atili4. 

NITTES: 

l. TSFvalu"" are p-reflminaiy estimates based on project desmptl=in the xlevelopmont pipeline at lime o!'applic:atlon liling, and may not reil..cttha most 
current project; proposal on file. 

--~- ·.-.-.. 



------------------ ----- -------------·---·-·--·------------------·--·~-------···--···· ----·-···· 

_. . . . . 1·11·ti1\'.11· 1,··(.1111·1-'11 ~·::·11~1!:·1·1·~(.;\' As.. 
' . - ---- - .. - . -- l .,,.,.,. 

' 

Methodology 

0 
Identify trip 2~3 needs 

per neighborhood based Qn 
·. ·data analysis and community 

outreach 

F'.·ile No. 15"725'1 
.1/'b/11.1 Received 

In ('ommi-IJ-ee. 

OJ 

0 
ldent~fy f~nding needs to 
inform operating/capital 

two-year budg:et 
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Develop tailon~d strategies to ~­
address key needs for each V 

·equity strategy neighborhood _ 

Monitor year-over-year 
progress with annual 
report on performance 



Chen, Lisa (CPq 

From: 
Sent 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject 
Attachments: 

Chen, Lisa (CPQ 
Friday, October 02, 2015 3:03 PM 
'Malia.Cohen@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com'; 'Jane.Kim@sfgovl.onmicrosoftcom'; 
'ScottWiener@sfgovl..onmicrosoftcom'; Avalos, John (BOS); Christensen, Julie (BOS); 
Power, Andres; 'Mawuli.Tugbenyoh@sfgovl..onmicrosoft.com'; 
'Jeremy.Pollock@sfgovl.onmicrosoftcom'; Yadegar, Danny (BOS); Bums, Kanishka 
(BOS); 'Nicole.Wheaton@sfgovl..onmicrosoftcom' 
'A{!drea Ruiz-Esquide' 
T~F - Additional information on area plan credits ( 
TSF residential area plan fee credit examples_lO 0215.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. ln 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. 

Lisa Chen 
Planner, Cityvlfide Planning Division 

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, Sqn Francisco, CA 94103 
Phone: 415-575-9124 Fax: 415-558-6409 
i:mail:lisa.chen@sfoov.or:i 
Web:www.sfplanning.org 

ill ~~;; [@: tli f~J 
From: Chen, Lisa (CPq 
Sent: Friday, October 02, 2015 10:49 AM 
·To: 'Malia.Cohen@sfgovl.onmicros9ft.com'; 'Jane.Kim@sfgovi.onmicrosoft.com'; · 
'Scott.Wiener@sfgovl.onrnicrosoft.com'; Avalos, John (BOS); Power, Andres; 
'Mawuli.Tugbenyoh@sfgovl.onmicrosoltcom'; 'Jeremy.Pollock@sfgovl.onmicrosoftcorn'; Yadegar, Danny (BOS); 
'Nicole.Wheaton@sfgovl.onmicrosoft.com' 
Cc: Teague, Corey (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (MTA); 'Andrea RuiZ-f?quide' 
SIJhject: TSF - Responses to Land Use Con:mittee Questions ( 

1 
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Dei;:ir Supervisors, legislative aides, and Nicole, 

As a follow up to the materials transmitted yesterday, Planning Department and SFMT A staff.have prepared additional 
information in response to questions raised at Monday's Land Use Committee hearing on the Transportation Sustainability 
.Fee (TSF). Please see the revised documents attached, whic~ include: 

An updated response to questions, with added information on the potential impact of tiered Non-residential 
grandfathering rates. (page 3) 

• An .updated appendix, with added information on the projected TSF revenues for an additional 3-tier fee structure. 
(pages 4--5) · · 

• A list of residential projects in the pipeline that fall under the grandfathering triggers. 

·Please let me know if you have any questions. Thank you. 

Regards, 

Lisa Chen 
Planner, Citywide Planning Division 

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Phone: 415-575-9124 Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email:lisa.chen@sfQov.org 
Web:www .sfplanninq.org 

.... .,,..... ,£.;...,, ... .,. ..~·- ....... r -~ .. ·-~ :)~c,~~ .... I 
:~- -''" •M' '"T(ii·" -15'.:?l·. 
~:~; !:~!~ ~hi ~ :.~;1 

From: Andrea Ruiz--Esquide [mailto: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 Committee Questions 

FYI 

Andrea Ruiz-Esquide 
Depuly City Attorney 
City Hall Roon:i 375 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Tel: (415) 554-4618 
Fax: (415) 554-4757 
email: andrea.rulz-esguide@sfgov_ofg 
- forwarded by Andrea Ruiz-Esqulde/C1YATT on 10/01/2015 10;16 AM -

From; Andrea Ruiz-Esquide/CTYATT 
To: Malia Cohen@sfuov1.onrnlcrosoft.com. Jane.Kirn@sfgov1 .onmicrosoft.com. Scott Wiener@sfgov1 .onmlcrosoflcom, 
Mawufi.Tugbenyoh@sfQov1 onmicrosoftcom. Jeremv.Polloc:k@sfgov1.onmicrosoft.com, Dannv,Yadegar@sfQov.om Njcole.Wheaton@sfqov1.onmicrosoft.com 
Cc: .Sonalf.Bose@sfmlacom 
Date: 1D/D1/201510:16AM 
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. 

2. 
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We are still.working to provide you some information on other questions you have posed, specifically: 

additional information on grandfathering; 
• list of projects that fall under the grandfathering triggers; 

list of projects that would be subject to the TSF triggers if the initial date was moved to date of introduction; 
•· different iteration of fee projections. · -

Supplemental materials-with answers to these questions will be sent ta you this afternoon. 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 

Andrea 

Andrea Ruiz-Esquide 
Deputy City Attorney 
City Hall Roam 375 
San Francisca, CA 94102 
Tel: (415) 554-4618 
Fax: (415) 554-4757 
email: andrea.ruiz-esquide@sfqov.arcj 

3 
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Proppsed T ranspQrtation Sustainability fee {TSf} 
TSF Residential Fee Options in Area Plans I Updated 1-0/2/2015 

Residenl:tal Transportaticm & OmtpleteStreets foes under Proposed TSf - Sumntary 

Ollt$1de area pla.IJS< Nq transportationf~ 1SF TSf 

Areq plan fees 
Areapl;m ~ 

{transit/complete 
Ar.ea plan fees 

:streets} 
{transit/cmnpfete 

lro;id~ i!l".ea p~ fl:raml1fi;ompli=te 
less: LSF fee reduction 

!itreets) 
streetscomµonents} + 

4 
TSF TSF 

fru;tem Neighh9.rhoods 

Tierl $:t98 $U.97 $10.75 $11..71 

Tier:!. . $5E7 $1-46. $J22'i $ll.71 

Tier3 $7.96 $1..94 $13...76 $15.70 

Balboa Pad<: $4.86 $1..17 $ll..43 $12.60 

Marl<:et & 0d:a)Zia: $7:1.1 $2.i!ti $1254 $1.4.95 

\fan Ness& Maile~ SW $llJJ1 $4.00 $15.75 $19.75 

$251} $0.00 $1-0..2:4 $1-0.14 

Rimii:ln Hill Plan.~ $8..15 $0,UO- $15..99 $;15.9~ 

Tram;it Center District Plan1: 

Tied (FAR below 1.-fJ} $439 $0.00 $11..13 .$12.13 

· Tier2(fAH1.:9to1;18} $10.97 $tl.OG $18.71 $18.71 

ii~r3 FAR.above1:18J $14..26 so.no $22:.00 . $22..00 

Notes': 
1. Van Ness & MarketSUO projects pay same ra1:e as Marl<:et & Octavia for building FM< 9:1, and .the Van Ness 
&. Madca:Je.e. for fAR >~U. 
2. Transit Center Is not eligible for a fee credit as the Transit Center Transportation & Street Improvement Fee 
was established tQ d°eliver projects a~ociated with area" d_ev®ped_ro m:b a high d~ Qf 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 Tr.msportation Simainability Fee frSF} 

TSF Residential Fee Options in Area Plans I Updated lJJ/2/2015 

Ea~ N~bhorht!ods 

rrer1 $9_71 $€l97 $1-01 

Tier2 $1456 $1.46 $451 

Tler3 $19,42 $1.94 $6JJ2. 

Balboa Parle $!Ul $1-17 $3..69 

Mar~~ Qc;t:a\liq: $1G_92 $2.40 $4..80 

V;;it! Ness& Market SUD $18..2.0 $4.00 S&-01 

VISitacion Vafley Plan Area $5-56 $£J.OO $LSO 

Rmo::m HiU Pfan l\Te;l $10..44 $G.O'o $&.25 

Translt Center Oistrict Plan1 

Tier1. (FARhefciwHJ) $4..39 $43r $0.Q!l 

Tier 2 (FAR 1:9ta1:18} $10..97 Sl0.9't- SQ..00 
Tier 3 (FAR above 1:18} $14.2fi .$14.26:1.. .$0J)(J 

No~~ 

L The T raosit Center Transportation &Street fmprovement Fee does not specify a per-cent allocatlon t-0 transit & 
i:ompl$ streets c;oropo.ne:nts, so thefull~m0llnt-0f the fue is shown hm:-f!as all~d tptransit fur illustr.ttive 
purposes only_ 

Sampfo· cafcu(atlorc AreaPfan Fee Redu¢Pn in Market & Octavici Arna Pfam {in Drdin~nce as 
Prnposed} 

IT PORJION OFMARicEr AND OCTAVtA FEE (2Z%} 

Pagel 
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Pr~posed Tmnsportatfo.n Sustalnablllty Fae {TSF} 

TSF Resid<i11ttlal Fea OptlDns in Area Plaru; I UpdaU:!d 1Df2f2-0'J.JS 

Sampla TSFResfdentla[ Calculatlons: Ania Plan Fee I:redlt 

2:34 270,504 Eastern 10% $"7.74 $9.71 -$6.97 . $2,0~.701 . $:l,fi26,594 -$262,659 $4,457,ll3!i 
Neighborhoods lier 1 

128 "147,96& Eastern 1()% Sl.74 $14.56 -$1..46 $1.145,2n $2,154,414 -$215,441 $:1,0B4,245 
Nei ·borhoods Tier 2 

28 24,600 Eastern 10% $!.74 $14.5£• -:$1.4fi . $:190,404 $358,176 -$35,818. $!il.2,•62: 
Neighborhoods Tier 2 

Notes: 
1. TSF values are preliininary el>timates based on pr(ljad descriptions !nthe dwe!opment pipeline attime of application filing, and may not 

r<>Ilectthe most cummt pre>jectproposal on file. . 
2. TSF <:alculations ab ova 'lTS for illustrativa purposas .only, to iaxpfainthe residential Area Plan file Credit a~ pr.Qpos<td. They do not considar a 

ere.cl it for prior uses tm site, nortak<1 into J:onsidl!rmion the prapos<id grandfathering fea rates as proposad ln th.a 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, andAndreaAusberry, Clerk of the 
. San Francisco Board of Supervisors Land Use and Transportatiqn Committee ("LUC") 
Legislative Chamber, Room 244, City Hall 
lDr. Carlton B. Goo.dl~ttPlace 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

DATE: September 28, 2015 

RE: Public Comment: LUC Meeting of September 28, 2015, Agenda Item 2 [File No. 150790 
Establishirig 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 b~ 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 i~ not a 11project" 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 environin.ent"]- ) 

The proposed TSF does not fall within an ~:xception in Guide~ines §l5378(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) 170Cal.App.4th1026, 1030, 1049 [fee·mitigation program must "pass CEQA muster"]; 
·and 1055 ["must be tied to a :functioning mitigation program"]; Center for Sierra Nevada 
Conservation V: County of El Dorado (2012) 202 Cal.App.4th 1156, 1180 [fee program must be 
reviewed under CEQA].) . 

The Project clearly has a potential for resulting in either a direct phy.sical 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 tr8ffi.c 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 cohgestion and eliminate 
parking. Since the proposed fee does not mitigait< the transportation and other impacts of 
u~egulated 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 Ca1.4fu. 945:) . 

2. The Project Violates the Requirements of Nollan!Dolan and Ehrlich. 
The Project also violates the nexus and rough proportionalitytequirements of the 

California and United States Constitutions set out inNollan v. California Coastal Cpmmission 
(1987) [''Nollan"] 483 U.S. '825; Dolan v. City of Tigard [''Dolan"] (1994) 512 U.S: 374; and 
Ehrlich v. City of Cul:ver City [11Ehrlich 11](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 ~ommissionExecutive 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 Orq.inance §§411.4, 
411A3, 41 lA.5, 411A.64, 411A.6B, 41 lA.7; "San Francisco Transportatiop. Sustainability Fee 
(TSF) Nexus Study,"May 2015 ["Nexus Study"], p. 12-13.) 

The $1.2 billion development fee imposed on residential projects and oth~r developments 
citywide would be spent on "transit," induding 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.32-3 5, 57, 
60..,66), an open-ended menu of selected anti-car projects designed to eliminate traffic lanes and 
parking, and create physical obstructions to vehicle travel on: City streets. (Id) 

Here, not a penny of the spending of the TSF millions is proposed to mitigate the real 
impacts of City's· deregulated overdevelopment. Instead, City proposes another windfall to the 
MTA for more of the same projects that do nothing to mitigate the obvious transportation 
impacts of groWth and development on City streets and the air quality, GHG, and noise impacts 
of increased congestion. 

The Project also unlawfully eliminates accounting requirements for the additional 
developer fees in areas with "community plfil?.S" 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 atp.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.thatproject 
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 
nothillg 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 
Elimziurting 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, Jand 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 its"elf from mitigating the transportation impacts of Cify'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" 
C'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 C?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 cumulativ~ 
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~uring 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 n_ot 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 ( ~.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 reqIDi:ements of Nollan, Dolan, Ehrlich, CEQA, and NEPA, but it cannot: 

1 In the larger TSP, City proposes to substitute a V1vJ'.T me.thodology for the standard Level of Service 
("LOS") methodology for measuring traffic impacts of private devf'.lopment and its own projects. Even jf 

. such authority existed, analyzing only a project's VMT would result in a piecemealed and evasive . 
analysis that completely ignores a project's cum.Ulative transportation impacts when combined with other 
projects. Public transportation projects would also be improperly exempted from enviroinnentalreview, 
since they would not generate any V11'f, 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 funqed. 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 tran$portation 
impacts, jncluding 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 arid does not comply with the 
requirements ofNollan, Dolan, and Ehrlich. 

4. TheMTA's TDMProgramExcludes the Vast Majority of Travelers Who Travel by Car 
Public agencies have a duty under both CEQA and NEPA to avoid or minimize 

environmental damage, not cause more of it. (e.g., Guidelines, §15021.) 
Here, 'Tf]ee revenues would be collected by the Planning Department and then routed to 

the SFMTA to be allocated through an interagency process that will be outlined in a 
Memorandum of Understanding, currently being developed." (9/10/15 Planning Commission ES, 
p.12.) The proposed "key" expenditures are described as "Transit capital and operational 
investments (Central Subway, Muni Forward, Bus Rapid Transit Projects, etc.)"; ''Bicycle 
infrastructure (protected lanes, parking, etc.)"; and "Pedestrian safety (Vision Zero, Walk First, 
etc.)." (!d, p.2.) · . 

Under the proposal adopted by the MTA Board on September l, 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 
coi:nmitted 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 1DM Coordinator,'' "Shuttle or 
V anpool Service," Reduce On~site Parking Supply," "Provide Delivery Service," "Sponsor Bike­
share Stations," "Commute Reduction Programs, 11 and "Charge for Parking/Parking Pricing. 11 

(9/1/15 MTA Board Packet, p5.) The 9/1/15 MTA Board packet admits that the city is still 
"working on the technical details of the program, including quanti:fylng 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 ei:i:forceable, with those featur~s 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, S1!Jlra. 12 Cal.4th 854} · 

5. The TSF May Not Selectively Use Developer Fee Revenue, or Ignore Mitigating 
Transportation ImplJ.ctS on the Vast Majority of City Travelers and Infrastructure Users 

CEQA limits ariy agency applying fees to the nexus and tough proportionality 
requirements of the California and United States Constitqtion8. (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, sii}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 1ransportation 
impacts caused by development in the City. (Nollan, s.upra, 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) 27Cal.4th 643, 671; Koontzv. St. Jo!ms Rfyer Water 
Mgmt. Dist. (2013) 133 S.Ct. 2586; California Building Industry Assn. v. City of San Jose (2015) 
61 Cal.4th 435, 458 [under Koontz, the Nollan-Dolan test applies not only when the government 
conditions approval of a land use permit on the property owner's dedication of a portion of the 
property for public use but also when it conditions approval of such a permit on the owner's·. 
payment of money.].) . 

· The proposed uses of the TSF fe~s 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 1raffic for those who use the mode of 1ravel chosen by the vast majority 
of City commuter$, 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 [inva~idating 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 tha;t agency complete con1rol of 
1ransportation in San Francisco. In spite of the billions it has recently received in bonds and 
other :funding, the ·Mf A 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 
ne~ded 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 1raffic 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 1rough for bicycle and 
pedestriap. "improvements" that hinder and obstruct motorized 1raffic will motivate people to 
abandon cars has proven futile for the entire 44 years of City's "Transit Fir~t" 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 B.ay Area and will 
continue to do so. (Nollan, supra, 483 U.S. 825; Dolan, supra, 512 U.S. 374; Ehrlich, 12 
Cal.4th 854.) · . 

The City's deregulation of residential development is transforming San Francisco into an 
overcrowded bedroom COIIJfllunity for tech industries with those employees often commuting 50 
miles or more daily to live in unregulated, densifi.ed residential structures in overdeveloped are~ 
of the City. At the same time, employment hubs in overdeveloped de>wntown, Civic Center, 
mid-Market, and other areas generate massively increased commuter 1raffic 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 dµ:ty 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 coin.prise 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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HOW 00 WE GROW SUSTAINABL)~? 

By 2040:1.00,000+ new 

Households 

Parl<inerced • 
"'(5.BOO) 

. : ·. ·~~~~ 

". 

·:. .. 

households 

-190,000~ new jobs 

Japanlown 
(900_) • 

Market/Octavia .. 
. (6.000)· " 

'(Showplaca Square/ 
•. Potraro HR! 

(3,200) 

Vlsttaclon Valley 
(t.500) 

Treasurn Island 
(7,000). 

Genital Walerfront 
. (2,000) 

Jobs 

1170 

Japantown 
(850} 

Market/Octavia· 
(3,000) . 

01~-.of housing · _ 
I 0 projections already 

in pipeline 

Truasura Island 
(1,800) 

Executive Parle 
(75) 
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URGENT .FUNDING NEED 

TRANSPORTATION TASK FORCE 2030 

EXISTING PLANS/ 
PROJECIS/POLICIES. · · 

.:: 

-·. · .. 

Facilfties Vision 
. -- . . . . .. _-:. 

Ped Strategy 

. MTA Ca.pita! Plan .. 

ADA Plan 
! 

Bicycle Strategy 

MuJ:Ji Fleet Plan . 

MTA Strategic Plan 

TEP 
:. ·.: .. ~_;_ ·; .:·:··-~-~-:·::-.:~ - . .. ~ .. :. __ . . . ,· . . . 
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SF Area -Plans SF County· 
. Trans.portation 

·SF. Capital Plan Plan 

. RBgional Trasportation Growth 

: Neighborhood Transportation Plans 



INVESTMENT PRIORITIES 

TRANSPORTATION TASK FORCE 2030 . 

1174 

Focus of new revenue 
sources requiring·vot_er 

' approval - existing 
residents invest in 
main:itaining the core 
system 

focus of the 
Transportation 

· sustainability f'.ee -
Developers pay their fair 
share for transportation . 

·,impacts from new trips 

.· .• ··: 



PROPOSED TRANSPORTATION su·sTAINABILITY 
FEE 

. . 

• Citywide t~ansportation fee to _ensure t~at new · 
development pays its fair share for impacts on the 
transportath?n system 

• Replaces existih[;/citywide. Transit Impact Development 
Fee (TJDF) and expands applicability to include market­
rat~ residentict_I develqpment and cer.tarn large · · 
institutions* 

. . 

~ No change to status quo for nonprofits . 

*Exemptions apply 
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NEXUS & ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY STUDIES 

The fee proposal vyas .crafted to strike a_· balance 
· between two te.chnical studies:·. 

•. ·TSF Nexus Study: Analyzed the total .cost to the City of 
providing transportat_ion jnfrasfructure to serve the · 

·demand 9enerat~d by·n~w growth . 

. • TSF .Economic f easib.Hity Study: Evaluated how high 
·fees could be- se~·vvithoLit ·making new development 
projects_ too costly to build. 
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PROPOSED FEE APPLICABILITY. .. ,. 

Applies to: 
. . 

·Most non-residential'developrrient (generally 

same as existing Tran~it lm~>-act Development 

.Fee)· 

. • Market-rate residential: d~velopment creating. 

· . 2 t or more- units· 

. • Large non-profit private u.niversities with · 
· ·:-- lnstituUonai M·aster Plan · 

··-··· . . ··:-.. ; .. · .. 

. ·- ---·--~--~- . ------ .. ---·""·---·-·---· ···--·- --------------- ---·-· ···-···--·-
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PROPOSED FEE EXEMPTIONS 

Does not apply to: 

· • Deed-restricted affordable·· units (80o/o AMI) & 100% middle­
. income housing (1 SOP/o AMI). projec~s 

»·Required inclusionary units are not exempt 

•. Residential development creating 20 or fewer units . . . . . 

• Small qusiness changes of use ( <5,000 sf),. except fo·rmula 
retail 

• Nonprofits (same rules as existing TIDF, except for large non-

-1 ,, 

profit private universities) . 

» Nonprofit hos'pitals ·continue. to be exempt The Board of Supervisors 
· ·may vote to apply TSF when California's· Seismic Safety Law 
· · requirements are exh~usted (currently 2030). 
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PROJECTS IN THE PIPELINE .... PROPOSE'D 

• Project~ with.Planning enti't~ements:· would not 
. . 

pay TSF, put-would pay existing_TIDF·(which does 

not apply to residential) 

• Residential proj~cts yvith development . 
. applications submitted: would p~y 50% of TSF 

• Non ... residential' projects with ;development . 
applications sybmitted: would pay existing TIDF 
rates 

• ..1 -

"' ....... ·.- ... :~. -::· ...• ··~·~1 . 

---··-·~··· ·--·~-.. ·········· 
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. EXPENDITURE PLAN: OUTCOMES.-. :· .. · 

. . 

·aver $400mn in NEW transportation funding .over 30 years 
. . 

· • More Muni buses and trains . 

. • Faster and more ·reliable local transit 

• Roomier and.faster r.egionaf transit (e.g. BART1 Caltrain) 

• Safer walking ·and ·bicycling 

-----·--------------·--·------------·-·---·-···· -·-·-·-···· ·---····-·--··-- ··- ···----·--·-·-· ...... ------ .. ···-
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OUTREACH TO AFFECTED STAKEHOLDER 

• Community Advisory Committees 

• Small businesses 

· • Develop~ent community 

• Transportation advocates 

• Housing a'dvocates 

• Boards and Commissions 

1& . 
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BOARD· & COMMISSION RECOMMtNDATIONS 

SFMTA Board an·d.Small Business Comrnission: unanimou 
fec.ommend approval 

. Planning Commission·: unanimously recommend approval with 
the following amendments for the Board to consider: 

• Apply a 50% grandfathering discount to projects with Planning applications 
prior to July.1, 201· 4; 25% discount for projects with-applications after this · 
date· 

• Exempt post-secondary institut_ions from the fee 

• Remove the fee exemption for hospita.ls 

• Consider graduated fee rates up to 33% ·of nexus, based on project : 
f~asib_i!ity 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: . . 

GI Small residential fee is $7. 7 4 (25% of the n~xus) · 
" Large residential fee is $8.74 fo;r units above 100: (27% of the nexus for a 

200-unifbuilding) 
GI Small non-residential fee is $18.04 (only 20.6% of nexus) . 
"' Large· non-residential fee is $19.04 (only 21.2% of nexus for 200,000 sq ft) 

(;\ Increase non-residential TSF: . . . 
V ~ Non-residential 800-99,99.9 sf: raise fee $0.50 to $18.54 

.Q This is still only 21.2% of the nexus 
°' Non-residential all sf over 99,999: raise fee $4.00 to $23.04 

., This is still only 23.8% of the nexus. 
Rationale: 

.. The current proposal charges residential uses a significantly higher 
percentage of the fee justified by the nexus compared to non-residential. 

GI The nexus study shows that commercial developments generate almost three 
times the impacts on our transportation system. . 

"' The Planning Commission analyzed the fiscal feasibility of these proposed fee 
increases combined with Supervisor Yee' s, childcare impact fee, and found 
that the th;ree commercial prototypes would still be feasible. 

(;'\ Tiered grandfathering residential . . 
V GI Projects submitted between 7 /1/14 and 7 /21/15 pay 75% of the TSF. 

GI (Currently they would pay 50% of the TSF.) 
Rationale: 

GI This was recommended by the Planning Commission. 
GI Projects that submitted application after July 1, 2014 lmew that the City was 

in the process of implementing the TSF. 

e:red grandfathering nonwresideiltial . . . . 
~ Projects submitted before 7 /1/14 pay 50% of the difference between the 

_rJ TIDF and the TSF. · . · 
~ V Projects submitted between 7/1/14and 7 /21/15 pay75% of the difference 
~ /o;: between.the TIDF and TSF. . . 

11 Projects submitted after 7 /21/15 would pay the full TSF. · 
. o (Cu,rrently all of these projects would pay only the TIDF, $14.43/sf) 

Rationale: . . 
., This would make the grandfathering equitable for non-residential projects: 

;,::)Study Geographic-Based Fee Structure . V 1a Add new Subsection 411A9. 
1a This was the amen,dment Avalos intended to make at committee, but it was 

not fully incorporated. 
s'.Ec. 411 A.9. FURTHER STUDY OF ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY. 
The Board of Supervisors hereby requests that the Controller and the 

Planning Deparbnent·studytbe feasjbiiity of creating a variable impact fee structure 
based on the. economic feasibj]jty of projects in .different areas ofthe City, and report 
back to the Board wjtbin sjxmonths of the effective date of this Ordinance .. 
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% change In Residual land Value .. Updated 10/30/15 
Kev to shadln~: 
<5% change In RLV ~0% 
5-9% change In RLV -6%. 
> 10% c:hange In RW -10% 

:I 

TSF ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY STUDY: NON-RESIDENTIAL PROTOTYPES 
FEASIBILIT-Y OF TSF COMBINED WITH CHILD CARE FEE 

I . Project Size TSF Fee Scenario:% Change In Resldmd Land Value lRLVJ 

!Prototype Descrlpt1on GSF Hefght 

AS PROPOSED .AS PROPOSED 

far fess than for more tha~ 
100,ooosf: 100,000sf: 
$18.04/GSF $19.04/GSF 

;::'.; (NEW) Central SoMa* 92,000 sf 85' 
-5% ··-

7. EaS!:SoMa Z49,300sf 1601 

-4% 

10. Trans It Center · 384,700 sf 400' -5% 

$19.61 ... $20.61 

($1B.O~:r5F {$). ~r}?"ea~e. on 
+$1-57 Child TSF with Chlld 

care fee) care fee) 

-7% -9% 

.• -
- -

Avalos proposal: 
800-99,999 sf: $18.54 TSF 

$20.61 
($19.04'.fSF 

+$1-S7 Child 
ca~e fee)· ..... 

-
-6% 

-6% 
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'$21.61 ·$zZ.61 
($1 increase 'on ($2 increase oh 

TSfwith Child TSF with Child 
Care fee} Care fee) 

- -
-6% -7% 

-7% -7% 

$Z3,6l: $24.61 $25.61 
($3 inqease ($4~rlcrease on {$5 inqvase on 
on BF with TSF with Chlld Tl>F With Child 

Child Care fee} ·earefee) · -Care fee) 

-- - -
-7% -8% -8% 

-8% -9% -9% 

Avalos proposal: 
100,ooo+ sf. $23.04 TSF · 



Ameml~ent 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 ofa project located on a 
property or portion ofa property that will be exempt ftom real property.taxation or possessory 
interest taxation under Cali{Ornia Constitution, Artide XIII, Section 4. as implemented by 
Cali{Ornia Revenue and 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 eligible fot 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 foot (25% of the nexus) 
I 

• 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/squarefoot (33% of the nexus) 

4. Tiered grandfathering residential 
• Projects submitted before 7 /1/14 would pay 5 0% of the TSF. 
• Projects submitted after 7 /1/14wouldpay75% 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 Construc:tion Costs 

Estimated Based on Current Market Conditions . 
Total Hard Costs 

Soft Costs 
A&E 
Insurance 

Construction Interest 

Soft Costs - Other 
Total Soft Co~ (excludes Government fees) 

Planning Fees 

Planning Department 
DBI Fees 

Escalation 
Total Planning Fees 

Impact Fees 

Downtown C-3 Artwork 

lnclusionary Affordable Housing Progi: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 MarketJncluslonary 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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lier I Tierll lier Ill Total 
Height Limit (ft} SS 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.:ZS ·$ 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 (unentftled) 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,S57,000 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 $ 7,74-0 $ 7,740 $. 7,74-0 $ 

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 "fotal 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 $ :S,580 

Two Proposals 

Permanent Cost Differential per Unit Between Two 
$ 

: 
$ 4,630 $ 

Proposals 
1,540 7,730 

*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 fetter 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 

#ofMonths 

lmplied Rent- Monthly 

1192 

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 

£,195 
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Amen~ent by Snpervisor Cohen 
File No 150790 
Agenda Item 3 
Pla:Ilning Co~e -Establishing a New Citywide TSF 

Removal of Hospital Exemption 

Page 8 

' 
·Charitable Exemptions: The TSF shall not qpply to any portion of a project located on a . 
property or portion of a property that will be e:xempt frotn real property taxation or possessory_ 
interest taxation under California Constitution, Article X1JI, Section 4, as impiemented by· 
California Revenue and Taxation·Code Section 214. However, ffilY. Hospitals and Post­
Secondary Educational Institutions that requires an Institutional Master Plan.under Section 
304.5 ofthe Planning Code shall not be eligible·for this charitable.exemption. 

,• 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

m: 
~.mt: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
· Tuesday, November 03, 2015 9:50 AM 

BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
Subject: File 150790 FW: T_RANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE: Support Higher Fees and 

Simplified Payments 

Fram: WongAIA@aoCcom [mailto:WongAIA@aol.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 03, 2015 4:54 AM 
To: wongAIA@aol.com 
Subject: TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABIU1Y FEE: Support Higher Fees and Simplified Payments. 

TO: Board of Supervisors, Planning Department and Planning C?mmission 

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 t~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 cosl What is the difforential 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 airrights. 
• 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-yitith single billings and payments-to reduce redundancy, delays and 
administrative costs. Subsidies and discounts should be available, to adfust 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 impacis. 
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, PJA, wongala@aol.com 

...1aveMuni == FRISC . 
F~st, 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 prac!lces from around the world, 
transit-preferential streets, bus rapid networks and high benefit-to-cost infrastructure projecis. · 
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October 15, 2015 · 

The Honorable Malia Cohen 
The Honorable Jane Kim 
The Honorable Scott Wiener 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San francisco, CA 94102 

SAN 
FRANClSCO 
CHAMBERo~/ 
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 fetter and public 
testimony, on the proposed Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) l_egislation (File #150790) asking you to supportthe 
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 w.ith most of the proposed amendments introduced ai: 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 com~s before Land Use again on October 19, 2015. 

Transportation lmpa"ct 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 advoeates that has -
worked for many years in partnership with city agencies to develop a number of transportation funding mec;hanisms, 
including the transportation bond, VL~ 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 ~eadfast support of transportation funding programs at risk. 

The Chamber urges you to p~ss the TSF legislation out of Corh~i~~e 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 ali Supervisors; ~Src1=d.Lee; Ed Reiskin, SFMTA; Gillian Gillett, Mayor's . 
Office, Nicole Elliott, Mayor's Office 
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"""lung, Victor 

From: 
Sent: 
To: · 
Subject 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Monday, October05, 201510:37 AM 
BOS-Supeivisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS); Young, VictOr; Evans, Derek 
FW: File No 150790 - support for higher Transportation Sustainability Fee 

Follow up 
Flagged 

From: Pd Pd [mailto:pdpd71@n.etscape.net] 
Sent: Friday, October 02, 2015 9:06 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: re: Fil~ No 15~790 - Support for higher Transportation Sustainability Fee 

I am a lifelong Bernal Heights, San Francisco resident q.nd I support the Transportation Sustainability Fee. 

Peter Distefano 



Young1 Victor 

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Monday, October 05, 2015 10:41 AM Sent: 

To: Young, Victor; Ev~ns, Derek; Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
Subject: FW: File No 150790/Agf?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@sf.gov.org> · . . 
Cc: Yadegar, Danny (BOS) <danny.yadegar@sfgov.org>; Nicole Ferrara <nicole@walksf.org>; Board of Supervisors, {BOS} 
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> . 
Subject: re: File No 150790/ Agenda Item 3 10/5/15 - Support for higher Transportation Sustainability Fee -

Honorable Supervisors Wiener, Kim and Cohen comp:r:iSmg 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 bas 
acknowledged decades of insufficient transportation :infrastructure :funillng leaillng to the current.$6 billion 
deficit and a transit and street system completely unable to support c_urrent ~ensity and p~anned growth. 

I ask you to support the maximum politically feasible transportation fee increase,. and in no circum.stance 
less than the 33% rate requested by the consortium oftransit'pedestrian/bicycle/affo~dable housing advocates 
who have addressed their very considered recommendations to committees and colnm:issions throughout the 
hearings on this issue. Anything less, including the staff recommendations and the sponsors' draft language is 
woe:tµlly inadequate and simply maintains the status quo on the streets. 

Further, the legislation must be more nuanced. Please support the rec<;nnmeJ?.dations as proposed by Walk San 
Francisco and their fellow advocates which incl~de: · 

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

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

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

Your transit-oriented planning and density increases are death-traps in the making if the 
existing DPH-docurnent~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 
Studfo 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 

·-I • 

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 TransP.ortation Sustainability Fee (TSF) legislation (File #150790) with a broad cross­
section of partners who represent both large and small employers. We have paid close attention to this 
legislation after the first proposal to transition the Transportation Impact Development Fee {TIDF} to the 
TSF failed at the Board of Supervisors in 20_12, 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 transportati~n ·fee pol.icy. With most nonprofrt:s,.affordable housing developments as 
weil as businesses with less than s,oop square feet exempted, those businesses l~ast.able to absorp 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 Commission which heard this item on September 21st, we 
suggested raising the threshold fo~ PD Rs 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 the University of San Francisco (USF). We believe it is unnecessary and unfair tu, 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 fortrans"portation. We therefore urge the 
Supervisors to reject this recommendation. 

The Chamber al;o urges you to keep·the transportatio~ 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 re.commend the Supervisors vote to keep the TSF fees as proposed in the current legislation. 

Sincerely, 

Jim Lazarus 
Senior y1ce 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: 
Serit: 
To: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Tuesday, October 06, 2015 1 :25 PM 

...• ·.I 

BOS-Supeivisors; Young,-Victor; E;vans, Derek; Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
FiJe 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_ 
550PINHEIRINHOCARLOSGOMES_B12M.jpg; max%20bus.jpg 

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

Sent: Tuesday, October 06, 201512:23 PM 

To.: jsabatini@sfexaminer.com · 

Cc: letters@sfexaminer.com 

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

Use committee SFBOS 

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

With all the major projects, including a major discussion on the In.term.ad.al Bayshore facility tonight ~t. 6pm at 
the Vis-Valley Library, it is critical to understand that development and business, ?1-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 Parle 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-Tillrd line.r~ute unless we adequately plan the stations and connectivity these sites can develop. 

. A simple solution would also include water-transit from candlestick or the BVHP shipyards and piers, to San 
Jose, and Oakland, to lessen the capacity issues of the Embarcadero, and roadways, and BART systems. Future . 
connection to RSR and Caltrains at the Vis-Valley along with a well designed station could be a new entry view · 
heading towards SF than prior candlestick park. With proposals for Olympic venues,. and future density that will 
occur alongside these developments in domino effect, it is critical to .. tmSUie that the tr1jll.Sit 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 savyto the concepts and solutions ofintermodal 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 
wortQ.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 fac~ on numerous city 
projects is directly connecte4 to fue importance of affordable housing's linkage and connectivity to good transit, 
and well planned and designed station access. 

Sincerely 

A.Goodman 
1201 



·! 

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 ~xpansfo~ and over RWY 101 to Candlestick 
and BVHP stations.while designillg a modem and well planned station, and possible retail plaza entry for the . 
Vis-Valley area. Intermodal View of the Frankfurt Hauptbanhoff in Germany showing p.ow a well designect train 
station links systems. II Double door and longer bus designs which are critical to on/off boarding of larger 
"capacity comm.unities. · · 
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Tl 11 Eighth Street 

San Francisco,. CA !;t. 7 

4T5.703.9500 

5212 Broadway 

Oakland, CA 946r8 

sro.594.3600· 

CC@ c AL I F 0 RN I A c 0 LL E .GE 0 F THE ART s 

land Use and Transportation Committee 
City Hall . 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

18 September 201S 

RE: 150'790 Citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee- Exemption Request 

Dear Supervisors Cohen, Wiener, and Kim~ 
. . 

I apologize for not contacting you sooner about this 0113tter, hut I only recently learned 
about this proposed ordinance. I susp_ect that most.of the outreach was.to the residential 
development community, not to non-profit post-secondary institutional uses like CCA. 

I know that all of you ar~ 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 ·af Music students moved into The 
Panoramic at 1321 Mission, the first new construction to take advantage ofthatvisiona_ry 
legisiation. OthE?rwise, all '.400 of those students would ha.ve been competing with 
famiJies for 3 and 4 bedroom rental units across the city. The- key element of that 
legislation was the lifting of the inclusionary housing requirement, without which The 
Panoramic simply would not have penciled out as affordable student housing. 

Now as you consider establishing a riew citylNide 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 ~ffordable· in the 21st century in San Francisco. It is · 
already more expensive here to acquire land, entitle it, develop it and occupy it than 
aimost 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?<fbooks or musical instruments. They· spend most of their tii:ne on ·campus pursuing 
their studies and are simply not heavy users of city services. Many of their colleges 
provide snuttle 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 th~ 
exemptions already in place to this group of non~profit post-secondary institutional uses. · 

~
·n .. rely_ ~· · . .· · p·: 

~ .. . . I . . . 
• • - 1' 

Vi Meckel, Direct , ~nnlng . 
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Somera1 Alisa {BOS) 

m: 
~ent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Richard Rabbitt <richard.rabbitt@Sfanfordalumni.Grg> 
Monday, September21, 20151:20 PM 
Ausberry, Andrea; Kim, Jane (BOS); Coher:i, 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 fifed by USF with the SF Assessor 

Attachments: Excerpts - US F'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 writingwithreferencetotoday'sLand Use Co:rnmitteeAgendaitemNo. 3,the amendment 
to the Planning Code to establish a new Citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee (fue 
."TSF"). 

I respectfully request that the Land Use Co~ttee not adopt the recommendation of the 
Planning Commission that th~ TSF be amende4 to exempt non-profit secondary institutions that 
adopt a :full 1nstitutional Master Plan from paying the TSF. 

In addition, as discussed in greater detairbelow, 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 F:i;ancisco Assessor's office, ~connection With. college exemption claims 
filed by USF ov.er 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~tatfnoted that such institutions and their 
pr~jects, such as the 600 b_ed, 270,000 square f~tl%rm planned by the University of San 
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Francisco, are major trip gen" ors and that this is precisely the- _of major development that 
should be paying the TSF in light of_the impact on :transportation m San Francisco. 

At this Sept. 10th hearing, th~ University .of San Francisco, tbrotigh several paid representatives, _ 
including its attorneys, reque·sted 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. · · 

JI. . USF should not·get another exemption pending an investigation into 
whether ·it 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 information 
required by the Assessor fu order to determine what tax exe~ptions 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 · 
exemptic~n 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 ~iscussion of USF' s Apparent Failure to Disclose Non-Exempt 
Uses 

A. USF's filed exemption forins.do not disciose that a portion of USF's 
properties are used for a non-exempt purpose (cell tower sites) 

1209 
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For an institution such as US 1 avail itself of the property tax f .iption, it is required to file 
an annual form with the San :Brancisco Assessor entitled "College Bxemption Claim" that is to 

filed under penalty of perjury. Copies of recent USF filings for prior years are attached to 
tbis 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 exen:iption is claimed used exclusively f~r the purposes 
of education?" USF has checked "Yes" on the 2014 form and forms for prior years and 
incltjd~d the following properties for .which this exclusive use is claimed: 2350 Turk,_2195 
Fulton, 2130 Fulton, arn;l.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 .. 

RltC.&lVED 

~f"1t!E1l?("'-"'*1 

COll.EGE~P'JlONCLAlli( /.iUSAN~~O'iJ 

=-~~~!~uil . 
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~-­~...-..~o-1~.-...i 
r 
&W.-Jf«f;.o.>i~ 
OO~LD""'-'t 
it»t"u1<>1.llhoot 
r,,.,.ffwid:lbt,.c.\MtTl-f~ 

... 

FEB18!Jil11 

~11)4fta..l,~ 
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uo1 a 2506-2698 1Urk Bl ct.ssroomt and FatllltY omce. owned 

B. Evidence of USF' s cell tower sites. 
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Attached to this email is a PDF document listing certain past and current USF cell sites. It lists 
cell sites for 2350 Turk, 2195 Fult<;m, 2130 Fultop., and 2500 Turk. 

txisting sites: 

• Kendrick Hall, 2130 Fulton street: six panel antenrtae, flush mounted,. and one 
oore transceiver &t:ltion located <Iii tlieroof (199-7 Concfrtfartal U&e permit). 

• L;Iw Ubrary, 21~5 Ftilton S~etthtM- ~i'lcl ;'ll'ltenrt.!lli!, flt,i~ mqUl\t~d, and (Joe 
base UQ:ns.(;d\ler station. located on fu~roof {1997 Conditfonal Us11: permit}.. 

,, Lone Mountain,. Rossi wtng, 2SOOTurk Btiulevard: sixteen panel at1tennal!, flush 
mounted, and one base transceiver station located on. the roof{2000 Condmonal 
Use pennit}, 

"' Gershwln Theater, 1350 Turk lloJJlevarrl: two panel antennae, flush. mounted, 
and one base transceiVer station located on the roof (ioOO Conditional Use 
permit.. 

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

. As noted above, USF has had, an4 continues to have, a number of cell tower sites located on 
vanous properties on its Lone Mountain campus. Pursuant to a legal opinion.provided by the 
State Board of Equalization to County Assessor~ in the State of California, dated September 16, 
2008 ( "BOE Determination'', a copy of which is attached), non-profit institutions that are 
othefwise exempt (due to the fact that th~y·are using their property for a charitable purpose) aie 
not exempt with respect t~ that portion of their properly which is being used for non-exempt 
plirpos~s (such a8 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 tQwer site clearly does not qualify as 
an exempt use an~ that it would be clifficu1t to conclude that such a cell tower site is both 
incidental to and reason,ably 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 be~g 
used for the non-exemptpurpose·should be assessed ~ythe applicable County Assessor (and 
therefore the institution should PflY property tax attributable to such portion). 
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D. DiscussiOn witr avid Yeung of the BOE. 

Without getting into the specifics of this matter, I have also co~ed with David Yeung, 
-Principal Property Appraiser with the BOE, pursuant to a conversation this morning, that the 

· BOE Deterl:n.fuation remains in full force and effect. I also asked him whether an ~tution, in 
completing the type_ of exemption form that USF completed, should disclose non-exempt uses 
such as the cell tower sites covered by the BOE Determination. He confirmed that such non­
exempt uses should be disclosed ll;i order to allow the County Assessor to evalw:i.te whether the 
cell tower sites are assessable pur:suant 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. 

USF came before the Plamring 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 square foot, $68 million do:rn;t have m~jor impacts on City transportation cystems and 

.erefore ~hoUld pay fueir fair share. By exempting USF, the City would be giving fuem 
another tax break in excess of $1 million. In ·addition, based on fue evidence provided wifu this 
email, USF's prior tax filings with the San Francisco City Assessor do not appear to be 
completely accurate and USF may in fact owe tax to the City with ·respect to matters omitted 
from such filings. In light of that concern, I would respectfully suggest to the Land Use · 
Committee that it would be inappropriate to.grant yet another exemption to USF. At the very 

· least, .any such exemption should be deferred until the San Francisco Assessor has weighed in 
on these qu.estions. 
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2500-26~8 TL.Irk Bl Classrooms and FacultY Offices Owned 
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The University of s·an Francisco 
Neighborhood Summary Update #14 

December 21, 2012 

Exl$ting sites: 

• Kendrk:k Hall, 2:130 Fulton Street~ six panel antennae, flush mounted, and one 
· base transceiver station located on the roof (1991.Co11dition.al Use permit}. 

• Law Libr3ry, 2195 Fulton Street! three panel antennae_, flush nrnunted, and one 
base transcetver station tocated on the roof {19-97 Conditional Use pennit). 

• Lone Mou11tain,. Rossi Wing, 2500 Turk Boulevard: sixteen p4nel antennae, flush 
mounted, and one ba!1e transceiYer station located on the roof (2000 Conditional 

Use per!TiftJ • 

.. Gershwin Theater, 2350 Turk Boulevard: two panel antenn~e1 flush inounted1 

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

INFORMATION REGARDING CONDITIONAL USE PERMITS ISSUED FOR TIIBSE 
CELLS SITES IS SET FORTH ON TIIB FOLLOWJNG PAGES. 
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Univer$ity of San Francisco 

Institutional Master !llan 
Appandix3 

Prior Conditional Use Authorizations 

Antennas on Kendrick Half- Block 1190, Loto01 

Motion No-. 14294 (Case Ne:. (ll;_yjfC) 

1997 conditional use authorization to install a total of six panel antennas and a base franscelver station on the roof of 
:;in <;!X!sling bl,lilding for Sprint Spectn,.un. CQrn;lltlons of approv<tl as follow$:. 

1. This <iuthorlzatlon i$ granted 1o Install up to six Qnl;ennas imd a base mmscelver slatkm (the 
;facilities"} on the roofofthe exisUng building at2195 Fulton Street, Assessor's Block 1190, Lot 1; 
!he facilities are to be installed in general conformity with the P.lans tdim!ified as EXHIBIT B, dated 
November 27, 1996. and submitted lo the Comrni~ion for review on January 16, 1997. 

Motiarr NQ. 1445$ (C<Jse No. 97.507C) 

1997 conditional use authorization for Pac Bell Mobile Seivices to Install a total of three panel antennas on the 
building's fal.!<lde and a base iransceiver station on the roof of an exfsling building. Conr;litiorial of approvals ;:is 
follows: . 

Univefsity of San Francisco 

Institutional Master Plan 
Appendix 3 

Prior Conditional U$e Authorizations 

1. This authorization is granted to install up to three-antenn<lS on the building's fa.cad!;!, and a base 
transceiver.station (the "f<tcilfties"} on the mof of the existing building at219S Fulton Street, 
Assessor's Block 1190, lot 1; the facilities are to be installed in gener;:il conformity wtth the plans 
iden~fied as EXHIBIT B, di.ited Ju[y 17, 1997, and submffted w the Commi~ion for review en 
September4. 1997. 

Antennas oil Gershwin Theater-Block 1101, Lot 006 

Motion Mo. 1.5049 (OU.036C) 

2000 conditional use i;iuthotizatlon to ffllSh-mount a wml of twci panel antennas on the. facade <md install a b<I!iie 
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 Authorizatiorts 

1. This <J.uthodz<ition is gr;;intoo to itush-mount up to lwo panel antennas on the fucade of the building 
and install a base transceiver station (the "facllfties") on !he roof of the existing school bunding at 
2350 Turk. Street, Assessor's. Bloc::k 1107, Lot 006; the facilities are to be installed ln general 
conformity with the plans identified as EXHIBIT B, dated Marc::h 21, 2000. 

University of San Francisco 

. ln$titutional M~ster Plan 
. Appendix3 

Prior Conditional Use Authorizations 

1. This authorization is granted lo flush-rncmnt up to two p;;:inel antennas on the fuoade of the.building 
and i.nstall a base transceiver station (the "facilities") an .the roof of the existing School building at 
2350 Turk. Street, ~essor's Block 1107, Lot 006; the facilities are l.Q be installed in general · 
confonnity with the plans identified as EXHIBIT B, d;;ited Mll!Ch 21, 2000: 

·SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

December 5, 2012 

Re: Building Permit Application No. _2012.11.30.5223 
2350 Turk Blvd/USF SchOol of Education 
Block 1107, Lot 006 

Permit Application No. 2012.11.30.512.3 has been filed for the property referenced above. 

The applicant proposes to replace two eXisting antennas with. two new antennas, addition 0£ 
£om' remote radio units behind parapet wall and replace two existing equipment cabinets with 
two new equipment cabinets on tl1.e roof. The .proposed modification does not require Planning 

Code Section 311 notification. 

I 
1216 

.r 



_-._:;I 

STATE OF CAUl;ORNIA 

STATE BOARD OF EQUALIZATION 
PROPERTY AND SPECIAL TAXES DEPARTMENT 
450 N STREET, SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 
PO BOX 942879,.SACRAMENTO, CAUF.ORNIA 94279-0064 
916 445-4982 • FAX 916 323-8765 

www.boe.ca.gov 

TO COUN'IY ASSESSORS: 

September 16, 2008 

Bffn'T.YEE 
First Dlsbict, San Francisco 

BILL LEONARD 
· Second Dislrid, Ontano/Sacramento 

• MICHELLE ITTEEl 
Thlrtl Dlstricl, Rolling Hills Estates 

'JUDY CHU, Ph.D. 
fourth District, Los Angeles 

JOHN CHIANG 
State Controller 

RAMON J. HIRSIG 
Exeeutive Dlreclor 

No. 2008/05~ 

CELL TOWERS ON PROPERTY OF RELIGIOUS ORGANIZATIONS 

We have received an incr'easing number of inqcilles 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 iriquiries are seeking an 
opinion on whether religious organization proper_ty leased to telecommunication compani~s for 
the installation of cell towers still qualifies for exemptibn 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 organizations· 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 exemp~on). 

Law and Analysis . 
There are three property tax exemptions available for P!Operty 11Sed for religious purposes~ . 

? 

• Church exemption 
. • Religio~ exemption 
• Welfare exemption 

The church ·exemption2 applies to properfy used exciusively 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> p:rJmary 
religious worship use. 

The religious exernpti.on3 applies to property o-wned ~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 othei:wise indicated. 
2 California Constitution, article XIII, sections 3(f) and Szffli'f 206. 
3 Section207. . · 1 ~f7 
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schools of less than collegiate grade, or for both schools of collegiate grade and schools of less 
than collegiate grade (but excludillg 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. . . . · : . · · · 

. AB ;elevan~ to the cell tower issue, the welfare exemption4 applies to property used exclusively 
fo:r religious purposes by a qualifying nonprofit entity, if the property is owned and operated by a 
qualifying nonprofiY entity.5 The definition of religious purposes as used for the welfare 
exemption is much broader than the definition of religious worship as used for either the church 
or religious exemptions. · 

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

The next step in determining qualification for exemption pertains .to property that is ilsed 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 fue 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 heltj.: 

It thus appears that under fue rule of strict but reasonable construction, the phrase 
. "property used exclusively for. .. hospital ... purposes" should be held to include 
any property which is lµled 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 a:rld reasonably necessary for an organization's exempt purpose in the conte:x;t of a 
hospital under the welfare exemption; that holding ~d analysis apply equally to both the church 
and religious exemptions. 7 Again, it would be difficult to conclude that leasing property for the 
installation of a cell tower is incidental to and re~onably necessary for religious Worship or 
religious purposes. Therefore, that portion of the property so leased does not qualify for the 

4 Section214(a). . 
5 This letter dis~usses only bow the welfirre exemption relates to property owned by religious organizlitions. The 
exemption iS also available for property owned by other non-profit" organizations and used. exclusively for charitable, 
scientific, or hospital purposes. · 
6 (1950) 35 Cal2d 729. . · 
7 See Assessors' Handbook Section 267, Welfare, Church, and Religious Exemptioru, Part II, at pp. 3, 12-13. All 
Assessors' Handbook Sections .are·posted on the Board's website at www.boe.ca.gov/propta:xes/ahconthtm. . 
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TO COUNTY ASSESSORS 3 September 16, 2008. 

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

With respect to the welfare exemption,.courts' holdings indicate that disqualification of a portion 
of property from the welfare exemption does not disqualify thp 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 po,rtio~ did not _qualify for the welfare exemption. 

We are unaware of any constitutional provision, statirt~, or judicial precedeJ?-t 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 diimuguishable from allowing third 
party organizations the regular use of the interior of a main building fi;ir its own purposes 
unrelated to a religious purpose. 

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

If, however, another orgamzation uses all· or part of the facility for charitable 
purposes on a fixed rental basis, the welfare exemption must be claimed by both 
the church and the other organization for the extent of that use, in addition to the 
church exemption for the remaining portion; ;or the church could claim the 
welfare exemption for the entire property and the pther organization could claim 
the welfare ex~mption for 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 ~elf are exemption on that portion must 
qualify that portion under the welfare exemption; however, the church exemption is not lost on 
the portion of the building used for religious worship. By extension, if the use· of the 
nqn-qualifying portion of the building qualifies for neither the church exemption nor tl:).e welfare 
exemption, that portion of the property will not be exempt However, the remaining portions of 
the building that ai:e. used for religious wo;rship should still qualify for the church exemption. 
This e:µffiple applies equally to the religious exemption. 

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

BAH 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 jeopardizillg· 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 
neceisary since the exemption is lost only for that portion of the property leased for the cell 
tower site. The coun.1y assessor must determine a valuation methodology that satisfactorily 
estimates the .value of the leased property. For instance, if leased space is separated from the 
piain worship center on the grounds or in a portion of the parfug lot,· the leased space· square 
footage may easily be measured. In many cases, however, religious organizations lease and allow 

·.the installation 9f the towers on The main worship center roof or in an item such as a steep!~ or 
cross. In those cases, an estimate of square footage leased must be determined, or it may bf! 
appropriate for the coun1y assessor to use the. income approach to detennine the value of the · 
leased site. 

For assessment purposes, that portion of the property attributable to the. lease may not be 
assessed as if it bad undergone a change in ownership since the loss of an exemption does not' 
trigger a change in ownership.10 Rather, the value upon which property ~ must be paid is 
equivalent to that portion of the existing ractored 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 ladee~.ford@boe.ca.gov. 

DJG:lf 

9 AH267, Part II, pp. 6~7. 

Sincerely, 

Isl David J. Gau 

David J. Gau . 
Depu1y Director 
Property iin.d Special Taxes Department 

10 Unless the lease is for 35 years or more; section 6l(c). 
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CHANGE THE WORLD FROM HERE 

Phil Ting, Assessor-Recorder 
Welfare Exemption Division 
City Hall, Room 190 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pl!l~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 Fr<lncisco, CA.94117-1080 
Tel 415.422..5124 
Fax 415.422.2058 

The Yniversity of San Francisco has previously filed a valid College Exemption Form 
withrespectto fuepropertywe oWn at28 Chabot Ter. (VoL 98, BlockNo .. 1147, Lot No. 
014). Accordingly, we believe the enclosed property tax: bills which fail to show our 
exemption for· fuis property has .been issued in error. rve 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 ~xemption for tbiS 
property, and please re-issue us a correet tax bill. 

Should you require any :fiirtb.er 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 · · 
2011 College Ex:emption Claim· 
AttacJm~.ents to Exemption Claim (2) 
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uty & u· ·ty or ~an t-ranc1sco 
Jose Cisnero· asurer and· Tax Collector 

1 Dr.Carltor< odlett Place 
,Jl,Room140 

Secure ~ape Property Tax Bill Sa .isco,CA94102 

Fiscal Year July 1, 2011 through Juoe 30, 2012 •••• .w.sftreasurer.otg 

Block 

1147/ 
LO< 

014 
Account Number 

114700140 

UNIVERSllY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
2J 30 FULTON ST 
SANFRANCISCOCA 94117 

hlllNumber 

114167 
Ptoperty location 

12116/2011 28 CHABOTTE ' 

Assessed Value 
Desoip1Jon FulfVak.ff! 

Land 505,708 

Struc:rure '288,931 

Fixtures 

Personal Property 

Gross Taxable Value 794,639 
less Exemption 

!'let Taxable V<>lu11 794,639 

l\dditiomd Tax Bill- Escape Assessment Tax Summary 

ESCAPE YEAR2010 

R&TCODE 531.2 
A01 T02 

UNIVERSfTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

£scape Year- I 
2010 

Tax Rate 

1.1640% I 
BillD~te 

12/16/2011 

Descdpdoo 

Real Estate Tax 
Sec. 506 Interest 

TOTAL TAXDUE 

1st Installment 

$4p24.79 

DUE - 01/31/2012. 

T<tX.Am*ourn: 

$9,24958 
$.00 

$9,249.58 

2nd Installment 

$4,624.79 

DUE 01/31/2912 

Ki=p 'this port:lon. foryoul'f"ecordL. Se.e hack. of bl II fof"pll)l'mcnt options and :additlonal infol"matfon.. 

Block 

1147 
Loe 

014 

Oty & County of San Francisco 
Secured Escape Property Tax Bill 

Fiscal Year July 1, 2011 through June 30, 2012 

Ao::oUnt Nurpbet Bill Number Statement Date 

114700140 114167 12/16/2011 

1 Df. C:arlton B. Goodlett Pia re 
CJt:y Hall, Room 140 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

Property Locadon 

28CHABOTTE 

)ELINQUENT IF NOT RECEIVED OR POSTl\llARl<ED 

BY JANUARY 31, 20U. 2nd Installment Due 

$4,624.79 

· Pleasa detach this porti9n and return with paymentto: 2 · fORDEUNQUENTPAYMENTS 

San Frahdscn Tax Collector· 
Secured Escape PropertyTax 
P.O.Box7426 
San Francisco, CA 94120-7426. 

Block lot 

1147 014 

ADD 10%PENALTf 

ADD 2ND INSTAUMENT COST 

TOTAL A MOU ITT 

$462.47 

'$45,00 

$5,13226 

0811470001400 114167 000462479 000046247 013112 2303 

Oty & County of San Francisco 
Secured Escape Property Tex Biil 

Fiscal Ye;,r July 1, 2011 through June 30, ;2012 

Account Nurnber · BlONumber Statement ate. 

114700140 114167 12/16/2011 

1 Or. Carlton B. l;oodfett Place 
CJt:y Hall, Room 140 

. San frandsco,CA94102 

Property Location 

2BCHABOTTE 

DELINQUENT IF NOT RECEIVED OR POSTMARKED 
1st Installment Due 

$4,624.79 
BY , JANUARY31,:2.01i 

Please detach this por1lon and return with payment to: 

San F"'ndsco Tax Collector 
Secured EscaJ"' Property Tax 
P.O. Box7426 
San F"'ndsco, CA 9412ll-7426 

1 fORDflJNUUEl>IrPAYMEN15 

ADD 10% PENALTY 

TOTAL AMOUNT 

$4J'i2.47 

$5,087.26 

0811470001400 11416? 0004621 1 2 ~6247 013112 1303 
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. J 
INSTRUCTIONS AND QUESTIONNAIRE FOR COLLEGE EXEMPTION 

Answer each question below, and provide as much delatl as you consider necessary to support your claim fur an exemption for th ls property. List 
all locations· used, either owned or leased, where ihe _exemption is to be applied. 

1. List all buildings and other improvemenls for which exemption is claimed and state the primary and incidental use of each. Attach a separate 
!?heet if necessary. J,!1dicate whether leased or owned. . · 

LOCATIONS PRJMARYUSE INCIDENTAL USE 

See Attached Education Education housing OLEASE !ioWN 
OLEASE DOWN 
OLEASE DOWN 
OLEASE DOWN 
OLEASE· DOWN 

DLEASE DOWN 
, . 

OLEASE DOWN 

OLEASE DOWN 

2. Attach a separate page showing the requirements for admission. A current catalog showing th~ requiremenls 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 th~ financial statemen~ (balance sheet al1d operating_ statement for the preceding fiscal year.) 
See attached firiancial statements 

5. Has any construction commenced and/or been completed on this parcel since 12:01 a_m., January 1 of last year? 
[{!YES · (]NO . _ · 
lfYES, please explain: Renovation work at 28 Chabot Te, 284 Stanyan Street, and 2130 Fulton Street 

6. ls the property, or a portion thereof, for which an exemption is d~irned a student bookstore that gen~rates unrelated business taxable income 
as deflned'in section 512 of the Internal Revenue Code? 

o~ 0 00 · . 
.If YES, a copy of the institution's most recent tax return filed with the Internal Revenue Service must accompany this claim. Properly 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 properly' listed above been used for business purposes other than a student books.tore? 

o~ 000 · 
If YES, please expiain: .. -------------0---'-'~-----------------------

8. If the business is operated by someone other than the college, attach a copy of the lease or other agreement Pl~ase explain: 
NIA . 

9. Is any equipment or other properly being leased ot rented from someone else? 

o~ 000 . . . 
If YES, list on a separate sheet ttie 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 !;he name and address of the owner. 

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

' 
Whom should we contact for addltlonaf information ·during rionnaf business hours? 

NAME 

Dominic L. Daher 
ADDl<ESS (Street. City. County, State) 

2130 Fulton Street, San Francisco, CA94117 
E-MAlLADDRESS 

dldaher@usfca.edu 

DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER 

. (415) 422-5124 

122 
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NO'UCE OF ENROLLMENT OFESCAl'E ASSESSMENT 
[Fol' counties in which the :Soard ef supervisors has not adopted the: pravisions qf 
sectionl(>05 (c)} 

Phil Ting,. Assessor - Recorder 
Cily & Councy of San Francisco 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 

· City Hall, J?,oom 190 : 
SanFllllll'isco,CA94102 

. (415) 554-5596 

December 16, 2011 

UN!VER511Y OF SAN FRANCISCO 
f.130 FULTON ST . 
SAN FRANCISCO,CA 94117 

Un1Verslty of s · an Franc:rsco 
RECEIVEu 

JAN -o 3~2mz 
Parcel Number.· 1147 014 · . 
Address of Property: 28 CHJ BOT ~e of lnternaf Audit 
Description of Property: Rea rro1-1t=1 "'Y. Tax ~mD.liance 

A NOTICE OF PROPOSED ES~APE ASSESSMENT was sent to you as required by Revenue Md. Taxation Code 
. section 531.8. That notice was sent to advise you of the proposed escape assessment ten. (fa) days prior to 

enrollrni=nt of the escape assessment. This is to notify you, as required· by Revenue and Taxation Code 
section 534, that ~e following escape assessment has now been enrolled. · 

YEAR 2010 
lAND $ 505,708 
IMPR $ 288,931 
PERSONAL PROPER1Y s 0 

. FIXTURE $ 0 
EXEMPTION s 0 
NIT VALUE $" 794,639 

-. 

YOUR RJGHT TO AN INFORMAL REVIEW 
If you believe this assessment is incorrect, you have the right to an infonnal review with a member of the 
As5essor'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 filing of an APPLICATION 
FOR CHANGED ASSEsSMf:NT, (2) a hearing before an appeals l;loard, and (3) a dedsiotr by the appeals board. 
An APPLICATION FOR CHANGED ASSESSM!;:J>ff-form ts available .from and should be filed with, 'the Clerk of the 
.Assessment Appea~ Board_ You may contact the derk's Office at (415) 554-6778 or visit their Website at· 
www.sfgov.org/aab for; more infonnation on filing an application. . . . 
FILING DEADLINES · . 
In general, an APPLICATION FOR CHANGED ASSESSMENT must be_ filed within sixty (60) days after the Date of 
Notice (printed above) or the postmark date on the envelope in which the notice· was mailed, whichever is 
Later. · · 

An application is considered timely filed it (1) it ls sent by l).S. mail, properly addressed with postage prepaid, 
postmarked on or _before the fl ling 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 busines~. day shall be considered timely filed. . 

City Hall Office: 1 Dr. Ou:ltnnB. GoodlettPlace 
ltomn #190~ SanF!llilcisi:o, CA94102 
T~lophone (415) 554-5596-Fax.Nun:ibcr(415) 554-7915 
- _ .. :1 .... ____ ,.. .. t::;i.,fi.,...,, nnr 1224 
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I 
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CcylLEGE EXEMPTION CLAIM 
. Dedaraticm of properly infonnatian a.s of 
12.:01 a.m., January 1, 20_1.l. 

lhis claim must be filed by 5:00 p.m., Februaiy 15. 

State of California,. County of_S_a_n_F_ra_n_c_is_c_o ________ _ 

CIAJMANTNAMEAND MAILING ADDR\055 
(Mal<a recessary correcilon• to the prfnlai name anri mailing address) r . . 

L 

NAME OF MANT 

Dominic L Daher, MAcc, JD, LLM 
Tl1l.E OF CLAIMANT 

Director of Tax 
CORPORATE NAME OF THE COLI.EGE 

University of San ffa!1cisco 
ADDRESS (street. City, County, state) 

2130 Fulton Street, San Francisco, CA 94117 
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER OR LEGALDESCRIPTION 

Various-see attached 

.J 

Phil Ting, Assessor-Recorder 
Office of the Assessor-Recorder 
City and County of San Franci~co 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room.190 
San Francis~, CA 94102 · · 

'(415) 554-5596 

Received bY---~,---.-~~,----------1 
(~e=ll's designee) 

of ________ ~---~---------l 
{c:ounlyortity) 

on ________ --c'77".-------------l 
(dale) 

OAYTIMETELEPHONE NUMBER 

( 415) 422-5124 

1. Does the above institution qualify as a college or seminary of learning under the laws of th!'l State of California? 
[{JYES D NO . 

2.. Is the institution conducted as a non-profit entity? 
[{JYES D NO 

-· 
3. Does the institution require for regular admission the completion of a four~Y~r hjgJJ sc~oof course 9r its ~qu~lent? 

0~ 0 00 . 

4. Does !he institution eonfer upon Its graduates at least one academic or professional ·degree, based_ on a course of at least two yeais In 
liberal arts and sciences, or on a colJJSe of ?t l~t three years in professional studies, such as·law, theology, education, medicine, dentistry, 
engineering, veterinary medicine, pharmacy, architecture, fine arts, commerce, or journalism? 

l.llYES ONO 

5. Are you claiming the exemption on both the land and buildings? · 

[llYES ONo 

6. Is the prqperty for wJiich the exemption is claimed used exclusively for the purposes of education? 

ll!YES D NO 

CERTIFICATION 

f certify (or d cf are) under penalty · P. rju under the laws 9f the Stale of Ca/ifomfa that the foregoing and all information hereon, including any 
· or documents, is true, correct;_ and complete to the best of my knowledge and beffef. · 

E-MAIL AD DRE.SS 

dldaher@usfca.edu 

TITLE 
DlrecforofTax 

1225
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University of San Francisca roperties in the.City and County of Francisi;:a 

J Vof Block No. Lot No. PropettY Locatron Primary Use owned or Leased 
8 1107 9 301 Anza.St Student residence owned 
8 1107 10 303 Anza St Str.ident residence own.ed 
8 1107 11 305 Anza st Student residence .owned 
8 1107 . 12 307 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 i107 13 311Anza st Student residence owned 
8 1107 14 313 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 15 315 Anza St Student i:esidence Owned 
8 1107 16 317 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 17 301Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 1$ 301Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 19 301 Anza St Student residence . owned 
8 1107 20. 301 J.\nza St . Studeni; residence owned 
8 1107 21 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 22 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 ·1101 23. 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 24 301.AnzaSt Student residence Owned 
8 1107 25 301 Anza St Student residence Owned .. 
8 1107 26 ·301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 27. 3P1 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 28 301Anza 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 301Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 34 301Anza st Student residence Owned 
8 1107 35 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 36 301Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 37 301Anza St Stydent residence owned 
8 1107 38 301Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 39 301Anza St Student residence .owned 
8 1107 40 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 41 301Anza 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 45 391 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 46 301 Anza St. . Student residence Own~d 
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 301Anza St student residence owned 
8 1187 52 301 Anza St ~tudent 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 Q'i\(nt~d 
8 1107 S6. 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 57 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107· 58 301Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 59 301 Anza St Student r~idence Owned 
8 1107 60 301 Anza St. Student resldence Owned 
8 1107 61 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 62 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 63 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107. 64 301 Anza St Student r€$!dence Owned. 
8 1107 65 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 66 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 67 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 68 301Anza St Student residence owned 
l=! 1107 69 301°Anza St 1226 Student residence g¥W$fJted March 31, 2010 
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University of San Francisco ropertles in the City and County of . francisco 

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

8 1107. 70 301 Anza st Student residence owned 
8 1107 71 301 Anza.st Student residence .own.ed 
8 1107 72 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
B 1107 73 301 Anza St Student resiaence Owned 
8 1107 74 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 75 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 76 301Anza 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 301Anza 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 9wned 
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 i: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 resld.ence Owned 
8 1107 91 301Anza St ~tudent residence Owned 
8 1107 92 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
I? 1107 93 301Anza St Student residence .Owned 
8 1107 94 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 95 301 Anza st · Student residence owned 
B .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 Ownei:I 
8 1107 99 301Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 ·100 · 301 Anza St Student ~esidence Owned 
8 1107 101 301Anza St Student re5idence Owned 
8 1107 102 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 103 3D1'Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 104 301 Anza st Student residence Owned 
8 1107 105 301Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 106 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 107 301Anza 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 30f Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 111 301An_:z:a st Student residence owned 
8 1107 112 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 113 301Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 114 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 115 301.A.nza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 · 116 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 117 301 Anza st ;ltudent reside"nce Owned 
8 1107 118 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 119 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 120 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 ·1107 121 301Anza 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 30lAiiza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 127 301Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 128 301Anza St Student residence owned 
8 ·1107 129 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 130 301 Anza St 1227 Student residence fJW1JJtfJ1erl Marr.I> 31. 2010 



Utiiversity of San FranciscL roperties in the City and County of Francisco 

i · Vol Block No: Lot No. 
8 1107' 131 

. 88 1107 132. 
1107 133 

8 1107 134 

!188 1107 135 
1107 136 

8 1-107 137 
. 1:L07 138 

-~ 88. 1107 139 
\...\.)'- 1107 140 

ci. 88 1107. 141 
'<:;) 1107 142 

\) b 8 1107 143 

~
to\ ~ 8 1107 144 

.~ 8 1109 3C 
'.( 8 1138 13. 

i \fl 8 1173 18 
/ \~ Ci"> 8 1146 2 

,J,, '\. 8 1146 4 
~ ~ 8 1146 1 

~~ 

'. 

1144 
1107 

8 1107 
. 9 1190 
8 1145 
8 1144 
8 1144 

1EJ ... iior;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 Ania St · 
301 Anza St 
301 Anza St 

239 Masonic Av 
186 Stanyan St 
1982 Fulton St 
25 Chabot Te 
35 Chabot Te 
53 ChabotTe 
2B Chabot Te 
22 Chabot Te 
2745TurkBI 

701 Parker Av #100 
2001 Grove St #2 
2001 Grove St #8 

284 Stanyan St 
2350TurkBI 
250pTurkBI 

2195 Fulton St 
2130 Fulton· St 
222 Stanyan St 
501 Parker Av 

1855 Mission st 
47 ChabotTe 

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 reslden~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 
Faeulty/Staff Housing 
Faculty/Staff Housing 

Classrooms and Faculty Oftlces 
Cla!?srooms and Faculty Offices 
Classrooms and Faculty Offices 
Classrooms and Faculty Offices 
Health and Recreation Center 

Negoesco Athletic Stadium 
Storage Facility Use'd to Store 

-~ampus Supplies 
Faculty/Staff Housing 

1228 

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 

l.Jist updated March 31, 2010 
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BOE-264-AH (P1) REV. 10 (05-12) 

COLLEGE EXEMPTION ·CLAIM 

This claim must be fl(~ by 5:00 p:m., February 15. 

ClAlMANT NAME AND MAIUNGADORESS 
{Make nocessaiy coneclions to lh9 pnnt•d name and mailing addiess) 

r 
. UniversJIY. of San Francisco 

· CIO Dominic L. Daher 
2130 Fultnn Street 
San Francisco, CA94117-1080 

L 

NAME OF CLAIMANT 

Dominic L Daher, MAcc._.J!), llhl , 

TITLE OF ClAJMANT 

Director of Tax 
CORPORATE NAME OF THE COLLEGE 

Unlverslty of San Francisco 
ADDRESS (Street. City, County, State, Zip Code) 

2130 Fulton Street, San Francisco, CA94117-i080 
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER OR LEGALDESCRIPTlON 

Various - see attached 

· 1. Owner and operator. (check applicable boxes) 

.J 

· Claimant is: Ill Owner and operator D Owner only 0 Operator only 

Office of the Assessor-Recorder 
City and County of San Francisco 
1 Dr. Carlton 8. Goodlett Place, Room 190 
San Francisco, CA941D2 
www.sfassessor.org (415) 554-5596 

Received bY---~-~~---------4 
• (Assessors designee) 

DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER 

( 415 ) 422-5124 . 

DATE PROPERTY WAS FIRST USED BY CLAIMANT 

Various 

and claims exemption on all !lfland 121 Buildings and improvements and/or Ill Personal properly 

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? 

[{lYES D NO 

5. Does the i[lstltution 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 ln professional studies, such as law, theology, education, medicine, dentistry, englneenng, 
veterinary medicine, phannacy, architecture, fine arts, commerce, or journalism? 

[ZJYES . D NO 

6. Is the property for which the exemption is claimed used exclusiv~ly for the purposes of education? 

[{]YES . D NO 

7. List all ~uildings 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 PRIMARY USE INCIDENIAL USE 

See attached Educa!lon Education housing OLEASE DOWN 

OLEASE .DOWN 

OLEASE '(]OWN 

OLEASE OOwN 

DLEASE DOWN 

DLEASE DOWN 

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

Has any construction commenced and/or been completed on thls parcel since 12:01 a.m.~ ~a1}~8;D',.,;F~1tajf~~fi. .. . . ri • 

IZJYES 0 Nq If YES, please explain: '~!J ..... ,._.r. •· · ' ... r-, .. nr. 
Miscellaneous repairs and alterations at 22 ChabotTr, 1186 stanyan St, 2350 Turk Blvd and 5Dll 11~0\\f!'!'RerfMlfng!'!tXTits Turk Blvd, 

-f.~T·cu · , J - ~111 1 J _, 

Miscellaneous conslruc!ion, repairs ancj alterations at2130 Fulton St. Selsmio retrofitting improvements at 2001 Grove SL and 284 Stanyan SL 

9, Is the property, or a portion thereof, fur Which an exemption is claimed a student bookstore that generates unrelated business taxable incbme 
as defined in section 512 of the Internal Revenue Code? 

OYEs [{}No 
If YES, a copy of the institution's most recent tax return filed with the Internal Revenue Service must accompany this claim. Property taxes, 
as delennined by establishing a ratio of the unrelated business taxable income to .the bookstore's gross income, will be levied. 

1 O. Has any of the property listed above been used for business purposes other than a student bookstore? 

. DYES [LI NO If YES, please explairy: 

11. If the business is operate<;! by some.one other than the college, attach a copy of the lease or other agreement Please explain: 

NIA· 

12. ls any equipment or ~ther property b~ing leased or re!lted from someone else? 

[{!YES D NO 

If YES, ·list on a separate sheet the ~ame 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 slate the other uses of the properti- If real 
property, provide the name and address of the owner. · · • 

The benefit of a property tax exemption must inui:e to the lessee' institution. If taxes paid by the lessor,· see section 202.2 of lhe Revenue and 
Taxation Code. 

ADDITIONAL REO.UIR~D DOCUMENTATION 

Attach a i;eparate page showing the requirements for admission. A current catalog showing the .requirementS rnay 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 finandal statements (balance sheet and operating statement for the precedi~g fis~I year.) 

Whom should we contact durif19 normal business hours for additional information? 
NAME TillE 
Dominlc'L Daher Director ofTax 
OAYTIMETS.EPHONE 

( 415 ) 422-5124 
EMllJLAODRESS 

dldaher@usli:a.edu 

.CERTIFICATION 
s of the State of California that the foregoing and all information hereon, including any 

, ls true, correct, and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

l1TlE 
,• Director of Tax 

DATE 

. )- ltJ-{ i 
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...-·Un\v@rsity of San Franciscq· ·operties in the City and County ?' ."I. 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 ow11ed 
8 1107 12 307 Anza st,- Student residence Owned 
8 110.7 13 311 Anza St,,. Student residence owned 
8 ·1107 14 :313 Anza St .... Student residence owned 
8 1107 15 315 Anza SL Student residence Owned 
8 1107 16 317 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
B 1107 17 301 Anza St/ Student residence Qwned 
8 1107 18 301 Anza. st ,, Student residence Owri.ed 
8 1107 19 301 Anza St r 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 11oi 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. 

·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 1101 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 1 Student residence Owned 
8 1107 42 301 Anza St./ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 .43 301 Anza st r · Student residence owned 
8 1107 44 301 Anza SU Student residence owned 
8 1107 45 301 Anza· St,. Student lesldence 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 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 An:za st " · Student residence Owned 
8 1107 56- 301 Anza St,. Student residence Owned 
8 1107 57 301 Anza·su Student residence Owned 
8 1107 58 301 Anza St,. Student residence Owned 
8 1107 59 301 Anza St I · Student residence ow1;1ed 
8 1107 60 301 Anza St/ Student resfdence owned 
8 1107 61 301 Anzc;i St1 Student residence owned 
8 1107 62: 301 Anza St/ Student residence owned 
8' 1i07 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 

1231 r -. ... 1 •1.-...1,,...., .... rl c:,,..1-. ... - ... ~ "'~ ">n-t?. 



. ~niyersity of San Francisci · operties in _the City and County r 1 Francisco 

owned 01 
Vol Block No. Lot No. Proeertv Location Primary Use Leased 

8 1107 66 301 Anza St/. Student residence Owned 
8 1107 67 301 Anza St,. Student residence. own ea 
8 1107 68 301 Anza St/ student residence owned 
8 1107 69 301 Anza St"" Student residence owned 
8 1107 70 301 Anza st- Student residence owned 
8 1107 71 301 Anza St,,.,. Student residence owned 
8 1107 72 301 Anza St.r Student residence Owned 
8 1107 73 301 An_za St / student residence owned 
s· 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 SU 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 Str student residence Owned 
8 1107 82 3ol 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 Sb· . Student residence Owned 
8 11:-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 30.1 Anza St,,.. Student residence Owned 
8 1107 91 301 Anza St,. Student residence Owned 
8 1107 92 301 Arm:i st,, student residence Owned 
8 1107 93 301 Anza St/ Student residence owned 
8 1107 94 "301 Anza St / Student residence Owned 
8 1107 . 95 301 Anza St/ Student residence · Owned 
8 1107 96 301 Anza st-- Student residence Owned· 
8 1107 97 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 98 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 '1107 99 301 Anza st / Student residence owned 
8 1107 100 391 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 Str 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 r:esidence . owned 
8 1107 111 301 Anza St,,. Student resldeoce owned 
B 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 OwQed 
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 sl:,,,- Student residence Owned 

1232 



Urti'v©tsity of Sai:t .francisc( · roperties in the City and County ( Jn Francisco 

owned or 
Vol Block No. Lot No. Property Location Prl[lla!Y Use Leased 
8 1107 123 301 Anza st/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 124 301 Anza St, . Student residence Owned 
B 1107 125 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
a 1107 126 301 Anza St/ ·Student residence Owned 
B 1107 127 301 Anza St' Student residence Owned 
8 1107 128 301 Anza· St / Student res1dence owned 
8 1107 129 301 Anza St" Student. residence owned 
8 1107 Ho 301 Anza St,,- Student residence OwnE:d 
8 1107 131 301 Anza St/ Student residence owned 

·s 1107 132 301 Anza·st ..... Student residence Owned 
8 1107 133 301 Anza St/ Student re~idence Owned 
8 1107 134 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 135 301 Anza St/ Student residence owned 
8 ·1107 136 301 Anza St I Student residence Owned 
8 1107 137 301 Anza St/ Student residence owned 
8 1107 138 301 Anza St/ Student residence owned 
8 1107 139 301 Anza St/ Student residence owned 
8 1107 140 301 Anza St/ Student residence owned 
8 1107. 141 301 Anza St/ · Student residence owned 
8 1107 142 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107- 143 301 Anza St/ Student residence Owned 
8 1107 ~ 301 Anza St I Student residence Owned 
8 1109 .... -. - 239 Masonic Av / Student residence Owned 
8 1i3E 13 186 Stanyan ·St / Student residence Owned 
8 1173 18 1982 Fulton St ~ Student residence owned 

·-·~s 1146 2· 25-27 .Chabot Te Faculty/Staff Housing owned 
!s 1146 4 35 thabot Te / Faculty/Staff Housing Owned 
ls 1146 7 53 Chabot Te/ Faculty/Staff Housing Owned 
;s 1147 14. 28 Chabot Te/ Faculty/Staff Housing owned 
:s 1147 15 22 Chabot1e / Faculty/Staff Housfng owned I· 

~6 2745-2747 Turk s1 / Faculty/Staff Housing 8 1147 owned ;..-----
1170 001 701 Parker Av #100 Faculty/Staff Housing Leased L 

9 119-;l- 001, . 2001 Grove St #2 Faculty/Staff Housing Leased 
'.g 1194 001-' 2001 Grove st #8 Faculty/Staff Housing Leased r 
8 1144 OOlA 284 Stanyan St .- Faculty/Staff Housing owned 
8 1107 6 2350 Turk Bl / dassrooms ai:id Faculty Offices owned 
8 .1101,. 8 2500-2698 Turk Bl I .dassrooms 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 50i Parker AV ,, Negoesco Athletic Stadium Owned 

. /,23 
3548 035 1855 Mission St Storage Facility Used to Store Leased 

114~ 47 Chabot Te / 
Campus Suoolies 

{B>f; 6 Faculty /Staff Hollsing ·Owned 

J l8~ 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 #MSF:I. 
Serical #0004943 

Model #lWOO 
Serial #1370515 

Model #MSF1 
Serical #0001770 

Model #MPR1 
Serical #0005450 

Model #1WOO 
Serical #1370552 

REAL PROPERlY 
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 
Cla.im for Exemption 

Attachment 1 

QUA~'TITY _C~OM_P_A_NY~~---o~~-,-~~ 
1 Pitney Bowes Global Rnandal 

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 

1 

1 

1 

1305 Executive Blv.d Ste 200 
Chesapeake, VA 23323 

Pitney Bowes Global Rnancial 
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 

OWNER .. 
Kaiser Foundation Hos)Jttals 
1950 Franklin Street 
Oakland, CA 94612: 

Gordon Clifford Realty Inc . 
1572 Union Street 
San Francisco; CA 94123-450? 

Washington ~treet Property 
152 6th Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94118-1~26 

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

ATM Investments 
1135 Trlnity Dr 
Menlo Park, c;A 94025-6646 

1234 . 1 



CPLKUP 
VWILLIAM 

EZ-CAM 

SEAJ;ZCH STRING: 

ACCOONT NO 
.. ;001 034441001 

002 034441002 
. 003 034441003 
004 034 441900 
005 041476001 
006 041999001 
007 044 07 6001 
008 131041001 
009 is 1s 59001 

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 S~N FRANCISCO 

OPTION 000 

REAL /OR STREET 
2130.FULTON ST 0000 
2155 FULTON ST 0000 
101 HOWARD ST 0404 
GE CAPITAL CORPORATION 
186 STANYAN ST 0000 
2001 GROVE ST 0000 
2701 TURK BLVD 0000 
2130 FULTON ST 0000 
220 MONTGOMERY ST 1050 

PP INQUIRY 
06-.10-13 

Ve. ,/ 

~J..1c · C"R.. 
'kTp. h\..\s 
P.c.I ( t:"t..i 

O.<l1f Mr 
J'.1."'(' · A/ti . 
ic1i;,. \"11>. 

\1 RE:f. 
\1 H\A-

·N 
Owners list. j!:nter record number or Fl2, Fl3, F3 

I. 
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·······- ···--·-···-····- ·--··- ·· ········ ··········· · -···· ·····;- ··-···-···-···f>hlt"'fmg; f\sses"sor..furcorder··· · · 
. . · Office of'lhe Assessor-Recorder · ,,OE-264+.H (P1) REV: 09 (02-11) 

. . 
COLLEGE EXEMPTION CLAIM 

as of 

This clalm must tie filed by 5100 p.m.1February15. 

stata of California, County of_" _s_a_n_Fra_n_c_is_c_o _______ _ 

CWMANI NAMEAND MMJNGADDRESS 
{Maka neceos81}' cotracflons ta th• pnnte<i name and m•"1ng odrftess} 

r-
Vniversity of San Francisco 
CJD Dominic L Daher · . 
2130 Fulton Street 
San Francisco, CA 94117-1-080 

L 

EOFCl..A! ANT 

Dominic L Daher, MAcc, JD, LLM 
llTLE OF Cl.AIMANT 

·Director of Tax 
CORPORATE NAME QFTHE COU£GE 

lniversity of San ·Francisco 
,,ODRESS (stmei Clly. County, Slate, Zip Code) 

2130 Fulton Street, San Francisco, CA 94117. 
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER OR LEG/IL DESCfllPTION 

Various ~ see attached . 

_j . 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 190 
San Francisco, CA 94102· 
(415) 554-5596 

FOR ASSESSOR'S USE ONLY 

of-------~-~~--------1 
(counlyordly) 

DAYTIMETEl.EPHONE NUMBER 

(41S) 422-5124 

1.. Does the above institution qualify as a college or seminary of learning under the Jaws of the State of Califom!a? 
0~ Ooo · 

2. Is the institution conducted as a non-profit entity? 
0YES QNo 

3. Does the Institution require for regular adtnlsslon the completion of a four-year high school course or its equ{valent? 
llJYEs 0 NO 

4. Does the lnstitutlon confer upon !IS graduates at least one academic or professional degree, based on a cour5e of at least two years In 
· liberal arts and sciences, or on a course of at {east three years In professional studies, suct:i as law, theology, educallon, mediclns, den!isby, 
engineering, veterinary med!clna, phannacy, archl!ecttire, fine arts, commerce, or journalism? . 
\l]YES D NO . . 

5. Ara yoti cla!mlng the exemption on both the land and buildings? 
0YEs 0No 

6. ls !he property ior which the exemption ls c!almed used exclusively fur the purposes of education? 
0~ Ooo. . · 

CERTIFICATION 

'cerlll}t (or de la ) underpsnaJty of p.9ffl ry u der the iaws of the state _of California that the foregoing and all Trrformation hereon. fnc/udfng any 
accompani;i!1g stat medts ocuments, Is true, correct, and comp/eta to the best of my knowledge and ba/fef. 

EMAILADDR 

dldaher@usfca.edu 

lffLE 
Director off ax 

DATE 

;l/13//J__ 



f. 
·····- - ...... ·--·····--·--····-········· -··-········· ···-·-----·· ......... : ··-··-·······-··-··-·· .. ·-····--· .. ····-····J·-···· .. -· . 

B<?E-:264-AH (P2.) RE\f. D9 (~2-11) 

INSTRUCTIONS ANO 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 locafi6ns used, either owned or leased, Where the exemption is lo be applied. 

1. List all bulldings and other lmpruvements forwhloh exemption ls cl aimed and state. the primary and fncldental use of each. Attach a separate 
sheet If necessary. Indicate whether leased or owned. 

LOCATIONS PRIJVIARY USE INCIDENIAL us~ 

S~e attached E.du9atlon Education hbusin!l OLEASt DOWN 

QLEASE 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 J:<e substituted. 

See attached and visit http://wvitW.usfea.edu/catalog/ · 
3. Attach a separate page, or cUrtent catafo!l, lislin!l the degrees conferred upon the grailuates and the requlremenfs·for each degree. 

See attached and visit http:f/www.usfca.edu[catalog/ 
4. Attach a copy of tha. linanclal statements (balance sheet and operatin!l ~latement for the preeeding fiscal year.) 

See attached !lnanclal statements 
5. Has any construction commenced and/or been completed on this parcel since 12:01 ?.m., January 1 of last year? 

[{!YES. D NO Renovation work at28 Chabot Te, 284Sfanyan Street, and 2130 F.ulton Street. 
lfYES, please·expJaln: 

6. ls the pr~perty, or a portion th~reof, for which an axempllon is clalmed a student bookstore tl]atgenerates unrelated business taxable income 
as defined In secllori 512 of the.Internal Revenue Gode? 
OYEs. ·0No 
If YES, a copy of the lnstitutlon's most recent tax return jl!ed with the Internal Revenue Service must accompany this claim. Property taxes, 
as determlnec:l by estapllshlng a ratio of the ~nrelaled business lrocable income fo the bookstore's gross lncome, wl!I be levied. 

7. Has any of the property listed above. been used for b1.1slness purposes other than· a stude.nt b~olcstore? 
DYES l{JNo . . . · 
If YES, p!eiase explain: ----· -------------------------------

8. If the business is operated by someone other than the college, att,ach a copy of the lease· or other agreement Pfease explain; 
NIA 

9. ls any·equlpment or other property being leased or rented from someone else? 

o~· 000 · 
If 'fES, list on a separate sheet the name and address of the own·er and the type, make, model, and serial number of the property, If the 
property listed ls not used exclusively for educatlonal purposes at the col!eglate level, please state the other uses of the property. If real 
property, provide the natne and address of the owner. 

Tue benefit.of a property tax exemptlon must inure to the lessee Institution. (flaxes paid by the lessor, see section 202.2 of the Revenue and 
taxation Code. · · 

Whom should we cordactfaraclditfonaf Information during nonnal business hours? 
NAME 
Dominic L. Daher 

ADDRESS (Street y, Coun(JI, Slsle) 

. -· _ 2.130 Fulton Street, ~an FrandscoJ CA 94117 
EMAILADORESS 

dldaher@usfcaedu 

DAYTlME TELEPHONE NUMBER 

( 415) 422~5124 
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·-University of San Francisco ~ L ~ Jrties in the Citj/and county of San. :cisco 

. -···-··-·· ........... .......... ·········-·- ----·-•"-·-··---·-· .... -·· -··. ·~ . --·--- -··-··-··- ·----..... __ -
Vol· Block No. ·Lot No. Proeertv Location Primary Use .owned or Leased 
8. 1107 9 301Anza St Student resldence 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 1? 315 Anza St Student resii:lence 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 resldence owned 
8 1107 19 301Anza st Student residence owned 
8 1107 20 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 l107 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 
B 1107 25 301 Ani.a St Student residence Owned 

.s -1107 26 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 27 301 Anza St Student residence owned· 
B 1107 28 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 29 3!)1 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 30 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 31 301 Anza st Student residence owned 
8· :L107 32 301 Anz;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 
8 110'7 36 301 Anzast 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 AnzCI St Student residence owned 
B 1107 45 301Anza st Student residence Owned· 
B 1107 46 301 An;z:a st Student residence owned· 
8 1107 47 301 Anza Sf Student residence owned 
8 1107 48 ~01 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 49 301 Anza st Student re51dence owned 
8 1107 50 301 Anza st Student resldence 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 residenc;e owned 
8 1107 57 301 Anz_a St Student residence owned 
8 1107 58 301 Anza·st Studen"t residence Owned. 
8 1107 59 301.AnzCI 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 residence owned 
8 1107 63 301 Anza st Student r~sldence Owned 
8 1107 64 301 Anza st· student residence OV'{ned 
8 1107 65 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
B 1107 66 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8· .. ·-1-107- --- ·&7--- --- --aQ..1-Anza..£t----· -·-Studer:it-rgsfd@nce.-... Owned-
8 1107 68 301 Anza St 3student residence owned 
R 1107 fi9 301 Anza St 1 2 g..<gudent residence owned 



,. 
f 

University of San Fram.::isco ~ .. arl:ies in tha City and County of San 1dsco 

. ·---·· ---. . '··-··· -·-·. - ....... -......... --· .. ··- -· .............. ••••oo• •• '''"' •••• 

Vol Block No. Lot No. Proeertv Location Primary Use Owned or Leased 
8 1io1 70 301 Anza St Student resli:lence OWried 
8 1107 71 · 301 Anza St student residence owned 
8 1-107 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\,ldent residence Owned . 
8 1107 76 301 Anza St Student residence owtied 
3. 1107 77 .30:1, 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 
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 ~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 s~ Student residence Owned. 
8 1107 98. .301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 99 301 Anza st Student residence Owned 
8 -1107 . 100 301 Anza St Student residence Ow!]ed 
8 1107 101.' ·301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
'8 1107 102 301 Anza st student residence Owned 
8 1107 103 301 j\nza St Student residence · owned 
'8 1107 104 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8· 110/'. 105 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 106 301 AnPl St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 107· 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 108 301 Anzt1 St student residence -·Owned 

-8 1107 109 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 110 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 111 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 112 301 Anza St · Student residence owned 
8 1107 113 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 114 . 301 Anza St Student residence ·owned 
8 1101· 1.15 301 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 301Anza 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 1101 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 301Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 127 301 Anza St Student residence Owned· 

· --8- ···· - -·HO=J--:··-- ·1:28-- -·-·--3&1-Anz.a-:St------- ---Student-resldenee--- -----Gwned-- · -- . --· --· -....... -
·8 1107 129 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 

8 1107 130 301 Anza St 1 2 3 9 Student residence owned 



. 
I artfes in the City and Countv or San 

t • 

University of San Francisco - 1c1sco 

.. .. .... - ............. ·-·· ......... - .. ···---······ --......... :··- -·----···-·-····-- ···:·······-··· -- .......... ····-····- ·--... :· ···········-·· -··· ....... -······ .... -····-- ......... 
Vol Block No. Lot No. Property Location Prima!Y Use owned or Leased 

8. 1107 131 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 132 30;1 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 133 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 134 301 Anza st Student resldence pwned 
8 1107 135 301 Anzast Student resldence owned 
8 1107 .. 136 30f Anza st Student residence owned 
8 1107 137 301 Anza st Student -res!d ence owned 
8 1{01 138 301Anza 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 resldence · owned 
8 · 1107 143 301 Anza St student residence owned 
8 1107 144 30:1.Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1109 3C 239 Mas.onlc Av Student residence owned 
8 1138 13 186 Stanyan St Student residence. owned 
8 1173 18 1982 Fulton st Student residence owned 

1146 2 25 Cliabot Te . Faculty/Staff. Housing ·Owned 
1146 4 35 Chabot Te · Faculty/Staff Housing owned 
1146 7 F~culty/Staff Houslng ··owned 

:. 

22ChabotTe acu o.wned ... 
8 1147 16 2745TurkBI Faculty/Staff Housing Owned 
8 1170 001 701 Parker Av #100 Facility/Staff Housing Leased 
9 1194 001 2001 Grove.St #2 Faculty/Staff Housing Leased 
9 1194 001 2001 Grove St #8 Fai;:ulty/Staff Housing Leased 
8 1144 001A 284 stanyan St Faculty/Staff H.ousing owned 
8 1107 6 2350 Turk Bl Classrooms and Faculty Offices Owned 
8 1107 8 2500Turk Bl Classrooms and .faculty Offices. Owned 
9 1190 1 2195 Fulton St Classrooms and Faculty Offices Owned 
8 1145 3· 2130 Fulton St Classroo~s and Faculty Offices· ownei:i 
8 1144 1B 222 Stanyan st Health and Recreation Center owned 
8 1144 1 501 Parker Av Negoesco Athletic S~adlum owned 

23 3548 035 1855 Ml:;sion St Storage Facility Used to Store Leased 
Campus Supt>lie5 

8 1146 .6 47 Chabot Te Faculty/Staff Housing Owned 
Business Property Account #034441-001 

8 1148 8 59-61 Roselyn Ter Faculty/S~ff Housing owned 

1240 



ll0&264~AH (P1) RE\l 10 (OS-12) 

RECEIVED 

FEB f 4 2014 

FEB 1 S ENT'O 

g ~ Office of the Assessor-Recottler 
COLLtGE ~MPTION CLAIM SAN FRANCfSC .. ~ . City, and County of Sah Francisco 
This claim is filed for fiscal year 20 j!___ -20 15 ~sessor-Recordefs 0 

0 
[' 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 190 

(Example: a person filing a titnely dallll In Januruy 2011 <!';i ... o':fi~0 San Francisco, CA 94102 
would enter"2011-2012.") www.sfassessor.org (415) 554-5596 

lhls claim must be filed by 5:0~ µ.rn.~ Feb~uary 1.5. 

ClAJMAITT NAME AND MA!UNGAOORESS 
(Make necessary conec/fons to the pdnlednome sndmalllng addmss) · 
r . . 
Universlfy of San Francisco 
C/0 Dominic L Daher 
2130 Fulton Streat 
San Francisi:o, CA 94117-1080 

L 

NAME OF CLAIMANT 

Dollllnlc L Daher, MAcc, JD, LLM 
TIRE OF CLAIMANT 

Director ofTaX 
CORPORATE NAME OF lHE COLJ.EGE 

University of San Francisca 
ADDRESS (Street,. Clly; County, stale, Zip Cade] 

2130 Fullon Street, San Franc\scO, CA 94117-1080 
ASSESSOR'S PAR\:EL NUMBER OR LEGAL DESCRJPTION 

Various - see attached 

1. Owner and operator. (check applicable boxes) 

_J 

Received bY----..:-:==-=-=~---~----1 
(Assessor's dasfgnoo) 

on--------~~----------1 
(data) ' 

DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMllER 

( 415 ) 422-5124 

DATE PROPERTY WAS FIRST USED llY CLAIMANT 

Various 

Claimant is: · Ill Owner and operator D owr;ier only 0 Operator only 

and claims exemption on all Iii Land Jll Buildings and improvements and/or Jill Personal property 

2. Does the above Institution qualify' as a coOege or seminary of learning under the laws of the 'state of California? 
[{!YES D NO . 

3. Is the insUiut19n conducted as a non-profit entity? 

({]_YES 0 NO . . 

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

l2JYES ONO 

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 fn 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, phatmaC}', architecture, fine arts, commerce, or journalism? · 

({]YES ONO . 

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

l2JYES ONO 

7. List an buildings and other improve!Ilents for which exemption Is claimed and state !he primary and Incidental use of each. Atlach a separate 
sheet if necessary. Indicate whether leased or owned_ · 

LOCATIONS PRIMARY USE 1NCIDEN1'AL USE 

See attached Education Education housfng OLEASE DOW~ 

DLEASE DOWN 

DLEASE DOWN 

DLEASE DOWN 

OlEASE DOWN 
! .. OLEASE DOWN 

THIS DOCUMENT tS SUBJ~dtt\"4> PUBLIC INSPECTION 



RECEIVED 

FEB 1 4 20f4 
BOE-204-AH (P.2) REV. 1o (05-12) SAN FRANCISCO 

Assessor-Recorder's Office 
8. Has any c0nstruction commenced and/or been completed on this parcel slnr.e 12:01 a.m., January 1 of last year? 

IZJ YES . 0 NO If YES, ple.ase explain~ · · 

Miscellaneous repairs and alterations at2350 Turk Blvd. 

Miseellaneous construction, repairs and alterallons al 2130 Fulton Street Completed seismic retrofilllng improvements at 2001 GrO\te Street 

9. Is the property, or a portion thereof.Jar which an exemption is claimed a student bookstore that generates unrelaled business ta)(able ineome 
as deiined in section 512 of the Internal Revenue Code? 

DYES . ·0 NO 
JrYES, a copy of the Institution's most recent tax return flied with the Jntemal 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 a. Has any of the property listed abqve been used for business purposes other than a student bookstore? 

0 YES l2J NO lfYES, 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. ts 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 lype, make, model, and serial numoer of the property. If !he 
property listed is not used exclusively for educational purposes at the collegiate level, please state the other uses of !he property. If real 
property, provide the name and address of the owner. 

The benefit of a property lax exemption mUst inure to the l~ee institution. If taices paid by the lessor, see section 202.2 of the Revenu~ and 
Taxation Code. 

NAME 

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 far tlie preceding fiscal year.) 

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

Doffilnic L Daher 
lJ1lE 
DlrectorofTalC 

DAYTIMETEl.EPflONE 

( 415 ) 422-5124 

EIM1LADDRESS 

dldaher@usfca.edu 

the l ws the State of Ca/ifomfa that the foregoing and all information hereon, lnoluding any 
me ts, · true, oorrect end complete lo the best of my knowledfle and beffet 

1l11.E 
Director ofTax 

1242 
DAlE 
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3 1 8 ENT'D 
RECEIVED 

University of San Francisco M Properties in the City and County of San Francisco FEB f 4 2014 
CISCO 

A~e:nprdar's Offica 
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.Anza St Student residence owned 
8 11.07 16 317 Anza St student residence owned 
8 1107 17 301 Anza St Stud~nt 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 
B 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 own·ed. 
·8. 1107 35 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
B 1107 36 301 Anza St student residence owned 
8 1107 37 301 Anza St student residence Owned 
8 ;t.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 
B 1107 42 301 Ariza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 43 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 44 301 Anza St Student resld.ence , owned 

·a 1107 45 301 Anza St Student residence ·owRed 
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 H07 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 resfdence 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 Anza5t • Student residence 'Owned 
8 1107 63 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 64 301 Anza St 1 243 Student residence Owned 



RECEIV~~ l S ENT'D 
University of San Francisco.~ Properties in the City and County or San Franf.eao1 ~ 201't 

Vol Block No. Lot No. Pro~erty Location 
• . SAN ~RA:J3{!~r 

Pnmar~ UsEfis~essor- R~ eased 

8 1107 66 301 Anza St student residence Owned 

B· 1107 67 301 Anza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 68 301.Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1107 69 301 /l..nza St Student residence owned 
8 1107 70 301 Anz:a st· Student residence owned· 
8 1107 71 301 Anza St student residence owned 

? 1107 72 301 Anza St student residence Own.ed 
8 1107 73 301 Anz:a St student residen·ce Owned 
8 1107 74 301 Anza St student residence Owned 
8 1107 75 301Anza st Student residence .owned 
8 1107 76 . 301 Anza St . 'student residence Owned 
8 1107 77 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
B 1107 78 301 Anza st Student residence owned 
8 1107 79 ~01 Anza St student residence Owned 
.8 1107 80 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 110'7 81 301An:z;a St Student residence Owned 
~ 1.107 82 301 Anza st Student resldence owned 
8 1107 . 83 301 Anza St Student residence ow'ned 
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.Ania 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 re~idence . · .. Owned· 
8 1107 102 301 Anza St student residence Owned 
8 1107 103 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8 1f07 104 301 Anza ·st Student residence owned 
8 1107 105 301 Anza St Student reslch'lnce 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 Studen~ residence bwned 
8 ·1101 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 . 110~ 118 301 Anza st Student residence Owned 
8 1107 119 301 Anza St Student residence Qwned 
8 1107 120 301 Anza St · Student residence · Owned 
8 1107 121 301 Anza St 1244 Student residence owned 

--
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University of San Frandsct.. · Properties in the City ~nd Coµnty (..... San Francfsco FEB 1 8 ENT'D. 

owned or 
Vol Block No. Lot No. Pro~erty Location Primary Use Leased 
8 1107 123 301 Anza st Stud.ent residence Owned 
8 1.107 124 301 Anza St student r~sldence owned 
8 1107 125 301 Anza St student residence Owned 
B 1107 126 301 Anza St Student residence Owned 
8· 1107 127 301 Anza-St Student residence Owned 
8 1.107 128 301 Anza st student residence owned 
8 1107 129 301 Anza St Student resi_dence owned 
8 1107 130 301 Anza St student residence owned 

·3 1107 131 301 Anza St student residence Ow lied 
8 1107 i32 301 Anza St student residence owned 
8 1107 133 301 Anza St student residence owned 
8 1107 134 301 Anza St student residence Ow11ed 
8 1107 135 301 Anza St Student resldem:e Owned 
8 1107 136 301 Anza St stude.nt residence Owned 
8 1107 137 301 Anza St student residence owned 
8 1107 138 30:\. 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 res[dence 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 2350Turk 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 Sta nya n st Healtli and Recreation Center owned. 
8 1145 3· 2130 Fulton St classrooms and Faculty Office$ owned 
8 1146 2 25-27 Chabot Te Faculty/Staff Housing owned 
8 1146 4 35 Chabot Te Faculty/Staff Hduslng 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 Faculcy/Staff Ho1Jslng Owned 
8 1147 15 22 Chabot Te FacLJlty/Staff Housing owned 
8 1147 16 2745-2747 Turk 131 Faculty/Staff Hous~ng Owned 
·8 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 11.90 1 2195.Fulton St Classrooms and Faculty Offices Owned 
9 1194 001 2001 Grove st #2 Faculty/Staff Housing Lea$ed 
9 1194 001 :2001 Grove St #8 Faculty/Staff Housing Leased 

23 3548 035 1855' Mission St storage Facility Used to Store leased 
· campus Supplies 

Business Property Account #034441-001 

RECEIVED 

FEB 14 20\4 
f{ANC\SCO 

sAN FReeorder's office Assessor-
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UNlVERsrrY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
. . 

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

EQUIPMENT 
Model#MSPS 
Serial #0003850 

Model #MSFl 
Setlcal #0004943 

Model #1WOO 
Serial #1370515 

Model #MSF1 
Serical. #O!J01770 

Model#MPR1 
Serical #0005450 

Model#1WOO 
Serical #~70552 

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 EXernption 

Attachment 1 

QUANTITY =CO~M_P~A~NY~--.-~,---,--,~~~ 
1 Pitney Bowes Global Rnanclal 

1305 Exerutlve Blvd Ste 200 . 
Chesapeake, VA 23323 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Pitney Bowes Global Finanoal 
1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200 
Chesapeake, VA 23323 

Pitney Bowes Glob<tl Rnanclal 
1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200 
Chesapeake, VA 23323 . 

Pitney Bowes Global Financial 
1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200 
Chesapeake, VA 23323 

Pitney Bowes Global Rnanclal 
1305 Execul:Jve Blvd Ste 200 
Chesapeake,. VA 23323 

Pitney Bowes Global Rnancial . 
1305 Executive Blvd Ste 200 1 

Chesapeake, VA.23323 

OWNER 
Kaiser ~oundation Hospitals 
1800 Harrison·Street, 19th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612-3466 

Gordon Gifford Realty Inc. 
1sn Union street 
San Francisco, CA· 94123-4505 

Washington street Propeity 
152 6th Avenue 
San FrancJsa:i, CA 9411~-1326 

Washington Street Property 
152 6th Avenue · 
San Francisco, CA 94118-132_6 

ATM Investments 
1135 Trinity qr 
Menlo Park, CA 94025-6646 

The Presidio Trust 
qo Cb Richard Ellis Inc 
PO Box29546 
San Francisco, CA 94129-0546 

Sisters of the Presentation 
2340 Turk Blvd 
San Frandsco;-CA 94118-434Q 
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February 19, 2016 

The Honorable London Breed, President 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

SAN 
FRANCISCO 
CHAMBERoF 
COMMERCE 

RE: OPPOSE: File #151257, Increasing Transportation Sustainability Fee for Nonresidential Projects 

Dear Supervisor Breed, 

The San Francisco Chamber of Commerce, representing over 2,500 local businesses, supported the Transportation 
Sustainability Fee (TSF} legislation when it came before the Board of Supervisors last December. The TSF, which replaces 
the Transportation Impact Development Fee (TIDF), was crafted over several years by the SFMTA, members of the Board 
of Supervisors and a diverse stakeholder group. The frnal vote last year reflects a good faith collaborative effort to come 
to agreement on fees paid by developers for new construction projects in the city. After much back and forth and an 
additional increase on nonresidential construction fees in the 11th hour, everyone came to agreement and the TSF 
legislation was passed. 

Two months after that vote was taken, new legisl~tion proposing to further increase the TSF on nonresidential 
construction over 99,999 gross square feet is coming before the full Board on February 23, 2016, after a "Do Not Pass" 
vote by the Land Use and Transportation Committee earlier this month. This proposed fee increase comes without 
stakeholder input, discussion or consensus that the additional increase is necessary or prudent. It comes to the Board 
without any effort to get stakeholders together again to discuss and debate the increase, or to justify it on the basis of 
new data or information of any. kind. It is simply an attempt to extract more dollars from those developing 
nonresidential projects in San Francisco. 

Transportation fees have already increased exponentially on nonresidential construction in the course of crafting the 
TSF. Those who will pay them have been at the table and agreed to the terms because they understand the need to help 
pay for the transportation infrastructure impacts of their projects. To force the fees higher without demonstrating the 
need to go beyond what was agreed to and voted on just two months ago, and without input from developers or the 
business community, is not the right way to raise additional dollars for transportation improvements . 

. The San Francisco Chamber urges you to uphold the Land Use Committee's recommendation of "Do Not Pass" and reject 
this legislation when it comes before you on February 23rd. 

Sincerely, 

f-~·C........------· 
Jim Lazarus 
Senior Vice President of Public Policy 

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



FROM: 
Mary Miles, Attorney at Law (SB #230395) 
364 Page St., #36 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 86J-2310 

TO: . 
Chair Malia Cohen, Jane Kim, Scott Wiener, Members, and Andrea Aus berry, Clerk of the 
;3an 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 Susta~ability Fee ("TSF")] 

This letter is public comment opposing adoption of the proposed ordinance legislating a 
"Transportation Sustainability Fee" ("the Project11

). 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 11project11 under the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA, Pub. Res. Code ["PRC"] §21000 et seq.; 14 Cal. 
Code Regs. [11 Guidelines11

] §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 environment11J. ) 

. The proposed TSF does notfall within an exception in (!uidelines §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. fu fact, the proposed TSF is a project under Guidelines §15378(a), 
since it proposes to partially 11mitigate" the admitted transportation impacts of City's deregulated 
overdevelopment. (Ihid; California Native Plant Society v, County of El Dorado ["CNPS'7 
(2009) 170 CaLApp.4th.1026, 1030, 1049 [fee m~tigation program must "pass CEQA muster"]; 
and 105~ ["must be tied to a functioning mitigation program"]; Center Jm: 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 enviro:timent and is an 
activity directly undertaken by a public agency, since it proposes physical changes to City str~ets 
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 

I 
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"mitigation fee" :from developers to fund projects that increase traffic congestion and eliminate .. 
parking: Since the proposed ~ee does not mitigate the transportation and other impacts of 
unregulated development throughout the City, it vfolates both CEQA and the National 
EriviroIDnental Policy Act ("NEPA"). (Ibid, and, e.g., City of San Diego v. Board ofTruStees of 
the California State University ["City of San Diego"] (2015) 61Cal.4th945.) 

· 2. The Project Vi9lates the Requirements of Nollan/Dolan ·and Ehrlich. 
The Project also violates the nexus and rough proportionality requirements of the 

California and United States Constitutions set out in Nollan v. California Coastal Commission 
(1987) [''Nollan'7 483 U.S. 825; Dolan v. City of Tigard ["Dolan'7 (1994) 512 U.S. 374; and 
Ehrlich v. City of Culver City ["Ehrlich'7(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 additiohal-$14 rilillion ~year ill 
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 soine projects, requires · 
additional fees :from developments within areas with "community plans," and proposes sp~nding 
the fees collected in different proportions in various areas. (Proposed Ordinance § §411.4, 
411A3, 41 lA.5, 411A64, 411A6B, 41lA.7; "San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee 
(TSF) Nexus Study," May 2015 ["NeXus Study"J, 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 prpjects, and the "Complete Streets (Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Improveinents)" 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 physir;:.al 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 
impaets of City's deregulated overdevelopment. Instead, City proposes another windfall to the 
MIA 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 unl~wfully eliminates accounting requirements for the additional 
developer fees m 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.TSP as an additional fee. 
(Ordinance, §§4 llA.3, 421.7,422- 424.l; see, e.g., CNPS, supra, 170 Cal.App.4th.at p:l050; 
Gov. Code §66006. City would thus require no accounting of developer f~es collected for the 
der~gulated, 1Ulcontrolled development cif 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 neighbqfhood streets. The Market-Octavia development "mitigation" fee did · 
nothing to mitigate the transportation impacts from. the Market-Octavia Plan, and none of tlie 
required ann~al or five:. year ~eports h~· ~hed li~t 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 CTSP"), 
which proposes eliminating the critical need to analyze and mitigate the significant . 
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· transportation, air quality, noise, land use, and other impacts from unregulated development 
under CEQA. Thus the TSF's claimed purpose of collecting ;fees to mitigate transportation 
impacts is a sham and contradicts City's purported goal of such mitigation; since it actually plans 
on exempting itself from mitigating the transportation impacts of City's runaway growth and 
development 

According to the September 10, 2015 Planning Commission "Executive Smnmary'' 
("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 ("VMf") methodology. That action, would effectively 
exempt San Francisco from aJl analysis and mitigation of transportation impacts, since VMT on 
p~ojects in San Francisco would be less than a "regional average" arbitrarily set.as the standard 
for a significabt transportation impact under the proposed VMT methodology. (EFS, pp.19-20) 1 

By eliminating analysis and mitigation of transportation ·~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 C~mmittee.) 

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 f!ie TSP and its proposed exemption of all projects frQm CEQA. The 
City does not have authority to change CEQA's requirements. Further, City may not retroactively 
apply amendnients of the CEQA Guidelines to residential development projects with 
development or environmental review applicatio:p.s filed before the effective date of the 
ordinallce (e.g., proposed Ordinance §4 llA.3( d -f)), orto 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 VMr methodology for ~e 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 VMr would result in a piecemealed and evasive 
analysis that completely ignore11 a project's cumulative transportation impacts when combined with other 
projects. Public transportation projects would also he improperly exempteq from environmental reyiew, 
since tliey would not generate any VMr, 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 ~avishly funiied. While San Francisco proposes to abnegate its greater regional responsibility by 
ign£?ring cumulative impacts, it may no~ 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 . 
trailsportation impacts and indeed reinforces CEQA's requirements to analyze and mitigate traD.sportation 
impacts, including the impacts of congestion on arr 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.) 

3 
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The proposed legislation before you is I).Ot 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 ag~ncies have a duty under both CEQA and NEPA to avoid or minimize 

environmental damage, not cause mpre of it (e.g., Guidelines, §15021.) 
Here, "[f]ee revenues would be coll~cted by the Planning Department and then roufed to 

the SFMTA to be allo~at;ed throllgb. 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!l-1 · 
investments (Central Subway, MuniForward,'Bus Rapid Transit Projects, etc.)"; "Bicycle 
infrastructure (protected lanes, parking, etc.)"; and "Pedestrian safety (Vision Zero, Walle First, 
etc.)." (Id., p.2.) . 

Under the proposal adopted bytheMfABoardon September I, 2015, the TSF, which is 
suddenly shifted to the "Transportation pemand 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 Sari 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" wocld include such ineffective measures as "Subsidize T~ansit 
Passes," "Subsidize Bike Share or Car Share Membership," "Hire TDM Coordinator," "Shuttle or 
V anpool Service," Reduce On-site Parking Supply," ''Provide Delivery Service," "Sponsor Bike­
share Stations,~' "Commute Reduction Programs," and ''.Charge for Parking/Parking Pricing." 
(9/1/15 MTA Board Packet, p.5.) The 9/1/15 MrA Board packet admits that the city is still 
"working on the technical details of the program, including quantifyp:ig 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" ab·out that "efficacy" of all of the proposed 
"meas'ures," 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 pub1,ic :funding for bicycle and other pr_ojects 
that l?enefit ortly a small percentage of travelers using existfug 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 Im.pacts on the Vast Majority of City Travelers an'd 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 th.ese requirements, since City's proposed fees do not µieet 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. Jo'ftris 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 Nol/an-Dolan test applies not only when the government 
conditions approval of a land use permit on the property owner's dedication of a portion of the 
property for public use but also when.it conditions a]?proval 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 developmeJ;J.t, 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, arid travelers, the automqbile. Instead; the TSF Projectproposes 
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, Ina. v. City of 
Lemoore (2010) 185 Cal.App.4th 554, 572 [invhlidating fees imposed as ·not reasonably related 
to impacts of development.) 

6. No Evidence Supports More Funding for MTA's Irresponsible and Unaccountable 
Performance 

The MTA has never met the transit performance measures legislated in the Proposition A 
(November, 1999) Charter Amendment as a condition of giving that agency complete control of 
transportation in San Francisco. In spite of the- billions it has recently received :in bonds and 
other funding, the MTA cannot live up to its own standards for transit, much less accommodate 
the needs of another 100,000 or more new residents invited to reside and commute to and from 
San Francisco by City's unregulated development. Indeed, the MTA recently annoUnced that it 

. needed another $123 billion just to keep buses running. The TSF contains no mention of 
repairing or improving the City's third-world pitted streets for the more than two million daily 
drivers. Again, not a penny of the TSP 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 
CaL4th 854.) . . . 

The City's deregulation of residential development is transforming San Francisco into an 
overcrowded bedroom 'community for tech industries with those employees often commuting 50 
miles or more daily to live in unregulated, densified residential structures in overdeveloped areas 
of the City. At the same_time, employment hubs·in overdeveloped downtpwn, Civic Center, 
mid-Market, and other areas generate massively increased commuter traffic and transit use. 
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Even though the Project Ne:x;us Study aclmowledges 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, inciuding 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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8vans, Derek · 

Front: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Monday, October 05, 201510:37 AM 
BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS); Young, Victor; Evans, Derek 
FW: File No 150790 - Support for higher Transportation Sustainability Fee 

Fr~m: Pd Pd [mallto:pdpd71@~etscape.net] 
Sent: Friday, October d2, 2015 9:06 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: re: File No 150790 - Support for higher Transportation Sustainability Fee 

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

Peter DiStefano 

·~-... 
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.ns, Derek 

From: Board of ~upeivisors, {BOS} 
Monday, October 05, 201510:41 AM Sent: 

To: Young, Victor; Evans, Derek; Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
Subject: FW: File No 150790/Agenda Item 310/5/.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 <scottwiener@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, {B<?SJ 
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: re: Fiie No 150790/ Agenda Item 3. 10/5/15 - Support for higher Tran~portation Sustainability Fee 

. . 
Honorable Supervisors Wie~er, Kim and Cohen comprising the Land Use and Transportation Committee, 

Please, please do not repeat the short-sighted:lhinking 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 infi:astructure funding leading to the current $6 billion 
'·~ficit and a transit and street system completely uruwle to support current density and planned growth. 

I ask you to support the :ma:ximum 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 addiessed their very considered recommendations to committees and commissions throughout the 
hearings on this issue. Anything less, including the staff recomlD.endations and the sponsors' draft language is 
woefully inadequate and simply maintains the status quo on the streets. . 

Further, the legislation must be more nuanced. Plei:ise support the recomlD.endations 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 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% for any project early in the application process (i.e., those 
which submitted Wtial paperwork after July 1, 2014); current projects -- wheth.ey one-day or four-years 
into the process -- get a 5 0% disco~t on tb.Yir 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 
ffectively shifting commuters to transit, bike and pedestrian modes. Money, ·not 

rhetoric, will speed the change_ • 

. Sincerely, 
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Alice Rogers 

Alice Rogers 
10 South Park St 
Studio 2 

' San Francisco, CA 94107 

L 
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v 0ung1 Victor 

~rom: 
Sent 
To: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS} 
Monday, September21, 201510:28AM 
BOS-Supervisors; Ausbi;iny, Andrea; Young, Victor 
i=W: SFBOS Land Use- Sept 21, 2015- ITEM #3 -150790 [Planning Code- Establishing a 
New ~itywide Transportation Su~tainability 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@sfgov.org:> 
Subject: SFBOS Lanrl Use - Sept. 21, 2015- ITEM #3 -150790 [Planning Code - Establishing a New Citywide Transportation . . 
Sustainability Fee] 

ITEM# 3 - 150790 [Planning Cod~ - Establishing a.New Citywide Transportation Sustafuability Fee] 
SF BOS Land Use Committee . 
SeJ>t. 21st, 2015 

Land-Use Committee I cc:SFBOS 

- 'Ce again the public agencies have the opportunity to stand up and take action on the issue of taxation of 
.:..using Development, Business Deve~opment, and Insti.tutio_nal Growth. 

. . 
The question is whether our publicly elected figures can stand up O! just follow the leader. 

T.Q_e consistent back-up of"traffic, overcrowded muni bus i;md trains, dilapidated stations, and lacking intermodal 
design and connectivity between systems ~ows a serious failure to plan for the :future up front. 

I watched fro~ behind a 28 sunset bus, as the driver with a lqaded 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 ~o denqte very well the issues oflacking taxation, prior and currently in regards to 
development. 
We are letting big developers and institutions, banks and private interests too much and not looking for the 
. public's best interests. 

Please stand up and ensure that money is not :funneled into private interests at the expense of our outer 
neighborhoods, and ensure that transit upgrades, improved facilities, and connectivity is the mantra through 
proper taxation ata minimum 50% above what the Planning Commissioner's approved. 

1 
A,~ a niember of the public who sees the current imbaiance of spending it becomes critical to solv~ 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 resol~e is 
taken ~o tax market rate houSing, in.Stitu?-onal growth, and business interests equitably. 
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Sincerely 

Aaron Goodman 
b 11 Resident 
BPSCAC - Seat 8 

http://www.sfexaminer.com/new-munj.-changes-may-leave-lak:e-merced-residents-stranded/ 

http://www.sfexaminer.com/making-up-for-a-lost-genera:tion-of-nmni-improvements/ 

http://www.48hills.org/2015/09/11/when-is-growth-too-expensive/ 

http://www.48bills.org/2015/09/08/a-new-subway-system-in-sf-brilliant-now-who-pays/ 

r 
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SIERRA 
CLUB 
FOO ND.llD 1-891 

San Francisco Group 9f the San Francisco Bay Chapter 
September 1,.7, 2015 

Reply to: 
Sierra Club, San Francisco Group . 
85 Second Street, 2nd floor 
BoxSFG 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

September 11, 20.15 

Hon. Malia Cohen 
Cha.IT, Land Use and Transportation Committee 
San Francisco Board of SupefVisors 
City Hall . 
#1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place · 
San Francisco, CA 94102 · 

Re. the T_ransportation 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 sh~e of transit and transportation-related impact fees. All · 
policy-based discounts should be less than 100 percent Hospitals should be assessed 
impact fe·es as well Fees should be us~d to mitigate transit and transportation-related 

· _impacts at the points of .impact · 

CC: 
Jane Kim Jane.Kini@sfgov.org 
Scott Wiener scottwiener@sfgov.org 
Andrea Aus?erry andrea~ausberry@sfgov.org' 

1259 

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 Sus_tainability 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 ensur~ 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 wstems 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 fe~ 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.petvisors, the San Francisco Planning 
Department,. the.San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, and other 
stakeholders to impli::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 
transporta~ion system anp the significant impact new developments have on 
our transportation system, as demonstrated in the nexus study. Fbr 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 ps 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, dl,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 T?F 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 lt as the new standard has significant policy impacts. This change, 
which based on the current language in the TSF legislation would apply to all 
devefopment 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%, 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 nn 
private autos. However, the transportation. planning models that the City 
uses to calculate auto trips and our impa_ct 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 
dt)r'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 ~ simple ar:nendment to 
the Planning Code - either amending Section 102 include parking as part of 
Gross Floor Area, or ame.nding Article 4 to say that parking area counts 

1261 



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· 

· Fr9ncisco must invest in sustainable transportation netWorks ttiat 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 transparentr 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 mobllity and neighborhood 
livability. The current ordinance prioritizes funding for projects approved ih 
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 .J:\rea P~ans in which significant 
developm~nt is occurring so that transportation infrastructure keeps 
pace with the growth in housing and jobs. ln communities that lack 
Area Plans, we urge the City to engage the community in a 
transparent process to identify and fund neighborhood 
transportation infrastructure priorities. Improvements to walking and 
cycling are central to most of the Area transportation plans, and as part of 
this process, the City should look at the modal funding allocations included in 
the Area Plans, which frequently fund biking and walking infrastructure at 
higher levels than the TSF Nexus suggests, and use the Area Plan priorities 
to guide additional allocations. 

The transportation and streetscape plans for the city's Area Plans vary 
greatly in their currency and completeness. Area Plans will be most useful to 
both Area Plan· residents and the City as a whole when they are up to date, 
and integrate the City's other policy goals, including. modeshift,. carbon 
~mission, and Vision Zero, as well as plans for citywide networks, including 
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the Bicycle Network, transit-priorij:y network, pedestrian· network1 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 wa'lkable and livable neighborhoods. We 
encourage the city to update its neighborbood 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 Mana·gement tools. The TSF is an opportunity for San. 
Franci~co 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 qur funding and policy goals. We hope 
thpt 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 Radufovich 
·Livable City 

CC: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Board, San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency l;)irector Ed Reiskin, San Francisco Planning Commissiqn, 
San Francisco Planning Department Director John Rahaim 
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Bos- J.r 1 co B1 V.tf 

L-n Op~ 

September 8, 2015 

Members, Board of Supervisors 
235 City Hall ·-

San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: Proposed Transportation Sustainability Fee, O~dinance 150790 

Dear Supervisors: 

The organizations signing this letter strongly support the concept behind the TSF proposal, that market rate 
ho.using be requir-ed to participate in the impact mitigation strategy until now represented by the Transit 

· tin pact Development Fe.e {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 Crty and County of San Fra1:1cisco. 

1. Impact Fee Rates. Since initial passage of the llDF, the Oty's practice has been to set mitigation fee 
rates below the full cost of development to the Oty 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 
noted in the TSF ordinance Findings: "The TSF will proVide revenue that. is significantly beloyv the 
cofu 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 $33·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 strpngly 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 proposar 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 cum~nt 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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I. 

Proposed Transportation Sustainability Fee, Ordinance 150790 
· Se~ternber 81 2015 

Sincerely, 

Peter Cohen 
SF Council of Community Housing Organizations 
peter@sfic-409 .oJg' 

Thea Selby; Chair 
San Fran'cisco Transit Riders 
thea@nextstepsmarketing.com 

jes.s~urA LeV1VVlGtlA 
Jessica Lehman, Executive Director 
Senior & Disability Action 
jessica@:Sdaction.org 

cc: Planning Commission 

Calvin Welch, Steering Committee 
SF Human Seryic.es NetWork 
welchsf@pacbell.net 

Nicole Ferrara, Executive Director 
. Walk San Francisco 

nicole@walksf.org 

Robert Allen, for 
Urbari Habitat 
bob@u_rbanhabitat.org 

1265 

p.3 



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 

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 pr.ejects 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 1O1.1. · 

This ·legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review. 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

~ 
By: Alisa Somera, Assistant Clerk 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 

Attachment 

c: Joy Navarrete, Environment?! Planning 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planni~ 
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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 us·e 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 niaking 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 Co~e, 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 P!annil")g Code, Section 302{b), for review and possible additional 
recommendations. 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

~rnrM· 
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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City Hall· 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

. San Francisco 94102-4689 

TO: 

FROM: 

Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDDffTY 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 

£Alisa Somera, Assistant Clerk 
\.}"La~d Use and Transportation Committee Board of S~perviso~s 

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 nave not yet received approvals, to pay the Transportation 
Sustainability Fee with a partial refund; . affirming the Planning Departmenf 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 G.eneral Plan, and the eight priority 
policies of Planning Code, Section .101.1.. · 

If you have any additional comments or reports . to be includeq 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 Auyoung, 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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BO.ARl)ofSUPERVISORS 

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

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

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

· NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY.AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Land Use and Transportation Committee 
will hold a public hearing to consider the following proposal and said public hearing will be 
held a's 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·250, 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 
projec~s 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, 201.5, 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 niaking findlhgs, including general 
findings, findings of publio 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, sha:ll 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 proj~cts 
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 Aa) 
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 provisio11s of the Charter and the Mitigation Fee Act, in order to mitigate the 
impacts of new development on the City's public transportation sy~tem. 

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 
B_oard, 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 
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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 
FaxNo. 554-5163 

TID{ITYNo. 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 celebrar:1 una audiencia publica para considerar la siguiente propuesta y 
dicha audiencia publica se celebran~ de la siguiente manera, en tal momenta que todos 
los interesados podran asistir y ser escuchados: 

Fecha: 

Hora: 

Lugar: 

Asunto: 

Lunes, 8 de feb.rero 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 o de Pr.oducci6n, Distribuci6n y Reparaci6n (PDR) que 
hayan presentado sus solicitudes de desarrollo o medioambientales 
antes de! 21 de julio de 2015 pero que aun no han recibido su 
aprobaci6n, a que paguen la T arifa sob re la Sostenibilidad de! 
Transporte con un reeinbolso 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 de! C6digo de Planificaci6n. 

'7. -c_ c...t)., ~ 
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 

-~IifmUrti~ffilff 
±~U:W5tw}lftrr~~ff 

BWJ: 20161f.2f18 BU-

~rdl: Tlf 1~30 7t 

San F:rancisco 94102--4689 
Tel. '.No 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

'ITD/ITYNo. 5545227 

~: rtiUdl ' .:tr.5*1f~lil!i 250 ~ ' 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San · 
Francisco, CA 94102 

~m: :fi~~~ 1s12s1 ° ~JJlf1*~11~fiJm:f!f5*m@u:t~no7c~99,999mtSJZ 
1J~RB'j~f::f:ttm~~t1rr!'.B5t$.PJ:f.f~JtL&Jt , :Mz~*~201sff.1 f:321 
s ~zfilJm:5tT ~~~$m$tmfilllil*~1ttlft1¥J~M±tfl3ttt~t•rr~j:_ 
!ff , 71-EIB~{~&g (PDR) ITT-f!f , ~M5twPJ:f.f~ftfl3:slfz-Ytz~il€i~:5t 
Jlffl ; ~ 1 :fJDff'fllltmJr1i$ J (California Environmental Quality 
A9~) !¥.31itmfITftUfl'g~)E; :Mzf'FiliffiFYm~IJT, ~-~'fi~~, :t§FYM 
0~.PJTm , fU~~JSffifUa'g~IJT , tzEt~~I!tR~tlU , mtrr$m:m 
101.l{~®J\:r§i1f:$f[;~if§-¥.£®~1T 0 

B:M: January 25, 2016 
iJ&M: January 29, 2016 
U: January 29 & F.ebruary 5, 2016 
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tt=;i..J=.;.:_~~ ~ 
Angela Calvillo 

rn~~~tr•~~ 


