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FILE NO. 160347 ORDINANCE NO. 

1 . [General Plan Amendment - Affordable Housing Bonus Programs] 

2 

3 Ordinance amending the .Gener~I Plan to make conforming changes in association with 

4 legislation creating the Affordable Housing Bonus Program by amending the Housing 

5 Element, Urban Design Element, Van Ness Avenue Area Plan, Chinatown Area Plan, 

6 Downtown Area Plan, and Northeastern Waterfront Area Plan; making findings, 

7 including findings of consistency with the Gen~ral Plan; and the eight priority policies 

8 of Planning" Code, Section 101.1; and affirming the Planning Department's 

9 determination under the California Environmental Quality Act. 

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additipns to Codes are in single-underline ital.ics Times New Roman (Ont. 
Deletions to Codes are in striketltrough italics Times New Rmnan.font. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough Arial font. 
Asteri$ks {* * * *} indicate the omission of unchanged Code 
subsections or parts of tables. 

Be it ordain~q .bY th~ People of the City and County of San Franci?co: 

Section 1. Findings. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 (a) Charter Section 4.105 and .Planning Code Section 340 provide that the Planning 

19 Commission shall periodically recommend to the Board of Supervisors, for approval or 

20 rejection, proposed amendments to the San Francisco General Plan. 

21 (b) Planning Code Section 340 provides that an amendment to the General Plan 

22 may be initiated by a resolution of intention by the Planning Commission, whic~ refers to, and 
I 

23 incorporates by reference, the proposed General Plan amendment. Section 340 further 

24 provides that the Planning Commission shall adopt the proposed General Plan amendment 

25. after a public hearing if it fin~s from the facts presented t~at the public necessity, convenience 

Mayor lee 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1 

438 



1 and general welfare require the proposed amendment or any part thereof. If adopted by the 

2 Commission in whole or in part, the proposed amendment shall be presented to the Board of 

3 Supervisors, which rnay approve or reject the amendment by a majority vote. 

4 (c) The Affordable Housing Bonus Program implements Housing Element Program 

5 39b. The Affordable Housing Bonus Program provides incentives for developers to include 

6 more affordable housing for very low, low, moderate, and middle-income households. 

7 Development bonuses, such as increased density, would be offered on a graduated scale 

8 based on the percentage of affordable units provided. This proposed Program is one of the 

9 tools put forward by the City to address its affordable housing goals. The proposed Affordable 

10 Housing Bonus Program goals are to: (1) increase the numbers of on-site affordable units; (2) 

11 improve feasibility of underutilized sites; (3) increase availability of middle-income housing; 

12 and (4) e:~pedite entitlement of 100 percent affordable housing units. 

13 (d) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, the Planning Commission initiated this 

14 amendment on October 15, 2015, in Resolution No. 19494. Pursuant to Planning. Code 

15 Section 340 and Charter Section 4.105, the Planning Commission adopted this amen9ment to 

16 the various elements of the General Plan on February 25, 2016 in Resolution No.19577, 

17 finding that this amendment serves the public necessity, convenience and general welfare, 

18 and is in conformity with the General Plan and the eight Priority Policies in Planning Code . 

19 Section 101.1. 

20 (e) The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this 

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

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

23 Supervisors in File No. 160347 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board affirms 

24 this determination. 

25 
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1 (f) The April 8, 2016, letter from the Planning Department transmitting the proposed 

2 General Plan amendment to various elements of the General Plan associ~ted with the 

3 Affordable Housing Bonus Program, and the resolutions adopted by the Planning Commission 

4 ~ith respect to the approval of this amendment General Plan, are on file with the Clerk of the 

5 Board of Supervi.sors in File No. 160347. 

6 (g) The Board of Supervisors finds, pursuan~_to Planning Code Section 340, that 

7 this General Plan amendment, set forth in the documents on file with the Clerk of the Board in 

8 File No.160347, will serve the public necessity, convenience ~nd general welfare for the 

9 reasons set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. 19577 and incorporates those 

1 O reasons herein by reference. 

11 (h) · The Board of Supervisors finds that this General Plan amendment, as set forth 

12 in the documents on file with the Clerk of the Board in Board File No.160347, is in conformity 

13 with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1 for the 

14 reasons set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. 19577. The Board hereby adopts 

15 the. findings set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. 19577 and incorporates those 

16 findings herein by reference. 

17 

18 Section 12 .. The San Francisco General Plan is hereby amended by revising the text, 

19 tables, and maps in the specified sections of the Housing Element, Urban Design Element, 

20 Van Ness Avenue Area Plan, Chinatown Area Plan, Downtown Area Plan, and Northeastern 

21 Waterfront Area Plan, as follows: 

22 Housing Element 

23 Map 6 - Generalized Permitted Housing Densities by Zoning Districts 

24 Add this language under the legend: 

25 
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1 *To encourage greater levels ofaffordability on-site, the City may adopt afferdable housing 

2 policies to permit general densities that are higher than shown here. 

3 

4 Table 1-58 - Generalized P~rmitted Housing Densities by Zoning Districts 

5 Add this language to the'bottom of table: 

6 * To encourage greater levels of affordability on-site, the City may adopt affordable housirig 

7 policieSto permit general densities that are higher than shown here. 

8 

9 POLICY 7.7 Support housing for middle income households, especially through 

1 O programs that do not require a direct public subsidy such as providing development incentives for 

11 higher levels ofafferdability, including for middle income households. 

12 

13 POLICY 11.3 Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely 

14' impacting existing residential neig~borhood character. 

15 Accommodation .of growth should be achieved without damaging existing residential 

16 neighborhood character. In community plan areas, this means development projects should 

17 adhere to adopt~d policies, design guidelines and community review procedures. In existing 

18 residential neighborhoods, this means development projects should defer to the prevailing 

19 height and bulk of the area, while recognizing that the City may maintain neighborhood character 

20 while permitting larger overall building mass for projects including more affordable units on-site. 

21 . To ensure ~haracter is not impacted, the City should continue to use community 

22 planning processes to direct growth and change according to a community-based vision. The 

23 Planning Department should utilize·residential design guidelines, neighborhood specific 

24 design guidelines, and other do.cuments describing a specific neighborhoods character as 

25 
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1 guideposts to determine compatibility of proposed projects with existing neighborhood 

2 character. 
. . 

3 The Department should support the adoption of neighborhood-specific design 

4 standards in order to enhance or conserve neighborhood. character, provided those guidelines 

5 are consistent with overall good-planning principles and help foster a more predictable, more 
- . 

6 timely, and less costly pre-development process. To this end, the Department should develop 

·7 official procedures for submittal of neighborhood-initiated design guidelines, for review by 

8 Department staff, and for adoption or endorsement 

9 

1 o POLICY 11.5 Ensure densities in established residential areas promote compatibility 

11 with prevailing neighborhood character. 

12 Re?idential d~nsity controls should reflect prevailing building types in established 

13 residential neighborhoods. Particularly in RH-1 and RH-2 areas, prevai!ing height and 

14 bulk patterns should be maintained to protect neighborhood character. Other strategies to 

15 maintaiii ·~uid.protect neighborhood character should also be explored, including 

16 "neighborhood livability initiatives" that could examine guidelines and principles to preserve 

17 · what is beloved about the area. Such an initiative could result in strategies to 

18 improve the appearance and accessibility of neighborhood commercial districts, or. 

19 neighborhood specific design guidelines for specific RH-1 and RH-2 neighborhoods. Outside o( 

20 RH-1 and RH-2 neighborhoods. the City may maintain neighborhood character while permitting larger 

21 overall building mass (or projects including more affordable units on-site. 

22 

23 Urban Design Element 

24 Objective 3: Moderation of Major New Development To Complement The City Pattern, 

25 The Resources To Be Conserved, And The Neighborhood Environment. 
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1 As San Francisco grows and changes, new development can and must be fitted in with 

2 established city and neighborhood patterns in a complementary fashion. Harmony with 

3 existing development requires careful consideration of the character of the surroundings at 

4 each construction site. The scale of each new building must be related to the prevailing height 

5 and bulk in the area, and to the wider effects upon the skyline, views and topographic form. 

6 Designs for buildings on large sites have the most widespread effects and require the greatest 

7 attention._: 

8 *To encourage greater levels of affordability on-site, the City may adopt affordable housing 

9 policies to permit projects heights that tire several stories taller and building mass that is larger than 

10 described here. 

11 

12 Ma_p 4- Urban Design Guidelines for Height and Bulk Districts 

13 Add additional bullet point in box at bottom of page: 

14 -+To encourage greater levels of affordability on-site: the City may adopt affordable housing 

· -15 · policies to permit heights that are several stories taller than described here. 

16 Refer to the Affordable Housing Bonus Program Design Guidelines. 

17 

.18 Map 5 - Urban Design Guidelines for Bulk of Buildings 

19 Add additional bullet point in box at bottom of page: 

20 -+To encourage greater levels of affordability on-site, the City may adopt affordable housing 

21 policies to permit heights and bulk restrictions that are several stories taller than described here. 

22 Refer to the Affordable Housing Bonus Program Destgn Guidelines. 

23 

24 

25 

Van Ness Avenue Area Plan 
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1 Objective 1: Continue existing Commercial Use of the avenue and add a significant 

2 . increment of new housing. Redwood to Broadway 

3 Although there are 18 buildings containing 980 dwelling units in this subarea most of 

4 the buildings are in non-residential use. 

5 This section of Van Ness Avenue is one of the few areas in the city where new housing 

6 can be accommodated with minimal impacts on existing resJdential neighborhoods and public 

7 services. 

8 Some of the features that make the area attractiv.e for medium density mixed use 

9 development with high density housing are as follows: 

1 o This 16 block strip along Van Ness Avenue maintains a "central place" location and 

11 identity. The area is close to the city's major employment center, is well-served by transit, has. 

12 well deve~oped infrastfu~ture (roadway, water, sewer and other public services), wide 

· 13 roadway (93+ feet) and sidewalks (16+feet), has continuous commercial frontage and 

14 numerous attractive, architecturally outstanding buildings. 

. 15 There are a number of farge parcels· which are substantially under-developed. 

16 A height limitation of between 80 and 130 ft.::'. would allow sufficient development to 

11· make feasible over tirne the construction of housing on under used parcels. 

18 *To encourage greater levels ofaffordability on-site, the City may adopt affordable housing 

19 policies to permit heights that are several stories taller than described here. 

20 

21 POLICY 5.1 Establish height controls to emphasize topography and adequately frame 

22 the great width of the Avenue. 

23 Existing height limits on the Avenue range from 40 feet at the northern end to 130 feet 

24 in the central portion. This height differentiation responds to topographic conditions as well as 

25 land use patterns, maintaining distinctions between areas of different character. For example, 
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. . 
1 height districts are gradually tapered from 130 feet around the hilltop at Washington Street to 

2 80 feet at Pacific Avenue and further to 65 and 40 feet towards the Bay shoreline. Although 

3 the majority of existing height controls are adequate to define both the overall topography as 

4 well as the great width of the Avenue, the height limit between California and Pacific Streets 

5 should be lo.wered from the existing 130/105-ft. level to 80 ft. in order to facilitate the transition 

6 between the greater building heights along the southern part of the Avenue and the mostly · 

7 low-rise residential development north of Broadway. Development to m·aximum height should 

8 be closely monitored to avoid blocking views between the high slopes on both sides of the 

9 Avenue. G.ood proportion between the size of a street and that of its buildings is important for 

1 O streets to be interesting and. pleasant places. The proposed height limits, combined with the 

11 Van Ness Plan's proposed bulk controls, encourage definition of the 93-foot wide Avenue._: 

12 *Tf! encourage greater levels ofaffordability on-site, the City may adopt affordable housing 

1.3 policies to permit heights that are several stories taller than described here. 

14 

15 Policy 5.3 Continue the street Wall heights as defined by existing significant buildings 

16 and promote an adequate enclosure of the Avenue. 

17 New construction on. Van Ness Avenue can occur in.two basic situations. In some 

18 · cases, the development will take place between or adjacent to architecturally significant 

19 buildings. In this instance, continuity of design and scale between the old and.the new is of 

20 major importance. In other cases, new development will take place in a more isolated design 

21 context; for example, between two existing two-story, non-descript commercial structures. In 

22 this instance, the overall continuity of scale along the Avenue is of greater importance than 

23 the design character of adjacent buildings. Setbacks of up to ~O feet in depth should be 

24 conslder.ed for all new development above 40 feet in height and should be required whenever 

25 necessary to continue existing significant street wall heights and to define an adequate 
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1 enclosure of the Avenue.:. Setbacks can also serve to buffer the upper-level residential units 

2 from street-level noise. 

3 *To encourage greater levels of affordability on-site. the City mqy adopt affordable housing 

4 policies to permit heights that are several stories taller and building mass that is larger than described 

5 · here. 

6 

7 Map 1 - Van Ness Avenue Area Plan and Generalized Land Use and Density Plan · 

8 Add following asterisk to bottom of page: 

9 *To encourage greater levels of affordability on-site, the City mqy adopt affordable housing 

1 O policies to permit heights that are several stories taller and building mass that is larger than described 

11 here. 

12. 

13 Map 2 - Van Ness AvenuesArea Plan Height and BulkDistricts Map 

14 . Add following asterisk to bottom of page: 

15 *To encourage ireater levels of affordabiliij on-sfte,' the· City mqy adopt affordable housing · 

16 policies to permit heights that are several stories taller and building mass that is larger than described 

17 here. 

18 

19 Chinatown Area Plan 
., 

20 POLICY 1.1 Maintain the low-rise scale of Chinatown's buildings. 

21 Although adjacent to Dowritown, Chinatown is not the appropriate setting for tall 

22 buildings. Seventy five percent of the structures in Chinatown are three stories or less in 

23 height. Height districts in the Planning Code should be based. on the generalized height plan 

24 below._: Requiring setbacks for new buildings above three stories will help achieve a 

25 complementary scale. 
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1 *To encourage greater levels ofaffordability on-site, the City may adopt affordable housing 

2 policies to permit heights that are several stories taller and building mass that is larger than described 

3 here. 

4 

5 Map 1 - Chinatown Area Plan Generalized Height Plan 

6 Add following asterisk to bottom of map: 

7 *To encourage greater levels of affordability on-site, the City may adopt affordable housing 

8 policies to permit heights that are several stories taller and building mass that is larger than described 

9 here .. 

10 

11 Map 3 - Chinatown Area Plan Land U~e and Density Plan 

12 Add following asterisk to bottom of map: 

13 *To encourage greater levels of affordability on-site, the City may adopt affordable housing 

14 policies to permit heights that are several stories taller and building mass that is larger than described 

15 ·here. 

16 

17 Downtown Area Plan 

18 Map 1 - Downtown Larid Use and Density Plan 

19 Add additional bullet in 'Map to be edited' box: 

20 -To encourage greater levels of affordability on-site, the City may adopt affordable housing 

21 policies to permit heights that are several stories taller and building mass that is larger than described 

22 here. 

23 

24 

25 

Map 5 - Downtown Area Plan Downtown Height and Bulk Districts 

Add additional bullet in 'Map to be edited' box: 
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· 1 -To encourage greater levels ofajfordability on-site, the City may adopt affordable housing 

2 volicies to permit heights that are sr::veral stories taller and building mass that is larger than described 

3 here. 

4 

5 Northeastern Waterfront Area Plan 

6 Objective 1 O: To develop the full potential of the northeastern waterfront in accord with 

7 the unusual opportunities presented by its relation to the bay, to the operating port, fishing 

8 industry, and downtown; and to enhance its unique aesthetic qualities offered by water, 

9 · topography, views of the city and bay, and its historic maritime character 

1 O Policy 10.26: Restrict development south of Broadway to the Height and Bulk Districts 

11 shown on Map 2.,.'.". 

12 *To_ encourage greater levels ofaffordabllity on-site, the City may adopt affordable housing 

13 policies to permit heights that are several stories taller than described here. 

14 

15 Map 2 Northeast Waterfront Area Plan Height and Bulk Plan (Map 2) 
. " 

16 Add following asterisk under legend: 

17 *To encourage greater levels of affordability on-site, the City may adopt affordable housing 

18 policies to permit heights that are several stories taller than described here. 

19 

'20 Policy 26.27 Change the Height and Bulk District on·Block 3743 from 84-E to 40-X. 

21 Change the Height and Bulk District on the rest of the Rincon Park Site to open space._: 

22 *To encourage greater levels of affordability on-site, the City may adopt affordable housing 

23 policies to permit heights that are several stories taller than described here. 

24 

25 
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1 Policy 30.18: Develop hous·ing in small clusters of 100 to 200 units. Provide a range of 

2 building heights with no more than 40 feet in height along the Embarcadero and stepping up 

3 in height on the more inland portions to the maximum of 160 feet. .In buildings fronting on 

4 Brannan Street in the 160 foot height area, create a strong base which maintains the street 

5 wall created by the residential complex .to the east and the warehouse buildings to the west. 

6 Orient the mix of unit types to one and two bedrooms and include some three and four 

7 bedroom units. Pursue as the income and tenure goals, a mix of 20 percent low, 30 percent 

8 · moderqte and 50 percent middle and upper income, and a mix of rental, cooperative, and 

9 condominium units._: 

1 O *To encourage greater levels of affordability on-site, the City may adopt affordable housing 

11 . policies to permit heights that are several stories taller than described here. 

12 

13 Policy 30.22: Do not permit buildings to exceed 65 percent coverage of land or parking 

14 podium. To the maximum extent feasible, provide open space at ground level and provide 

15 pl8.nting in the gro.und. Ensure thaf any open space on fop of a podium prov.ides easy 

16 pedestrian and visual tn~nsition from the sidewalk._: 

17 *To encourage greater levels of affordability on-site, the City may adopt affordable housing 

18 policies to permit heights that are several stories taller than described here. 

19 

20 Section 3. The Board of Supervisors hereby approves the following amendments to 

21 the General Plan Land Use Index: 

22 The Land Use Index shall be updated as necessary to reflect the amendments set forth 

23 in Section 2, above. 

24 

25 
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1 Section 4. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

2 enactment. Enactment occurs ·when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns tbe 

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

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

5 Section 5. Operative Date. This ordinance shall not become operative unless and until 

6 the Afford?ble Housing Bonus Program, Ordinance ____ in Board file ____ or any 

7 part thereof ·becomes effective. 

8 Section 6. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors 

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

1 O numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Municipal 

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

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

13 the official title of the ordinance. 

APPROVED AS TO·FORM: 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 

By: ~ l111A f &Jt/1Jt;\_ 
f\CJD ~EY WILLIAMS PEARSON 
Deputy City Attorilley 

n:\legana\as2015\1600094\01098016.docx 
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FILE NO. 160347 

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 

[General Plan Amendment-Affordable Housing Bonus Programs] 

Ordinance amending the General Plan to make conforming changes in association with 
legislation creating the Affordable Housing Bonus Program by amending the Housing 
Element, Urban Design Element, Van Ness Avenue Area Plan, Chinatown Area Plan, 
Downtown Area Plan, and Northeastern Waterfront Area Plan; making findings, 
including findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies 
of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and affirming the Planning Department's 
determination under the California Environmental Quality Act. · 

Existing Law 

The San Francisco General Plan consists of several parts, including a Housing Element, an 
· Urban Design Element, and numerous area plans, which provide broad guidance on 

development in San Francisco, including the appropriate h~ights and massing of buildings. 

In 1979, the State of California adopted the State Density Bonus Law, which requires all cities 
and counties to offer a density bonus and other incentives to housing developments that 
include a certain percentage of units available to very low, low, or moderc~te-income 
households. The Planning Code encourages increased density where project sponsors 
provide affordable housing through various mechanisms including through special use 
districts, exceptions to the calculation of residential density, and the provision of additional 
floor area ratio (FAR) in certain circumstances. 

. .. -

Amendments to Current Law 

The Proposed Legislation amends the General Plan to make conforming changes in the 
Housing .Element and the Urban Design .Element, and several area plans, related to the 
proposed Affordable Housing Bonus Programs ("AHBP"), which can be found in Board of 
Supervisors file· 150969. The AHBP consists of four separate programs to incentivize the 
construction of housing affordable to very .low, low, moderate, and middle-income households 
by granting a range of development bonuses. The Proposed Legislation amends the General 
Plan to recognize that the City may adopt affordable housing policies that allow for greater 
heights and building massing than noted on the General Plan policies and maps. 

The Proposed Legislation specifies that it would not go become operative unless the AHBP is 
adopted by the Board of Supervisors. 

Background Information 

The AHBP, in separate legislation, is one of the tools put forward by the City to address its 
affordable.housing goals. The local components of the AHBP were developed to go above 
and beyond the State Law affordability requirements. The proposed AHBP implements the 
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FILE NO. 160347 

2014 Housing Element, builds on the City's lnclusionary Housing Ordinance, and helps the 
City meet the housing goals mandated in Proposition K. 

n:\legana\as2015\ 1600094\01050252.doc 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNl.NG DEPARTMENT);·<-,1:.:-.~.<:_ .. . - . · .... -~ ... .) . .- . . .. ·. . ; .. ,: ' .... 

April 8, 2016 

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Oerk of the Board of Supervisors 
Honorable Mayor Lee 
Honorable Supervisor Tang 
Honorable Members of. the 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 Deparbnent Case Number 2014-001503GP A 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program (AHBP) 
Board File No. (pending) General Plan Amendment 
Planning Commission Recommendation: F01warded to the Board of 
Supervisors with a recommendation for adoption. 

Dear Clerk Calvillo and Mayor Edwin Lee: •• f ' 

. . .... ·~ . •.'. ; ·:~: 
On October 15, 2015, Nov~mber 5, 2015, December 3, 2015, January 28, 2016, lilid-Febriiary 25, 

2016 the Plarming Commission conducted duly noticed _public hearings at regularly scJ:eduled -
meetings to consider the proposed Ordinances that would create conforming General- Plan 
Amendments and amend the San Francisco Plarming Code for the Affordable Housing Bonus 
Program (AI-IBP) as introduced by Mayor Lee and Supervisor Tang. _ 

General Plan Amendments. 
The Commission unanimously recommended approval of the corresponding General Plan 
Amendments, contingent upon the adoption of the Affordable Housing B1:mus Prograrn._Planning 
Code amendment. Tue Commission's amendment is pending review by the City Attorney and has 
not yet been incorporated into this draft ordinance. 

Planning Code Amendments 
The Planning Commission forwarded the proposed Planning Code Amendments to the Board of 
Supervisors with several suggested amendments of consideration but without a recommendation 
on the ordinance as a whole.. 1his ordinance will be transmitted to the Board of Supervisors 
separately. ' 

On April 24, 2014, the San Francisco Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 19121, certified the 
2004 and 2009 Housing Element Final Environmental Impact Report ("Final EIR"), prepared in 
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA''), Public Resources Code 
Section 21000 et seq. In Resolution No. 19122, the Planning Commission adopted the findings and 
conclusions required by CEQA regarding alternatives, mitigation measures, and significant 
environmental impacts analyzed in the Final EIR, and adopted a Mitigation Monitoring and 

ww\N.sfplannirig.org 
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. . 
Tran~mital Materials Case Number 2014001503PCA 

and 2014-001503GP A 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program (AHBP) 

Reporting Program and a Statement of Overriding Considerations as part of its approval of the 
2009 Housing Element. 

On January 14, 2016, in response to the proposed Affordable Housing Bonus Program related 
General Plan Amendments, the San Francisco Planning Department prepared an Addendum to 
the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element Final EIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 ("the 
Addendum"). The Addendum accessed here and the Note to File is Exhibit H: 
http://sfm.ea.s£planning.org/2014.1304E AHBP Addendum03 011416%20Final.pdf 

I humbly remind the legislative sponsors, Mayor Edwin Lee and Supervisor Tang, to please advise 
the City Attorney at your earlie_st convenience if you wish to incorporate any of the changes 
recommended by the Commission. 

Please find attached documents relating to the actions of the Commission. If you have any 
questions or require further information please do not hesitate to contact me. 

cc: 
Audrey Pearson, Deputy City Attorney 
Jeff Buckley, Senior Advisor, Office of Mayor Ed Lee 
Ashley Summers, Aide to Supervisor Tang 
Alisa Somera, Office of the Clerk of the Board 
Kearstin Dischinger, Planillng Department 
Supervisor Kay Tang, Legislative Sponsor 

Attachments: 
1. Planning Commission Resolution 19577 - Proposed General Plan Amendments 
2. Draft Ordmance .{\mending the General Plan 
3. Planning Department Executive Sl11Il!Ilary 
4. Addendum 3 to Environmental Impact Report 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Resolution No .. 19577 
HEARING DATE FEBRUA.RY 25, 2016 

Date: 
Case No.: 
Project: 

Staff Contact: 

Reviewed by: 

February 25, 2016 
2014-001503GPA 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program 
Adoption Hearing 
Menaka Mohan- ( 415) 575-9141 
Menaka.Mohan@sfgov.org 
Paolo Ikeoze - ( 415)-575-9137 
Paolo.Ikezoe@sfgov.org 
Kearstin Dischinger 
kearstin.clischinger@sfgov.org 
(415) 558-6284 

Recommendation: Adopt General Plan Amendments 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: · 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
lnfonnation: 
415.558.6377 

ADOPTING CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO THE GENERAL PLAN IN ASSOCIATION WITH 
LEGISLATION TO ADOPT THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING BONUS PROGRAM TO UPDATE THE 
HOUSING ELEMENT, URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT, CIDNATOWN AREA PLAN, DOWNTOWN 
AREA PLAN AND NORTHEAST WATERFRONT AREA PLAN TO CLARIFY THAT PROJECTS IN 
THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING BONUS PROGRAM MAY REQUEST DENSITY, HEIGHT AND 
BULK INCENTIVES FOR THE PROVISION OF GREATER LEVELS OF ONSITE AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING~ .. THESE AMENDMENTS ARE CONTIGENT. UPON THE ADOPTION OF THE 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING BONUS PLANNING CODE AMENDMENT. 

PREAMBLE 

WHEREAS, Section 4.105 of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco mandates that the 
Planning Department·shall periodically recommend to the Board of Supervisors for approval or rejection 
proposed amendments to the General Plan; 

WHEREAS~ the 2014 Housing Element of the City's General Plan includes Implementation Program 39b, 
which calls for the establishment of a density· bonus program with the goal of increasing the production 
of affordable housing; 

WHEREAS, the San Francisco Planning Department seeks to establish a local ordinance implementing the 
State Density Bonus Law, Government Code section 65915 et seq.; 

WHEREAS, the Affordable Housing Bonus Program reflects the goais of the Mayor's Executive Directive 
13-01- Accelerate Housing Production and Protect Existing Housing Stpck; 
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WHEREAS, the Affordable Housing Bonus Program r~flects the goals of Proposition K (2014), which call 
for 33% of all new housing to be affordable to low- and moderate-income households; 

WHEREAS, the proposed General Plan Amendments makes conforming amendments in association with 
legislation to adopt the Affordable Housing Bonus .Program to various elements of the General Plan, 
including the Housing Element, Urban Design Element, Chinatown Area Plan, Downtown Area Plan 
And Northeast Waterfront Area Plan to clarify that in order to encourage greater levels of affordability 
on-site, the. City may adopt affordable housing policies to permit heights that are several stories taller 
than detailed in some parts of the San Francisco General Plan. 

WHEREAS, the Affordable Housing Bonus Program is generally consistent with the existing General 
Plan, including as it is proposed to be amended and staff reco~ends adoption of the draft Resolution to 
adopt limited conforming proposed amendments to the General Plan, amending the Housing Element, 
Urban Design Element, Chinatown Area Plan, Downto~Area Plan and Northeast Waterfront Area Plan. 

WHERES, the Planning Commission proposed adoption of the proposed General Plan Amendments 
contingent on the adoption of the affordable housing bonus program Planning Code Amendment. 

WHERE.As, the conforming amendments are consistent with the Priority Policies of Planning Code 
Section 101.l(b). Planning Code Section 101.l(b) establishes eight priority policies and is the basis by 
which differences between competing policies in the General Plan are resolved. The project is consistent 
with the eight priority policies, in that: 

SAN FRANCISCO 

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

The confonning General Plan .Amendments do not impact neighborhood serving retail uses as they 
. allow areas of the city to provider greater levels of residential density to encourage greater levels of 
affordability on-site. Additional residents would likely promote small increase in nei.ghborhood 
spending and affordable units could provide housing for potential employees of neighborhood­
sei:ving businesses. 

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

The AHBP confonning General Plan Amendments do not impact· existing housing and 
neighborhood character because they allow only limited exceptions to various Planning Code 
provisions and height.and bulk map only upon the provision of additional affordable housing and 
consistent with the Affordable Housing Bonus Program Design Guidelines which protect 
neighborh.ood character. 

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

The AHBP General Plan Amendments will enhance the City's affordable-housing supply by. 
allowing greater levels of residential density for affordable housing on-site. 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 
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SAN FRANCISCO 

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

On balance, the proposed AHBP General Plan Amendments do not impede MUNI transit service 
or overburden the streets with neighborhood parking. 

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and 
service sectors from displacement due to commercial offic~ development, and 
tnat future opportunities for resident employment and ownership in these sectors 
be enhanced. · 

On balance the proposed AHBP General Plan Amendments would not adversely· affect . the 
industrial or service sectors or impede future opportunities for resident employment· and · 
ownership in the industrial or service sectors. 

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

The proposed ordinance would not negatively affect preparedness in the case of an earthquake. 

7. That landmar.ks and historic buildings be preserved. 

Landmarks and historic buildings would not be· negatively affected by the proposed amendments. 
The General Plan amendments support the City's implementation of the State Density Bonus Law 
(Government Code Section 65915 et seq), which provides consideration for historic resources, by 
stating that the City is not required to approve any projects that "would have a specific adverse 
impact . ... on any real property that is listed in the California· Register of Historical Resources 
and for which there is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the specific adverse 
impact, without rendering the development unaffordable to low- and moderate-income 
households." (Government Code Sections 65915 (d)(1)(B))" 

The State Density Bonus Law further states that "Nothing in this subdivision shall be interpreted 
to require a local government to grant an incentive or concession that would have an adverse 
impact on any real property that is listed in the California Register of Historical Resources. the 
city, county, or city and county shall establish p;ocedures for carrying o~t this section, that shall 
include legislative body approval of the means of compliance .with this section." (Government 
Code Sections 65915 (d)(3)) 

The Local AHBP is only available to new_ construction projects, and vertical additions to existing 
buildings are not allowed. This limitation further reduces any potential conflict between the Local 
Program and historic resources. · 

8. That our parks and open space and their access .to sunlight and vistas be 
protected from development. · 
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On balance, the City's parks and open space.and their access to sunlight and vistas would be 
unaffected by the proposed amendments. The amendments would allow only limitea height 
increases only upon the provision of affordable housing and projects would be ineligible to use the 
Local £ind 100% Affordable AHBP if they create new shadow in a manner that substantially 
aff~cts outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. 

In addition, the conforming General Plan Amendments for the Affordable Housing Bonus program were 
·developed in coordination with existing General Plan policies. The General Plan amendments are, on 
balance, consistent with the following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan, including Objectives 
arid Policies as they·are proposed for amendment. 

HOUSING ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE 7 · 
Secure funding and resources for permanently affordable housing, including innovative 
programs that are not solely reliant on traditional mechanisms or capital. 

POLICY7.5 
Encourage the production of affordable housing through process and zoning accommodations, 
and prioritize affordable housing in the review and approval processes. 

The conforming General Plan Amendments encourage the production of on-site affordable housing without 
requiring public subsidy. The Amendments allow larger buildings, process and zoning accommodations to 
maximize the production of affordable housing and expedite the review and approval process for affordable 
housing projects. 

Policy7.7 
Support housing for middle income households, especiilly through programs that do not 
require a direct public subsidy su.ch as providing development incentives for higher levels of 
affordability, including for middle income households. 

The conforming AHBP General Plan Amendments provide development incentives in return for 
permanently affordable housing to middle income households. 

OBJECTIVES 
Build public and private sector capacity to support, facilitate, provide and maintain affordable 
housing. 

POLICYB.1 
Support housing for middle income households, especially through programs that do not 
require a direct public subsidy. 

The conforming AHBP General Plan Amendments support middle income households by allowing for a 
new source of permanently affordable middle-income housing provided by the private sector, with no direct 
public subsidy required. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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CASE NO. 2014-001503GPA 
General Plan Amendments for AHBP 

Support the production and management of permanently affordable housing. 

The conforming General Plan Amendments encourage the producf:i.on of on-site affordable housfog by 
allowing larger buildings. 

POLICY11.3 
Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impactfug existing 
residential neighborhood ch.ii.racier. 
Note that the amended General Plan.adds text that states, "Accommodation of growth should 
be achieved without damaging existing residential neighborhood character. In existing 
residential neighborhoods, this means df!velopment projects should defer to the prevailing height 
and bulk of the area, while recognizing that the City may maintain neighborhood character while 
pennitting larger overall building mass for proiects including more affordable units on-site." 

The AHBP program only provides development bonuses which may permit a larger overall building mass 
for projects that include affordable housing on-site. 

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE3 
Moderation of Major New Deve~opment to Complement the City Pattern, The Resources To Be 

Conserved, And The Neighborhood Environment. 

The amended Urban Design Element recogn:izes _that.t(_J qic_ourage_ gr_~_a_ter levels of affordability on-si~e, __ th.~ . . 
City may adopt affordable housing policies to permit projects heights that are seo~al stories taller and 
building mass that is larger. 

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE1 
Manage economic growth and change to ·ensure enhancement of the total city living and 
working environment. 

POLICY1.1: 
Encourage development which provides substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable 
consequences. Discourage development which has substantial undesirable consequences that 
cannot be mitigated. 

The conforming AHBP General Plan Amendments encourage a substantial net benefit in the form of 
affordable housing and minimizes undesirable consequences .. 

SAN FRANGISGO 
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BALBOA PARK AREA PLAN . 

OBJECTIVE 4.5: 

Provide increased housing opportunities affordable to a mix of households at varying income 
levels. 

The AHBP Generril Plan Amendments may permit a larger overall building mass for projects that include 
affordable housing on-site. · 

BAYVIEW AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE6 

Encourage the construction of new affordable and market rate housing at locations and 
density levels that enhance the overall residential quality of Bayview Hunters Point. 

The conforming AHBP General Plan Amendments encourage a substantiril net benefit in the form of 
affordable housing by allowing slightly larger· buildings. 

CENTRAL WATERFRONT AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 2.1 

Ensure that a significant percentage of new housing created in the central waterfront is 
affordable to people with a wide range of incomes. 

The conforming AHBP Generril Plan Amendments encourage a substantial net benefit in the form of 
affordable housing by allowing slightly larger buildings. ' 

CHINATOWN AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE3 

Stabilize and where possible increase the supply of housing. 

The conforming AHBP General Plan Amendments encourage a substantial net benefit in the form of 
affordable housing by allowing slightly larger buildings. 

DOWNTOWN PLAN 
OBJECTIVE7 

Expand the supply of housing in and adjacent to downtown. 

The conforming AHBP General Plan Amendments encourage a substantial net benefi~ in the form of 
affordable housing by allowing slightly larger buildings. 

· MARKET AND OCTAVIA AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 2.4 

Provide increased housing opportunities afford<1.ble to households at varying income levels. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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CASE NO. 2014-001503GPA 
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The conforming AHBP General Plan Amendments encourage a substantial net benefit in the fonn of 
affordable housing by allowing slightly larger buildings. 

MISSION AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 2.1 

Ensure that a significant percentage of new housing created in the Mission is affordable to 
.people with a wide range of incomes. 

· The conforming AHBP General Plan Amendments e:tJ.courage a substantial net benefit in the fonn of 
affordable housing by allowing slightly larger buildings. · 

SHOWPLACE/POTRERO HILL AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 2.1 

Ensure that a significant percentage of new housing created in the Showplace /Potrero is 
affordable to people with a wide range.of incomes. 

The conforming AHBP General Plan Amendments encourage a substantial net benefit in the fonn of 
affordable housing by allowing slightly larger buildings. 

SOMA AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE3 

Encourage the development of new housing, particularly affordable housing. 

The conforming AHBP General Plan Amendments encourage a substantial net benefit in the form of 
affordabl~ housing by allowing slightiy iarg~-buiidings.. . . . . 

WHEREAS, on January 28, 2016 the Plamring Commission held a duly noticed public hearing 
on the proposed amendments to the General Plan, anci cons~dered the Written and oral 
testimony of Plamring Department staff, representatives of other City Departments and 
members c;>f tl;te public concerning the proposed adoption of the Affordable Housing Bonus 
Program and General Plan amendments; and, 

WHEREAS, on April 24, 2014, the San Francisco Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 19121, certified 

the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element Final Environmental Impact Report ("Final EIRn), prepared in 

compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (''CEQA"), Public Resources Code Section 

21000 et seq. In Resolution No. 19122, the Planning Commission adopted the findings and conclusions 

required by CEQA regarding alternatives, mitigation measures, and significant environmental impacts 

analyzed in the Final EIR, and adopted a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and a Statement 

of Overriding Considerations as part of its approval of the 2009 Housing Element; and, 

SAN FRAllGISOO 
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WHEREAS, on March 24, 2015, ~Ordinance No. 34-15, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted 
the 2014 Housing Element, relying, in part, on the Final EIR and a January 22, 1015 Addendum published 
by the Planning Department; and 

WHEREAS, on January 14, 2016, in response to the proposed Affordable Housing Bonus Program and the 
proposed General Plan Amendments, the San Francisco Planning Department prepared an Addendum to 
the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element Final EIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 ("the Addendum"); 
and 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Commission has reviewed and considered the 2004 and 
2009 Housing Element Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), the Addendum published by the 
Planning Department on January 14, 2016, and the record as a whole, and finds that the 2004 and 2009 
Housing Element Final EIR is adequate for its use as the decision-making body for the action taken herein 
to approve the General Plan Amendments related to the ABHP, and incorporates the CEQA findings 
contained in Planning Commission Resolution 19122, including the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations, and updated in Ordinance 34-15, by this reference thereto as though fully set forth 
herein; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission finds that since the FEIR was finalized, there have been 
no substantial project changes and no substantial changes in project circumstances that would require 
major revisio~s to the FEIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or an 
increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts, and there is no new information of 
substantial importance that would change the conclusions set forth in the F'EIR; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission for the reasons set forth here:in, finds that the 
General Plan Amendments proposed here:in are, on balance, consistent with the General Plan, 
:including as it is proposed for atuendment, and the priority policies of Planning Code Section 
101.1; and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, the Planning 
Commission hereby does find that the public necessity, convenience and general welfare 
require the approval of the attached ordinance, approved as to form by the City Attorney, and 
directs staff to make corresponding updates to th~ Land Use fudex of the General Plaw and, be 

. it 

FURTHER RESOL YED, that pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, the Planning 
Commission does hereby adopt the ~ordable Hous:ing Bonus Program Ger:eral Plan 
Amendments of the San Francisco General Plan, and recommends that the Board of 
Supervisors adopt the attached ordinance. 

SAN FRANGISGO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

462 

8 



Resolutiort 19577 . 
Hearing Date: February 25, 2016 

. . ~ 
I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was ADOI'.T 
February 25, 2016. 

CASE NO. 2014-001503GPA 
Gen.era! Plan Amendments for AHBP 

e Plannmg Commission on 

~ 

Commission Secretary 

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

NOES: None 

ABSENT: Jolmson 

AOOPTED: . February 25, 2016 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Executive Summary 
Planning Code Amendment 

HEARING DATE: FEBRUARY25, 2016 
90-DAYDEADLINE: APRIL 11,2016 

Project Name: 
Case Number: 
Initiated by: 

·Staff Contact: 

Reviewed by: 

Recommendation: 

BACKGROUND 

Affordable Housing Bonus Program 
2014-001503PCA [Board File No. 150969] and 2014-001503GP A 
MayorEdLee 
Supervisor Katy Tang 
Introduced September 29, 2015, December 16, 2015, and 
January 12, 2016 
Menaka Mohan, Legislative Affilis 
menaka.mohan@sfgov.org, 415-575-9141 
Paolo Ikezoe. Citywide Divfsion 
paolo.ikezo~@sfgov.org, 415-575-9137 
Kearstin Dischinger, Manager of Housing Policy 
kearstin.dischinger@sfgov.org, 415-558-6284 
Recommend Approval with Modifications 

, On September 29, 2015, Mayor EdwinM. Lee and $upervisor Katy Tang introduced an ordinance 
to implement the Affordi;i.ble Housing Bonus Program (ABBP). The Planning Commission has 
held four public hearings on the program to date: 

• October 15, 20151 
Initiation of General Plan Amendments: IDitiation at Planning Commission of the AHBP 
General Plan Amendments . . 

• November 5, 21052 
Initiation Hearing: introduced the basics of the program and feedback received to dat~. 

• December 3, 20153 
Initially scheduled for adoption. Response to public and Commissioner comments and 
concerns. Adoption hearing continued to January 28th. 

lCase packet for IDitiation of AHBP General Plari Amendments: 
http://commissions.sfplaru:rinj?;.Org/cpcpackets/2014-001503GPA.pdf 
2Case packet for the Plaru:rlng Code Amendment as presented to the Commission on November 5, 2015: 
http:f/wwW.sf-planning.orgfftp/files/plans-and-programs/planning-for-the-
city/ahbp/ahbp memotoCPC 2014-001503PCA.pdf 
3Presentation to Planning Commission: http:f/www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/plans-and-programs/planning­
for-the-city/ahbp/AHBP CPC Presentation-120315.pdf 
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Executive Summary CASE NO. 2014-001503PCA. 
Hearing Date: February 25, 2016 Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

• January 28, 20164 
Update to Commission on public on changes to the program, including Supervisor 
Breed's amendment removing existing rent-controlled units from AHBP eligibility. 

REPORT STRUCTURE 

The January 28th, 2016 manrring Commission hearing on the Affordable Housing Bonus Program 
(AHBP or Program) ID.eluded several public comments and a detailed· discussion of the proposed 
program. In consultation with the Commission President, t1tls case report focuses on six (6) key 
topics raised at that hearing. Ea91 topic ~eludes the following sections: 

• Topic a brief summary of the topic and issue raised; 
• . AHBP Current Response a discussion of the AHBPs proposed strategy to address the 

issues raised. 
Note: the majority of these sections discuss the proposed Local Program which was 
crafted to respond to local housing policy goals. The Individually Requested and State 
Analyzed programs primarily implement the State Density Bonus Law; and 

• Recommended Amendments and Im.plications a discussion of Amendment strategies to 
address the identified issues and potential implications of that Amendment As 
proposed, the AHBP is ID.tended to achieve ID.creased levels of affordable housing 
production for low, moderate, and middle income households across San Francisco. 

This program has been designed to: incentivize market-rate project applicants to choose a Local 
Program that achieves 30% affordability rather than the State density bonus program that allows 
for 12 to 18% affordability; increase the development of 100% affordable housing projects serving 
households below 60% AMI through the 100% AHBP program; and, ID.crease the City's overall 
supply of affordable housing without drawing public resources away from existing affordable 
housing programs. All proposed Amendments to this program will be evaluated for their impact 
on project feasibility and on their ability to illcentivize project sponsors to achieve the highest 
levels of affordability. 

This case report is ID.tended to provide a structure for the Commission to consider these six 
topics. To assist with this structure a summary Department recommendations has been provided 
as Exhibit C. These recommendations in no way limit the Commission's actions. 

For more detail on the AHBP prqgram goals, outcomes, and the proposed legiSlation please refer 
t.o the November 5, 20152 and January 28, 20164 Planning Commission Packets. Related studies 
and reports are available in those packets or on the program website. 

4 Case packet for the Planning Code Amendment and General Plan Amendment as presented to the 
Co!nmission on January 28, 2016. hitp:/fwww.sf-planning.org/ftp/filesfplans-and-programs/planning-for-
the-city/ahbp/2014-001503PCA.pdf . 
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CASE NO. 2014-001503PCA 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS 

Topic 1 Program Eligibility 
Comm.enters are generally supportive of encouraging housing on soft sites; however some have 
expressed concerns that the AHBP ordinance could incentivize development of parcels that 
house existing residents. The zoning disbicts within the AHBP area contain roughly 30,500 
parcels, and cover neighborhoods throughout the city. 

This section discusses the existing limitations on program eligibility, expected outcomes, and 
includes one recommendation for Commission consideration. 

Current Proposal: ARBP .and LimitS to the Program Scale 
To be eligible for the AHBP program, a site must meet several eligibility criteria. A parcel's 
zoning district has been the most discussed eligibility criterion for the Program; however there 
are a number of other legislated eligibility criteria proposed :in the ordinance that further resbict 
the program's application. Furthermore, analysis of past development patterns under rezonings 
and the financial requirements of the program indicate that use of the program will be further 
limited :in application. This section briefly discusses these limiting ·criteria and supporting 
analysis. 

The.Department estimates that of the eligible parcels, approximately 24..Q parcels citywide will 
potentially benefit from the AHBP. Generally, these are parcels that are currently developed to 
less than five percent of existing zoning, do not have any residential uses, and are not schools, 
churches, hospitals, or historic resources 

Limiting Criterion 1: Program applies in only certain Zoning Disbicts (''Program Area") 
The California State Density Bonus Law (State Law)s applies to residential projects of five or more 
units anywhere in the state of California 6 The proposed San Francisco Affordable Housing 
Bonus Program focuses this broad law on zoning districts with all three of the following features: 
1) allowance of residential uses; .2) control of density by a ratio of units to lot area; and 3) 
allowance of iii.ulti-unit residential buildings. The following districts are NOT eligible for the 
Local or State Analyzed Progranis ·of the AHBP: RH-1 and RH-2 and any zoning districts where 
density is regulated by form (such as NCT, RTO, UMU, DTR, C-3, etc.). 

Limiting Criterion 2: No demolition of Historic Resources (less 4,750 or More Parcels) 
The AHBP ordinance explicitly disqualifies many parcels within eligible zoning districts based on 
a number of characteristics. Known historic resources, identified as CEQA Category A buildings 
by the Department's Historic. Pr~servation division, cannot be dem~lished to build AHBP 
projects.7 Generally, the State Law does not recognize locally designated resources; however the 
State does allow cities to deny requested incentives, concessions or waivers only for properties 
listed on National or California Registars. The Local Program protects both eligible and listed 

5California Government Code Sections 65915 - 65918 
6 Please see Exhibit E which describes sponsor requested legislative changes. 
7Jn addition, the Planning Cominission does not approve demolition unless the proposed project is also 
approved. 
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resources under local, state and federal designations. Criterion 2 (exclusion of projects proposing 
to demolish historic resources) would reduce the number of eligible parcels by at least 4,750. 
Additional parcels could be excluded during fue application or pre-application process as 
described below. 

Properties in San Francisco a,re organized into furee categories for fue purposes of CEQA: 

Status Eligibility for AHBP 

·c.~:t~i,?ff ~':i~?T~:~~w~:~~itop.c;~~F:?m~ffi·i:::::::i:;::::::ji:::::,:.;:,::;· 1;,::·:;;::::::;::::i,::: :::~~:,~~~;~~~&i~;:;::;;::;;,:,,:;':.:.: · 
Category B Unknown (properties over 45 years of age) may be eligible if determined 

not to have historic status 

:::',!::'':i:.:f.:iH:~j!~:~µgi9ie~fd~!Ja;:ti2ir~t~::,:,::;::1::.;.:.:.h, 
.... :.·.:;: .. :·::· 

:· :qtego1yc:,; 

The existing· proposal is clear that "Known Historic Resources" sites are not eligible for fue 
"program and "Not a Resource" sites are eligible for the program. The only uncertam:ty that 
remains is for ''Unknown" sites. It is not possible to determine which ''Unknown" properties 
may be reclassified as "Category A" or "C' until a historic resource evaluation is filed wifu the 
environmental evaluation. The uncertfilp.ty in time and invested resources may reduce the 
incentive for a project sponsor to participate in the Local AHBP. There are an estimated 4,570 
"Category A" buildings in fue AHBP area. There are also 22,100 "Category B" buildings - with 
unknown potentj.al as historic resources. BEfore a project could be approved on these sites, the 
necessary historic evaluation would be completed to determine the resource status. 

Category B Properties - Initial Historic Resource Detenniriation 
As part of the AHBP entitlement process the Deparbnent may offer an initial historic resource . 
determinatioIL The initial historic resource deti:rmination application would not require 
information on fue proposed project as only the historic status of the . property would be 
evaluated. Tiris would allow a project sponsor an opportunity to determine eligibility for the 
local AHBP without investing resources into the design of the proposed project. 

CategonJ B Properties - Citywide Historic Resources Survey 
Since fue beginning of the City's historic preservation program, small-scale surveys have been 
completed on a piecemeal basis, depending on funding and staff resources. Be~g in the 
summer of 2016, fue Department will begin the first phase of a citywide historic resource survey 
documenting those areas of San Francisco that have not yet been evaluated. The first priority of 
this work will be areas potentially eligible for the AHBP and areas currently experiencing, or 
anticipated to have, heightened development. The citywide historic resource survey project is 
anticipated to take four to six years to complete. Early determination of either disqualification or 
eligibility will allow projects to be withdrawn if a resource is present or, if appropriate, designed 
with greater efficiency and compatibility. This survey work will minimize program uncertainties 
and associated costs for both fue project and the City. 
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Category B Properties - Neighborhood Commercial District Survey and Historic Context Statement 
The Department recently completed a Neighborhood Commercial Storefronts Historic Context 
Statement and data collection phase of a Neighborhood Commercial District Survey. The primary 
goal of the survey is to identify historic properties that may require future seismic or accessibility 
upgrades. The Department is currently preparing the community outreach phase of the survey. 
The survey examined appro:xllhately 83 current or formally-zoned neighborhood commercial 
areas, totaling 5,500 buildings. Along with recent area plan historic surveys, such as Market & 

Octavia, SoMa, and Mission, the Department will have determinations for virtually all 
neighborhood commercial corridors within the City. This information will provide upfront 
information on which properties are Category A or C. 

Limiting Criterion 3: No demolition of a Rent Control Unit 
Board President Supervisor London Breed proposed an amendment to the AHBP ordinance that 
bans the demolition of any rent control units through this program. The ordinance sponsors, 
Mayor Edwin Lee and Supervisor Katy Tang, as well as by the Department fully support this 
proposed amendment. Removing parcels with rent-controlled units is estimated to reduce the 
number of eligible parcels by 17,000. 

LIMITING CRITIERA TWO AND THREE REMOVE AN ESTIMATED 19,300 
PARCELS FROM ELIGIBILITY (ROUGHLY 63% OF 30,500 PARCELS IN THE 
PROGRAM AREA). 

·Limiting Criterion 4: Cannot shadow a public park or open space 
The AHBP ordinance further limits the use of the Local Program for any project that would cause 
a significant shadow impact on a public park It is difficult to estimate the exact limitation this 
restriction could cause on the program area, because shadow impacts would be determined 

. during. the ~nviroim:i:e~tal evaluation 'process, and could vary based -on the specific building 
. design. A prelinrinary shadow fan analysis indicates that up to 9 ,800 parcels could potentially be 

limited in their ability to build two additional stories of height due to this restriction and 
proximity to public parks. Specific analysis of a particular building proposal could change these 
initial results. 

Limiting Criterion s: Gain Commission approval required to demolish a unit 
The City of San Francisco currently has very strict regulations around the demolition of a housing 
unit (Planning Code Section 317). Any project proposing to demolish a residential unit would be 
required to make the necessary findings and receive Planning Commission approval for the 
project. 

Past development patterns suggest development would primarily happen on underutilized 
(soft) sites 
The vast majority of eligible parcels contain healthy buildings and uses that would make them 
unlikely to- be redeveloped. For example, the Market Octavia Area Plan rez;oned every parcel in 
the Plan Area, removing density restrictions and increasing the zoned potential of most parcels. 
Despite this widespread rezoning, the plan resulted in new development on underutilized 
parcels such as former freeway parcels and large underutilized lots. on Market Street. Other 
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parcels that were rezoned as part of Market and Octavia that host healthy older builclings 
inducting single family homes, apartment builclings and mixed uses have not attracted new 
development proposals because the current uses are highly valued by the community. It is 
anticipated fuat the AHBP would lead to similar development patterns. For purposes of 
estimating potential housing unit yields from the AHBP program, the Department identified 
approximately 240 underutilized ("soft'') sites - site5 where fue cui:rent built envelope comprises 
five percent or less of fue allowable bulleting envelop under current zoning. Also, parcels 
containing residential uses, schools, hospitals and historic resources were also excluded as 
potential development sites. 

While the Local AHBP offers clear development incentives, such as two stories of height and 
increased density, it also requires that project sponsors provide: 1) 30% of all units as 
permanently affordable; 2) 40% of fue units as two bedroom; and 3) meet specific new design 
requirements of the Program. Financial analysi13 tested the program's value recapture to ensure 
the maximum affordable housing was required while still provicling an incentive for projects to 
elect to provide 30% affordable housing. The analysis found fue program is feasible, but only in 
some cases. 

The financial feasibilitY analysis assumes current land values of fue existing parcels remain 
constant with the implementation of fue AHBP. The financial analysis assumes that land values 
would not increase due to program benefits; accorclingly, there is little flexibility in fue price 
projects can afford to pay for land. ;Further, fue analysis assumes that the existing use8 did not 
add to land value, so any existing use fuat would add value not considered by the financial 
analysis and would likely tip a project into infeasibility. In other words, the AHBP Local Program 
is financially feasible only for projects on sites where the existing bulleting does not add costs to 
acquiring the property. A site with -several residential units would command a higher market 
price than what was tested, and therefore the Local Program or State Analyzed Programs would 
likely not be financially feasible on sites with existing builclings. 

Department Recommended Amendment to Further Limit Program Eligibility 
To address concern around the program's scale, fue Department recommends the following 
amendment: 

•:• ADD LlMITING CRITERION: PROJECTS THAT PROPOSE TO DEMOLISH ANY 
RESIDENTIAL UNITs SHALL NOT BE EIJGIBLE FORAHBP. 

Supervisor Breed's amendment to the program already prevents parcels containing existing rent­
controlled units from developing through the AHBP. The Gty could furfuer limit the eligibility 
for AHBP to projects that do not demolish any existing residential units (regardless of rent­
controlled status). 
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Potential Implication of Proposed Amendment 
If the AHBP was limited to projects that did not have ANY residential units: · 

The AHBP could still produce 5,000 affordable housing units on 240 potential soft sites over a 
20 year period. None of the soft sites identified contaill known existing housing units, ~the 
Department considers the development of sites with existing units unlikely for the reasons 
discussed above. Should the Planillng Co:inmission recommend this amendment, the amen~ent 
would not reduce the development potential on the identified potential soft sites. 

Smaller increases in density to parcels with existing residential uses would be prohibited. 
Generally, sites with existing residential uses are unlikely to. redevelop under the AHBP. 
However in the occasional instance where an owner wanted to redevelop a property with 
resi~ential uses; the density of the new building ~ould be limited by existing regulations, and 
there wciuld not be the incentive to provide 30% affordable housing. Especially on smaller sites, 
where total units are below the 10 unit threshold for inclusionary housing under Planning Code 
section 415, the amendm!'!Ilt could mean a reduction or omission of affordable housing when 
these sites are developed. If even 5% of the sites with only one unit in the Program area chose to 
develop and add more units (as allowed under existing regulations), the Gty could gaill an 
additional roughly 300 permanently affordable units. 8 These units would not be built if this 
amendment is adopted. Additionally, these sites could redevelop under existing zoning 
conirols producing zero affordable housing units. 

For projects that include five or more units, property owners could still avail themselves of the 
State Density Bonus Law and receive up a 35% increase in density, up to three incentives and 
concessions and waivers of development standards as defined by the State Law, while providing 
less affordable housing and no middle income housing. In addition, the State Law would limit 

. the Depat!ment .and C?rrimission' s ability to disapprove any incentives, concessions or waivers 
requested by the project sponsor. · 

Topic 2: Infrastructure to Support New Growth 
San Francisco residents enjoy a high level· of public :infrastructure ini:].uding access to open space 
an~ parks, pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, schools, and an urban transit systt;!m. As the 
City's population grows, these amenities must be managed and scaled to accorri:\nodate new 
residents and mailltaill the quality of life in San Francisco. Recent area plans have generally 
included a community: improvements plan and commensurate revenue strategies to enable 
infrastructure growth with new development. Comm.enters have asked how transportation and 
other amenities will be provided to support new residential development enabled through the 
AHBP. Titls section describes the Gty's current strategy for planning infrastructure to support 
new growth, with a focus on transportation. 

Current Proposal: AHBP and Transportation Services 

~ There are roughly 4,100 single-family homes in the AHBP program area in zoning districts that currently 
allow higher density development. Based on the Department's analysis, if only 5% of these sites were to 
redevelop they could produce upwards of 350 new permanently affordable units and a total net increase of 
1,000 units. 
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The Program area is generally within walking distance to the Muni Rapid Network, the high 
level of service corridors such as Muni' s light rail lines, Geary Boulevard ~d Mission Street. This 
means that the AHBP is encouraging new housing where the City is currently :investing :in 
increased levels of transportation services.. This land use and transportation planning 
coordination ensures the City's :investments will support new residents. 

Area plans such as Market & Octavia and Eastern Neighborhoods :include neighborhood specific 
impact fees to support concentrated development. For the more dispersed development 
associated with the AHBP, the City has subsequently completed a cityWide infrastructure 
standards analysis and created commensurate citywide infrastructure funding mech~ms and 
plans. Many of the City's our infrastructure systems, especially transit and childcare, operate on a 
citywide basis and generally require a citywide approach when planning improvements. 

In the past several years, San· Francisco has made great progress on several citywide 
transportation planning efforts and has established several new transportation revenue sources. 
In addition to the ongo:ing revenue sources, :in 2014' voters approved a $500 Million 
transportation bond. Also :in 2014, voters supported Proposition B which tethers additional 
transportation funding to the rate of population growth. 

The Citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF), which applies to new residential and 
commercial development, is anticipated to generate $1.2 billion :in revenue over 30 years. TSF 
revenues will enable the City to ":invest :in our transportation network" and II shift modeshare by 
requiring new developments to prioritize more sustainable travel methods". The Department 
anticipates that over 80% of the projected projects that take advantage of the AHBP would 
include 20 Uni.ts or more, and therefore would be subject to the recently established TSP fee. 
Thus, the AHBP co~d generate upwards of 99 million dollars9 in new trapsportation funding to 
support new residents. These funds will contribute meaningfully to the City's overall 
transportation funding strategy· and enable the City to accomplish planned improvements to the 
network 

In addition to the TSF, all projects entitled under the AHBP would be subject to existing citywide 
fees for Public Schools, Public Utilities Commission (sewer and water) and childcare facilities. 

·These fees enable the City to make :initial investments :in infrastructure systems to support new 
growni. Maintaining a high level of service for all infrastructure types is critical to the quality of 
life :in San Francisco. Much of the AHBP area :includes parts of the City with higher levels of 
service for open space and pedestrian amenifies.10 

Topic 3: Urban Design 
Some comm.enters have expressed concerns about the compatibility of potential AHBP buildings 
and neighborhood context. Some have expressed concern that the AHBP takes a' one-size-fits-all' 

~In today's dollars, at $7.74 per GSF, this estimate does not account for annual indexing offees to account 
for cost inflation. 

lOSan FranciSco Infrastructure' Level of Service Analysis March 2014. htt,p:l/www.sf­
planning..ar~/ftp/files/plans-and-pro~ams/plan-

implementation/20140403 SFinfrastructreLOSAnalysis March2014.pdf 
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approacb, which applies too broadly across the City's many neighborhoods. Some have asked 
whether the consistent development incentives would cause a monotonous or "one size fits all" 
outcome fu terms of urban form. The need for special consideration for infill projects in existing 
histor~c districts has been raised. Some commenters also raised questions about the relationship 
between potential heights and existing road widths, suggesting that narrow streets may warrant 
special consideration. And, some have suggested that the limits on lot mergers. should relate to 
the neighborhood context more specifically.. · 

Current Proposal: AHBP and Urban Design 
AB drafted, the AHBP includes several parameters to ensure neighborhood and context-specific . 
urban form. 

Existing Controls Vary to Reflect Neighborhood Context 
The Local Program of the AHBP enables projects to include two additional stories of housing 
when 30% of affordable housing is provided. The height increases are based upon the existing 
height regulations. While the incentive is the same increment aq:ross the City, the outcomes of the 
program will vary based on the underlying height limits. In many districts, the program enables 
six-story buildings, in some seven-story buildings, and in others eight-story and above buildings. 
While an AHBP project providing 30% on-site affordable units in the Western Addition and one 
in the Sunset would both receive two extra stories of height; the former, in a 65-foot height 
district, would result in an eight story building and the latter, in a 40 foot height district, would 
result in a six-story buildi?i Current variations in underlying height controls will continue to be 
expressed tlrrough the AHBP. 

Urban design in many cities and neighborhood types follow different general principles. San 
Francisco considers building height in relation to street widths. In some areas, a building's 
maximum podium height might be related to a street width, while in less dense neighborhoods, 
the overall maximum height of a building might be related to the street width. Generally, a ratio 
of building heiihts and stre~t Widths be~een .75 to i.5 is considered appropriate in San ·· 
Francisco.a 'This means that streets that are 40 feet wide can comfortably host buildings from 30 
to 60 feet tall Streets 50 feet wide can host buildings 40 to 75 feet tall. Streets 55 feet wide can host 
buildings 41 to 83 feet tall All of the Program area includes roads that are 50 feet or wider -
meaning they can comfortably host buildings that are 60 feet or taller. Thus, the AHBP does not 
currently allow buildings that would be considered too tall in relatii:m to the street width, 
based on this ratio. 

Design Guidelines . 
AHBP projectS will be subject to program specific design guidelines. The guidelines address four 
topic areas: tops of buildings, middle of buildings, ground floors, and infill projects within. 
existing historic districts. Thes~ guidelines will ensure San Francisco's practice of emphasizing 
context-specific design· in new construction. The AHBP draft Design Guidelines includes 25 
design guidelines12. Three of the most rele~ant to context-specific design include: 

11 Allan B. Jacobs, Great Streets, Fourth Printing, 1996, pages 277 to 280. 

12 The complete AHBP draft design guidelines are available here: http:Uwww.sf-planning.orftifu>/files/plans-
and-programs/pla:niring-for-the-citylabbp/AHBP Draft Design Guidelines.pd£ · 
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• Tl. Sculpt tops of buildings to contribute to neighborhood quality (page 6 of the AHBP 
Design Guidelines). 

• T3. Express Exceptional and Complementary Architectural Character (page 7 of the 
AHBP Design Guidelines). 

• B3. The fa<;ades of new buildings should extend patterns (page 10 of the AHBP Design 
Guidelines). 

Devel.apment within Historic f?istricts 
Some historic· districts maintajn a strong uniformity while other exhibit varied character. AHBP 
projects will likely result in developments of greater density than the surr<?unding historic 
context. Increased density in historic districts does not inherently conflict with historic 
preservation principles. Historic districts are capable of allowing increased housing density 
without affecting the historic character and features of a district. 

Infill projects within an eligible district will be reviewed by Planning Department Preservation 
staff in addition to the Planning Co~sion for compatibility with the AHBP Design 
Guidelines. There is no proposed change in process. for an infill project within a locally­
designated district under Article 10 or Article 11 of the Planning Code .. Historic Preservation 
Commission review and approval through a Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Alter 
entitlement would continue to be required. Findings of compliance with local guidelines and the 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards would also continue to be required. 

Projects proposed for sites of non-contributing buildings and vacant lots within historic districts 
are required to meet the AHBP Design Guidelines for compatibility with surrounding historic 
conte:ict and features. AHBP projects will likely result in developments that may be taller than the 
surrounding historic context, thus it is crucial that the design of infill -construction within historic 
districts not be so differentiat~d that it becomes the primary focus. Application of the AHBP 
Design Guidelines, by the Department, decision-makers, and with oversight from the 
community, will assist in achieving innovative and exceptional design solutions where the scale 
and massing of a project must relate to the surrounding historic context. 

Below are two of the nine AHBP Design Guidelines for projects within a historic district 

• H2. Strengthen the primary characteristics of the district through infill construction by 
referencing and relating to the historic design, landscape, use, and cultural expre~ions 
found within the district (page 18 of the AHBP Design Guidelines). 

• H6. Design to be identifiable as contemporary and harmonious with the historic district 
in terms of general site characteristics, materials, and features (page is of the AHBP 
Design Guidelines). 

Lot ~forger Limits and AHBP 
Current Planning Code controls only regulate lot.mergers in a limited number of districtsla in the 
AHBP area The AHBP ordinance proposes to extend lot limit merger regulations. AHBP projects 

13 Inner and Outer Clement NCDs, and NC-2 Districts on Balboa Street between 2nd Avenue and 
8th Avenues, and between 32nd Avenue and 38th Avenues. 
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that request a lot merger would be limited to less than 125 feet of street frontage. This generally 
r~ects 50% of a typical San Francisco block, reflecting prevailing patterns ID the program area 
neighborhoods. · 

The AHBP lot merger language is based on research that looked at past trends and the typical 
commercial corridor block length in the Sunset. Given that the typical commercial corridor block 
length ID the Richmond and the Sunset is approximately 240 feet, 125 feet provides a good 
proximate for a building to not exceed. Note that this regulation would only apply to projects 
that participate ID the AHBP. Current regulations would still apply to projects that are not 
participating in the AHBP. Currently, lot mergers are regulated ID a few of the City's disi:ricts. 
Most commercial corridor zoning districts currently require a Conditional Use if the lot size is 
10,000 square feet and abov~. 

D~parlment Recommended Amendments to Urban Design 
•!• ADD A DESIGN GUIDELINE TO MAXIMIZE LIGffT AND AIR TO THE 

SIDEWALKS AND FRONTAGES ALONG THE STREETS, INCLUDING 
ALLEYWAYS. 

•!• BASE LOT MERGER LIMITATIONS ON 50% OF THE ACTUAL BLOCK LENGTH, 
RATHER THAN APPLY A CITYWIDE NUMERICAL CAP. 

•!• DIRECT PLANNING STAFF TO INCLUDE ANALYSIS OF A PROJECT'S 
CONFORMITY TO DESIGN GUIDELINES IN A PLANNING COMMISSION CASE 
REPORT. 

Potential Implication of Proposed Amendments 
Additional design guidelines would empower design review to focus on the relationship 
between street width and building heights. A design guideline to "maximize light and air to the 
sidewalks and frontages along the streets, including alleyways" would speak to the overall feel of 
a particular corridor and .a. specific hous.ing prppo~ttl. .. :The P~aturing Co:mmission. would be 
required to find pr<?jects ~onsistent with all AHBP design guidelines as part of the approval 
process. This would enhance urban design outcomes and ensure that new buildings are context­
sensitive. 

. . 
Rel'.'l-ting the lot merger limitations to block length rather than overall parcel size ensures that. 
AHBP projects relate to the-specific neighborhood context Liri:litations on lot mergers could, ID 
rare cases, reduce total.units produced for an IDdividual project However the proposed ratio 
would result ID good urban design consistent with prevailing patterns and would offer an 
appropriate limitation on the scale of potential AHBP pr<;>jects. 

Topic 4: Public Review and Commission Approval 
Some commenters have expressed concern that AHBP projects will not .have adequate public 
IDput, City review or Planning Commission review. fu ·particular commenters raised questions 
about the appeals process propo~ed for the Local AHBP, the conditional use findings and the 
ability of the Commission to make modifications to the design of the building. 

Current Proposal: The Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program Project Review 
As drafted, the Local AHBP does not reduce public input nor public hearmg requirements for 
projects entitled under this program. fu fact, the Local Program IDcreases the opportunity for 
public IDput because every Local AHBP project will require a Planning Commission hearing 

SAN FRAKCISCO 
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under the Local and 100 percent Affordable HoUBing Bonus Project Authorization proposed in 
Section 328, including some projects that would not otherwise require Planning Commission 
approval. Under the proposal, only projects that provide 30% permanently affordable housing, or 
greater, would be eligible for the Local and 100 percent Affordable Housing Bonus Project 
Authorization process. 

Entitlement Process for AHBP State Analyzed Program 
Projects entitled under the State Analyzed Program will have no reduction in the City's current 
review process. These projects will either provide the minimum inclusionary amount, or may 
provide between 13% or 20% affordable housing in order to obtain a greater density bonus or an 
increased number of incentives and concessions. Projects entitled through the State-Analyzed 

' program will be subject to the same review and approval processes as they would today - the 
triggers for Conditional Use Authorization or any other code section that requires a Planning 
Commission hearing will continue to have a Planning Com.mission hearing. Projects that UBe the 
State-Analyzed program and do not trigger a Planning. Com.mission hearing under the Code are 
still subject to Discretionary Review {DR). Projects using the State-Analyzed program and choose 
an incentive off the pre-determined menu that would have required a variance would no longer 
be subject to a variance hearing. However, if the project seeks a variance that is no~ from the 
menu, a variance hearing would be required. 

Entitlement Process for AHBP Local Program and 100% Affordable 
Projects entitled under the Local Program and the 100% Affordable Program, which respectively 
provide 30% affordable units or are completely affordable developments, will be reviewed under 
the proposed "Local and 100 percent Affordable Housing Bonus Project Authorization,'' as 
proposed in Section 328. This entitlement process is similar to the existing Large Project 
Authorization (LPA) process in the Eastern Neighborhoods lvfixed Use Districts set forth in 
Planning Code section 329. The goals of establishing a new pr<?cess for projects that provide 30% 
affordable housing include: 1) create a single process for projects with clear requirements and 
procedures; 2) enable the Planning Commission to gi:ant exceptions to proposed projects without 
requiring a variance; and 3) build on the success of the LP A process established. as part of the 
Eastern Neighborhood lvfixed Use Districts. Should a project include a component that would 
currently require a conditional use approval (CU), the Commission would continue to be 
required to make the necessary firi.dings that would otherwise be made as part of a CU hearing 
under the new entitlement process, and in addition to the required findings set forth in the Local 
and 100 percen~ Affordable Housing Bonus Project Authorization. 

Section 328 - the Local and 100 percent Affordable Housing Bonus Project Authorization pr~cess­
has ~ consistent review process for all Local Program projects. The review allows the Commission 
to grant minor exceptions to the Code to respond to design concerns raised by staff and the 
community in ways that would ofuerwise require a variance from the Zoning Administrator. 

The Local and 100 percent Affordable Housing Bonus Project Authorization process recognizes 
that projects that take advantage of the Local Program of the AHBP may be larger than the 
surrounding neigbb?rhood context in order to facilitate higher levels of affordability. Projects 
must comply with the AHBP Design Guidelines. The Commission can disapprove a project if it fails 
to meet the AHBP Design Guidelines, oilier applicable design guid~es, the Better Streets Plan 
or the General Plan. A project must have the required 30% or more cinsite affordability to qualify 
for the Local and 100 percent Affordable Housing Bonus Project Authorization. 
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CU findings and authorify of CPC to change projects· 

The Planning Commission will continue to have the authority to shape a building and revise 
certain components of a project, such as proposed land use, or other eleme~ts that might 
otherwise be approved under a particular Conditional Use Authorization permit 

The Local and 100 percent Affordable Housing Bonus Project Authorization is designed to allow 
the Planning Commission the ~bility to make rnmor modifications to a project's height, bulk, and 
mass. However, the process recognizes that these projects may be somewhat taller or bulkier than 
surrounding buildings, and fue intent is to limit such modifications to ensure that projects meet 
the AHBP' s affordability goals. Additionally, as mentioned above, the Planning Commission will 
be able to grant Planning Code exceptions to shift the mass of a project, if appropriate, as a tool to 
respond to surrounding context. · 

Summary: Revi~w Process Current Process and AHBP Projects 

Cunent 

Process 

:}?.f;~~ai:Y.t.roj7tt:~~,se~1l¥.i!Af'(Pf~):, 
Environmental Review x 

State 
Analyzed 

.x 

: ~~~~~r~ti~,~tt~~;:*i~~~~i;~~~t~~r~t~~~~~~i·~;~:E.l:~:';'.~.i\:;;:~;,·::'.•;:~;:i;.~~~,".;:.'1·,'~:~i.;:~,~1:·[:·:·:\1 

Local Program, 
328 Affordable 

Housing 
Benefit 
Review 

x 

Design and Plan Review x x x 

~!~6ffidOi~~~~~~t~~f v·•'•·•:r!1'i'~i[]:,i;f :;;,];~:s:i;~~1:ix;~r;~~iJ!~!\\',li.i,ii~ . 
Required Planning Commission Hearing Sometimes, DR 

optional 

Priority Processing for Projects with High Levels of Affordability 

Sometimes, 
DR optional 

x 

Projects that provide 20% affordable housing or more are currently eligible for priority 
processing - which means !hey are the first priority project for assigned staff. Priority processing 
does not change or reduce the steps in the review process: However, it can reduce time related to 
backlogs or high volumes of projects. Local AHBP projects would be eligible for priority 
processh;tg. 

Department Recommended Amendments to Public Review and Commission 
Approval 
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The following amendments regarding the entitlement process for Local AHBP projects could 
further address the identified issues: 

•:• MODIFY THE LOCAL AND 100 PERCENT AFFORDABLE HOUSING BONUS 
PROJECT AUTHORIZATION SUCH THAT APPEALS WOULD BE CONSIDERED 
BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS. 

As currently drafted, projects that apply under the Local AHBP are subject to the Local and 100 
percent Affordable Housing Bonus Project Authorization (Section 328) are appealable to the 
Board of Appeals. The appeal of a Section 328 decision could be directed to the Board of 
Supervisors, using the process found in Section 308 et seq. Under fuis code· section Plaruring 
Commission decisions are appealable to the Board of Supervisors within 30 days after the date of 
action by the Planning Commission, and would be subscribed by either (i) the owners of at least 
20 percent of the property affected by the proposed amendment or (ii) five members of the Board 
of Supervisors. 

Alternative Amendment: 

•:• CONVERT THE 328 PROCESS TO A SEPARATE CONDITIONAL USE 
AUTIIORIZATION PERMIT FOR ALL PROJECTS THAT PARTICIPATE IN THE 
LOCALAHBP. 

Potential Implications of Proposed Amendments . 
Shifting appeals of entitlement to the Board of Supervisors for Local AHBP projects would riot 
substantially impact the outcomes of the AHBP program in terms of unit production. There is 
some chance that project sponsors perceive this appeals process as offering less certainty or 
potentially an increased entitlement process, because the Board of appeals requires foui out five 
votes to overturn a Planning Commission decision. 

In contrast, appeals to the BOS require support of 20% of adjacent property owners or .five Board 
members to be considered, however a two-thirds majority of Supervisors can overturn a Plaruring 
Commission decision. Therefore entitlement of projects likely would not be further burdened by 
this ,requirement. 

Topic 5: Preserving Smail Business 
San Francisco's small business community is an integral part of our neighborhood commercial 
corridors, local economy and San .Francisco's rich culture. Some commenters have expressed 
concerns around the potential impacts of the AHBP on existing small business~s and 
neighborhood commercial corridors. Will small businesses be afforded the opportunity to 
successfully transition to new locations when necessary? Will neighborhoods continue to have 
the neighborhood serving businesses? 

Current Proposal: Small Business Preservation and AHBP 
Generally, AHBP infill housing is anticipated on soft sites that are predominantly vacant, parking 
lots or garages, gas stations, or other uses that use only a small ·amount of the total development 
potential That said some of these sites include existing businesses on neighborhood commercial 
corridors. New development requires a willing seller, buyer and .developer. The potential impact 
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of this Program to specific businesses locations or business types cannot be quantified in. any 
certain terms due to fuese factors. However it is generally understood fuat fuere are existing 
structures on.less fuanhalf of fue 240 potential soft sites. 

The City is committed to maintaining small businesses in its neighborhoods. For this reason, fue 

AHBP includes general assistance and support for any business fuat might be impacted, which 
can be tailored on a case-by-ca.Se basis. Staff anticipates fuat developments using the AHBP will 
produce additional commercial spaces and enhance existing commercial corridors. 

Protections for Existing Businesses 
As currently proposed, the AHBP addri;:!sses small business preservation in several ways. 

Having adequate notification time when re-location is necessary has been one of fue top concerns 
raised by small businesses in fueir recent quarterly meetings Wifu the Mayor. Recently required 
seismic upgrades have forced many businesses to relocate wifu only a few monfus' notice. To 
address fuis concern and at fue suggestion of OEWD and the Small Business Commission, the 
AHBP requires that project sponsors notify tenants of their first application 'to the Planning 
Department for environment review. Generally project construction starts two or three years after 
a project files for environmental review, but tbis can var;i based on project size and other factors. 
This notification will guarantee tenants adequate time to develop an updated business plan, 
identify necessary capital, find an appropriate location,. and complete necessary tenant 
improvements in a new location. The notification letter will also refer fue business owner to 
OEWD and other agencies that can provide technical assistance and support These services can 
help small businesses achieve a successful transition. 

Relocating businesses may qualify for and take advantage of the Community ~usiness Priority 
Processing Program (CB3P). Projects fuat qualify for and enroll in the CB3P are guaranteed a 
Planning Commission hearing date within 90 days of filing a complete application,. and 
placement on the Consent Calendar. Certain limitations do applyt4. All CB3P applications are 
subject to the same level of neighborhood notice, the same Planning Code provisions, and the 
same (if applicable) CEQA review requirements, and may still be shifted from Consent to 
Regular Calendar if requested by a Planning Commissioner or member of the public. 

Enhancing Neighborhood Commercial Corridors and AHBP 
Existing Planning Code controls encourage neighborhood appropriate new commercial spaces. 
Existing commercial size limits, listed below, will apply to new commercial space constructed as 
part of AHBP buildings. Existing use limitations (including formula retail regulations) will apply. 
These use size limitations were established through community planning processes to reflect 
neighborhood character. Any new or expanded l1Ses above these amolints will co~tinue to trigger 

· a conditional use authorization . 

. 14 Generally, eligible businesses cannot be a formula retail store with more than 20 establishments and 
cannot expand or intensify the use and certain uses such as a1cohol, adult entertainment,. massage, fringe 
financial and certain other uses cannot participate. See the Planning Department website for more 
information: http:/fwww.sf-planning:.org:/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentID=9130 . 
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The median independent retail size in San Francisco is 2,200 square feet and the median formula 
retail size in San Francisco is 6,500 sqilare feet. Existing controls related to use size limitations 
generally encourage and support a continuation of small businesses ·on neighb~rhood 
commercial corridors. A sampling of use size controls is listed below. 

NC District Current Use Size 
Limif 

iy~~=~1:.~~~~1~::~~~~?-:;s,~~~~~·s~~1~;;:1\!~~~,:. :'.,1,i\='=t:.:2':: ; ·: ,:;::::~;,·: :-;;:~r,-::;;;;{ :/::;;•1:;:_~'.,·:;;~~:?'~:i~i~,:~:':!:::,,: :;:, ·=·-_ .. 

Inner Oement, Inner Sunset, Outer Clement, Upper Fillmore, 2,500 sq. ft 
Haight, Polk, Sacramento, Union, 24th (Noe), West Portal 

:,:,.NS~t~,,~~;,?,~~1t~K.f.::-,,,:='·". 
. . ~ : ... !.. 

::;;',':ii,l,::;;i:;:;~@:J:t::(;;,~;,~,g:9 :~~; ff :; .. 

NC-2 4,000 sq. ft. 

Most Neighborhood~ Commercial Distric;fs encourage, but do not require, neighborhood 
commercial uses15• New infill projects would likely choose to include ground floor commercial 
uses. Jn fact, the AHBP Design Guidelines include eight specific controls for the ground floor (on 
page 13 of the AHBP Design Guidelines), which otherwise do not exist in many of our 
neighborhoods. For example, the AF.IBP Design Guidelines state that no more than 30 percent of 
the width of the ground floor may be devote to garage entries or blank walls; building entries 
and shop fronts should add to the character of ~e street by being clearly identifiable and 
inviting; and where present, retail frontages should occupy no less. than 75 percent of a building 
frontage at the ground floor. 

Department Recommended Amendments to Preserving Small Business 
The Plarnring Department presented the AHBP to fhe Small Business Commissi,on on February 8. 
Staff will return to the Small Business Commission on February 22 for furfuer discussion. The 
following potential amendments have been identified by the Mayor's Office of Economic and 
Workforce Development (OEWD) staff and fue Small Business Commission. 

•:• REQUIRE EXISTING BUSINESSES BE OFFERED -FIRST RIGHT OF REFUSAL 
FOR COMMERICAL SPACE IN NEW BUILDINGS. 

•!• "RECOMMEND THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS DIRECT THE CITY TO 
ESTABLISH A SMALL BUSINESS RELOCATION FEE TO BE PAid BY NEW 

15 Planning Code Seclion 145.4 establishes requirements for ground floor retail on certain parts of streets 
such as along Market Street from Castro through the Do~town; along Hayes Street through the NCT; and 
along Fillmore Street from Bush Street to McAllister Street See all such requirements in Planning-·Code 
Section 145.4. 
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DEVELOPMENT CONSISTENT WITH THE VALUES OFFERED UNDER THE 
UNIFORM RELOCATION ACT. 

•:• REQUIRE THAT EARLY NOTIFICATION TO COMMERqAL TENANTS BE NO 
LESS THAN 18 MONTHS AND BE SENT TO BOTH THE TENANT AND THE 
OFFICE OF ECONOMIC AND WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT (OEWD) 

•!• ALLOW PLANNING COMMISSION TO REDUCE COMMERCIAL USE SIZES OR 
REQUIRE COMMERCIAL USES IN AHBP PROJECTS TO PROTECT 
NEIGHBORHOOD SERVING BUSINESSES 

Potential Implicat;ions of Proposed Amendments 
A .first right of refusal would enable existing businesses to have a competitive edge in securing 
space on their existing site. Businesses could participate in site design and potentially benefit 
from efficiencies in building the commercial spaces, for example, by making later tenant 
improvements unnecessary. While most businesses will likely not exercise this option because it 
would require relocating twice, the option offers the opportunity, especially for location sensitive 
businesses. Titls requirement would not r~duce potential affordable housing production, but it 
may provide a developer with additional community support when valued businesses are 
retained. 

Notifying OEWD will enable the City to take a proactive role in supporting small businesses and 
to coorcl1:nate support furough various programs such as Invest and Neighborhoods and the 
Retention and Relocation Program. OEWD will know about proposed developments early 
enough in the process to effectively engage businesses and provide whatever supports are 
needed. 1 

The Small Business Commission and OEWD staff suggest·that the eai;ly notification would be 
·· · · · most effective if businesses are afforded at least 18 months from first notification to required 

relocation date. Since relocation is required before environmental review commences, this 
required notification period should not delay a projects entitlement or development process . 

. The City can apply the standards of the federal Uniform Relocation Act to AHBP properties. For 
new construction that is funded all or in part with federal funds, the Act requires relocation 
advisory services for displaced businesses; a mirrimum 90 days written notice to vacate prior to 
.requiring· possession;· and reimbursement for moving and reestablishment expenses. For a 
business, moving fees are based on a public bidding process plus a business is eligible for $10,000 
in reestablishment costs; or a business can receive a fixed payment of rio more than $20,000. The 
City could require project sponsors provide relocation costs consistent with the Uniform 
Relocation Act to existing commercial tenants. This payment would facilitate a business's 
successful transition to a new space in the neighborhood. 

Topic 6: Who are we sei:ving with this program? Affordability 
Several comm.enters have asked if the affordable units generated through the AHBP are serving 
the right households. ' Some have suggested that the ·program should b~ adjusted to include a 
broader range. of affordability. Some have suggested that households at 100 and 120% AMI 
should also be serviced furough this program. Others have questioned whether affordability 

481 

17 



Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: February 25, 2016 

CASE NO. 2014~001503PCA 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

targets should vary based on neighborhood demographics. In particular the following questions 
have been raised: 

1. Why doesn't the program address the lowest income hmiseholds? 
2. Are middle income households served by market rate housing? 
3. Should there be neighborhood specific elements of the program? 

Current proposal: Households served and AHBP 
The AHBP will be one of many affordable housing' programs in San Francisco. The Program is 
unique in that it does not require public subsidy of the affordable units and incentiv.izes the 
private sector to provide a greater absolute number and greater percentage of affordable housing, 
similar to the City's inclusionary housing program. The AHBP proposes to increase the number 
of affordable units built to service low and moderate income households while also broadening 
the band of households eligible for permanently affordable housing to include middle income 
households. The AF.IBP proposes to increase low, moderate and middle "income housing in San 
Francisco's neighborhoods. 

Affordable Housing Programs and Housing Supply in San Francisco 
The AHBP will be one of many tools to address housing affordability in San Francisco. Today, the 
majority (88% of affordable units produced) of the City's affordable housing programs16 serve 
households earning less than 60% AMI ($42,800 for a one-person household and $55,000" for a 
three-person household). Less than 9% of the affordable units created under the City's current 
programs serve those households at 80% AMI and above. 

San Francisco is a leader in developing local funding sources for affordable housin~ and has one 
of the nation's oldest inclusionary housing programs. The City's recent efforts include 
establishing a Local Housing Trust Fund and the Hope SF program. San Francisco dedicated a 
high proportion (40%) of all tax increment funding (TIF) generated in Redevelopment Areas to 
affordable housing. However, given that it costs $250,000 or more to subsidize a single affordable 
housing unit in San Francisco, the City would need to generate $4 billion in local subsidies to 
fund the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) target of 16,000 affordable units by 2022. 
Local subsidies cannot be the only approach to securing ·permanently affordable housing. This 
underscores the need for programs such as our existing inclusionary program an~ the AF.IBP. 

Over the next ten years, the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development plans to 
build an additional 4,640 housing units permanently affordable to households earning below 
120% AMI. These new affordable units will be in addition to the thousands of affordable unifs 
that will be rehabilitated or preserved as part of RAD or other affordability preservation efforts. 
Roughly 4,400 of these units will service households earning 60% of the AMI or below. The 
remaining 241 units, most of which will be funded by federal and State dollars that often have 
further affordability restrictions, would service households at 60% AMI or below. With the 
construction of these pipeline projects the City will have a total of 42,640 permanently affordable 
housing units for households earning 60% AMI or below. The AHBP will add an additional 2,000 

I611tls includes units provided under the Multifamily Housing Program, the Inclusionary Program, Fonner 
SFRA, Inclusionary Condo Conversion, Public Housing, HUS-assisted Projects, Master Lease, and other Tax 
Credit Projects. Thls does not include the Down Payment Assistance Loan Program or Section 8 vouchers 
that are used in San Francisco. 
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units for low and moderate income households - bringing the total ~o 44,640. In addition, the 
AHBP will provide 3,000 permanently affordable middle income units. 

Affordability Existing MOH CD AHBP. Projected Total 
Level Permanently Pipeline Affordable Affordable Units 

Affordable housing Units (with MOHCD known 
Units (10years) (20years) pipeline and AHBP) 

Very Low, Low 
and Moderate 
Income . 36,26017' 

Less than 60% 
AMI 4,640 .2,000 44,640 ,94;%· 

Less t:hati 120 % 
3,28518 AMI· .·: 

Middle hi.come · 

(120% rental and 3,000 3,000 6% 
140% owner) 

... 

Total 39,500 5,000 47,640 100% 

The Local AHBP Program complements these existing and ongoing programs by providing 
affordable housing units to serve low,: moderate, 'and middle income households':inaking above 
55%ofAMI. . 

Affordable Housing Units encouraged through the .AHBP 
The AHBP builds on the City's existing Inclusionary Housing Progrcuµ, which serves low and 
moderate income households earning up to 55% of AMI (rental) and 90% of AMI (ownership) 19. 

Only projects that pr~vide the affordable units on. site are ,eligible for the AHBP. This will 
incentivize projects, that might otherwise elect to pay the in lieu fee, to elect to provide affordable 
upits on-site within the project. 

The AHBP is projected to enable 5,000 permanently affordable units over a 20 year period. the 
Department estimates that the AHBP could result in 2,QOO low and moderate income inclusionary 
. units over the next 20 years. 'This will be more than double the 900 possible inclusionary units 
enabled under current zoning o~ the same sites. This is a significant enhancement to San 

17 Roughly 13 ,180 of these units will service households earning 30 % of the AMI or b~low. 

1s Most of the existing units for 120% AMI and belm,,;. are affordable to households earning no 
more than 80% AMI. 

19 Note: the existing inclusionary program allows project sponsors to pay a fee in lieu of providing the 
affordable housing units. 
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Francisco's ability to proVici.e affordable housing for low and moderat~ income households. 20 Tiris 
program will also generate an additional 3,000 permanently affordable middle income units. 

Potential Affordable Housing Units produced in AHBP Area, under current controls or under 
AHBP, by affordability, over 20 years. 

Affordability Levels Current Controls (Units) 

(120% AMI for rental and 
140% AMI for ownershlp) 

· 1:otai. P.erirtilieiit1Y. {::.··i . 
)A#ordabie Ho~sf,rtg:u~#~,<: · : · 

0 

. ........ . 
· . :. ~oi.(. ~·· 

Low and Moderate Income Households Served 

AHBP Maximum Potential · 
(Units) 

3,000 

. : : )~Allio 

The AHBP could potentially double the number of inclusionary units serving low and moderate 
income households (55% or 90% of AMI) produced in the Program Area, compared to current 
zoning controls. 

In 2015, a one-person household making 55%-90% of Area Median Income earns between $39,250 
and $64,200. For a family of three, the range is $50,450 to $82,550. Households m this income 
category could mdude the followmg: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

A single housekeeper (55% AMI) 
A single entry level public school teacher (90% AMI) 
A single parent police officer or fire fighter with one child (90% AMI) 
A single parent postal clerk with two children (55% AMI) 
A construction worker and a dishwasher (90% AMI) . 
Two cashiers and two children (55% AMI) 
A public school teacher and a housekeepmg cleaner with two children (90% AMI) 

THE AHBP WILL PRODUCE AN ADDITIONAL 2,000 UNITS AFFORDABLE TO THESE 
HOUSEHOLDS. 

Middle Income Households Served 
In 2015, a one-person hoilsehold making 120% - 140% of Area Median Incon;i.e earns between 
$85,600 and $99,900. For a family of three, the range is $110,050 to $128,400. This level of income 

20 Between 1992 through 2014 the mclusionary program has generated nearly 2;000 affordable units. 
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' 

is significantly higher than households traditionally sel:viced by affordable housing programs; 
marh!t rate housing is out of reach for these households in San Francisco. Households in'this 

income category could include the followii1.g: 

• A single Electrician (120% AMI) 
• A single Ele'~trical Engineer (140% AMI) 
• A police officer or firefighter and a minimum wage worker (barista, etc.) (120% AMI) 
• An ambulance dispatcher and a housekeeper (140% AMI) 
• 2 Public School teachers with 1 child (140~ AMI) 

2 public' school teachers with 2 children (120% AMI) 
• A police officer and a firefighter with 2 children (140% AMI) 

THE,AHBP WILL PRODUCE AN ADDITIONAL 3,000 UNITS AFFORDABLE TO THESE 
HOUSEHOLDS. 

Need for Permanently Affordable Middle Income Housing 
Based on federal, state, and local standards, "affordable" housing costs no more than 30% of the 
household's gross income. In 2015 middle income households earning 120% of AMI ;;ind 140% of 
AMI could afford the following maximum rents and sale prices: 

Affordable Median Rents in San Affordable sales price22 
monthly rent21 Francisco, 2015 

1-person household $2,100 $3,490 $398,295 
( sti:tdio unit) 

(one bedroom) 

3-person household $2,689 $4,630 $518,737 
(2 bedroom unit) 

Two bedroom 
. . . .. 

Comparatively, median rents are $3,490 for a 1 bedroom, and $4,630 for a 2 bedroom apartment 
in San Francisco23. To afford these rents a middle income households (120% AMI) would be 
required to dedicate 50% or more of their income to housing costs, market San Francisco recently 
exceeded $1 million24, again twice what a middle income (140% AMI) household can afford. 

The income categories serviced by the AHBP are the household types that are declining in San 
Francisco. Census data show that households earning between 50% of AMI and 150% of AMI fell 
from 49% of all households in1990 to just 37% in 2013. These are the income categories for which 
new, permanently affordable housing would be created under the AHBP. Middle-income 
households (120-150% AMI, the dark orange bar below) include· a dimrnishing share of the City's 
growing population, falling from 11 % of the population in 1990 to 9% in 2013. 

21 MOHCD. 2015 Maximum Monthly Rent by Unit Type; Studio and 2-bedroom unit "without utilities" 
figure. 

22 MOHCD. 2015 Sample Sales Prices for the San Francisco Inclusionary Housing Program. 

23 https://www.zumper.com/blog/2016/01/zum.per-national-rent-report-january-2016/ 
- . 

24http://www.sfgate.com/business/networth/arlicle/1-million-city-S-F-median-home-price-hits-7-
5626591.php 
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San Francisco's Households by AMi, 1990-2013 

100% 

90% 

80% 

70% 
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1990 2000 2013 

N150% and above AMI 

lll120-150%AMI 

. !l• 80-120% AMI 

•50-80%AMI 

m0-50%AMI 

Households 
serviced by 
AHBP 

· The last several RHNA cycles show that San Francisco has consistently under-produced housing 
for these :income category over the same period o~ time.25 

From the 2014 Housing Element: 
fab&-l-M 
Mliui!I Prollllctmli Tarycll< 
amlAireragellnnlllil: 
Prodl!lllimi, Siiti Flllllc1itii!, 
2il01--0,1 ZU1:4 

25 Note that since the City does not currently have a program which guarantees affordability for households 
above 120% of the Area Median Income, the Department does not have data on the production of housing 
for that :income level Based on current understanding of market sales and rental costs, staff believes that 
newly constructed housing is not affordable to middle income households. 
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Amluaf Prll'lfaclfon :fmrgm 
"rutAvern~Allllm1l 

Pwduc!ion, li2a fl'lmCT&cu, 
l!mY-2005 

TOTALS 

From the 2004 Housing Element: 

'·····. 21),372 .. ·17.473 .· .. 

T.4.BLEI-65 

Amm.al Proil11dr"o1r Tru-'gets med Average Anmral Hm1sl11g Produdiau, 1!l89-1!l!JS" 

Bousiuif Goals AcluaU'roductfon 
1Sll!hlune 1!!S!i {6.5 years) 1.9119-1!190.: tta yeai;sl~ %.ofl!.rmual 

.Allimlabiffly Cafugaiies 
Annual Amwal 

Targd 

Toral Total Al:hieved 
Targels livera~. 

Vayloo-fnrome{b;luw 00% AMI} .5,392 8311 :u'(t.2 2211' .2B.oi 

1..owi.'ICOm<>{OO'l:,-W%AMI} 3,5B5 553 t,51!; t!'li: 21:l'l! 

Modera!e lr.romec{&J3-1m% Mii} ·MP3 691 551 re B.1i 
MarketRaie 8,987 1,383 ~.@ QS!J 71.6% 

Annual ProdQctioo Ti'!!jJ,el;. 1tl!l-'J-.F.mec 1Wii . '11..41Jl 3.4~ 14,107 ' ·f .. 417 41.11% 

The Local AHBP program will increase the amount of inclusionary housing produced for 
- . . 

households making 55% or 90% of AMI while creating a new source of housing for middle 

income households making 120% (rental) or 140% (ownership) of AMI. 

Why Provide Affordable Housing for Moderate and Middle Income Households? 
The AHBP is designed to complement the existing affordable housing _programs and housing 
units, to ensure that the City of San Francisco can remain an equitable and ir!.clusive City as we 
continue to welcome new residents. In the past several decades middle income households have 
benefited from affordability assured through rent control, however vacancy de-control and 
changes ~tenure have reduced the affordability of this housing supply. Limited public subsidies 
for affordaple housing can continue to service the very low, low and moderate income 
households, while mixed income development projects such. as the. AHBP and those enabled 
under the inclusionary housing program ·wm service low, moderate and middle income 
households. 

How does the AHBP Respond to Specific Neighborhoods? 
The AHBP is a citywide program that addresses the affordability needs of all of San Francisco. 
Much like the City's indusionary programs, the intention of the AHBP is to increase the 
production of privately-financed housing for the City as a whole, by leveraging market-driven 

$1\t!FH.Al!i)!SCO 
Pl.ANNIN~ DEP)UUMEN'I' 

487 

23 

l· 
i 



Executive Summary J . CASE NO. 2014-001503PCA 
Hearing Date: February 25, 2016 Affordable Housing.Bonus Program 

development that otherwise would provide fewer or no affordable units for low, moderate, and 
middle income residents. 

Neighborhood SpecificAMI's: Focus on the Bayview 
Some have commented that in some neighborhoods, the Bayview Neighborhood, :in particular, 
could warrant a neighborhood specific adjustment to the AHBP program. 

Because the Bayview neighborhood has a history of industrial uses that has left several large, 
underutilized ·sites that, if those sites were developed under AHBP, they could result in a large 
number of new housing units. For example, one of the soft sites identified in the Bayview is 
43,681 square feet, as compared to a typical 2,500 square foot (25ft by lOOft) commercial lot in an 
NC district. The prevalence of large underutilized lots :in the Bayview means more units could be 
developed there under AHBP when compared to other neighborhoods in the city. 

Although new development potential under this program would come with increases in 
affordable housing units for low, moderate and middle income households, some co:mrrienters 
suggested that the AHBP affordability targets do not adequately serve existing low-:income 
households in the Bayview. Census data26 in the below table shows households by income level 
in the Bayview and citywide. 

26 American Community Survey. 2010-145-Year Average 
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Households by Income Level, Bayview and San 
Francisco 

Bayview San Francisco 
%of 

%ofAMI Households HHs Households %ofHHs 

30% 3,468 31.6%. 80,447 23.1% 

.50% 1,787 16.3% 40,146 11.5% 

80% 1,841 16.8% 52,299 15.0% 

)00% 1,045 9.5% 28,683 8.2% 

120% 828 7.6% 26,436 7.6% 

150% 685 6.3% 31,267 9.0% 

200% 646 5.9% 33,305. 9.5% 

>200% 662 6.0% 56,249 16.1% 

Total 10,963 100.0% 348,832 100.0% 

Bayview has a higher. share of households earning 30% of AMI27 and below than the citywide 
average. These households are typically served by SFH;A public hous.ing, of which there is a high 
concentration .in the Bayview neighborhood relative to other neighborhoods .in San Francisco. 

Roughly 56% of Bayview households earn between 50% of AMI and 150% of AMI- these axe the 
household .incomes that will be served by the AHBP. Bayview households qualify at a higher 
proportion than the citywide average where only 51 % of households earn between 50% and 150% 
~~ . . .... 

Below is a demographic portrait of the Bayview Households by Race and Ethnicity. 

Households by Race and Ethnicity, Bayview and San 
Francisco28 · 

Bayview San Francisco 
% of % of 

Race. Households HHs Households HHs 

BlackHHs 4,760 44.6% 20,495 6.0% 

AsianHHs 2,793 26.2% 95;032 27.9% 
Hispanic 
HHs 1,666 15.6% 37,901 11.1% 

v $21,400 for a one-person household, $27 ,500 for a household of three 

2BSource: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (October 28, 2015). Consolidated 
Plamring/CHAS Data. 2008-12ACS 5-Year Average. 
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WhlteHHs 

OtherHHs 

Total 

1,075 10.1% 

377 3.5% 

10,671 100.0% 

176,841 51.9% 

10,156 3.0% 

340,425 100.0% 

The AHBP Local Program for mixed-income Q.evelopment is intended to complement existing 
and ongoing programs by providing affordable housing units to serve low, moderate, and 
middle income households making above 50% of AMI, including the half of Bayview households 
that fall into this income range. In addition, the 100% AHBP program is designed to yield a 
greater number of units affordable to households making below 60% of AMI, by allowing for 
greater density for 100% affordable housing developments. 

Serving Existing Residents with Below Market Housing 
There are two provisiorui to help ensure that existing residents can access below market housing 
in their neighborhood. · 

The first, which is recently adopted legislation separate from the AHBP, is often called 
'Neighborhood Preference'. The legislation prioritizes 40% of all affordable inclusionary units be 
to existing neighborhood residents. This provision enables existing residents to seek permanently 
ci.ffordable housing in their neighborhood. In the case of the Bayview - existing residents will be 
competitive for the low, moderate and middle income units. 

The second provision is part of the draft AHBP ordinance. In order to ensure that the affordable 
units are below market rates the AHBP legislation requires that all affordable units be rented or 
sold at a price at least 20% below a particular neighborhood' & market housing costs. For example 
if a project :in the Bayview was entitled under the ~ocal AHBP program - before the 18% of units 
that are intended to service middle income h~useholds were marke~ed to residents (after 

. construction) the project sponsors would be required to demonstrate that the middle :income 
targets (120% and 140% AMI) were at least 20% below the prevailing market costs for housing :in 
the Bayview. Should the City find that housing priced to be affordable to 140% AMI households 
was reflecting the market rafe; the project sponsor would be required to reduce the cost to a price 
that is affordable to households at 120% AMI and :inarket the units to qualifying households. 
This provision enables the program to be flexible to neighborhood specific market conditions and 
market variations over time. 

Deparbnent :Recommended Amendments to Affordability 
•!• WITHIN THE CONSTRAINTS OF FEASIBLY CONVERT SOME OF THE 18% 

11IDDLE INCOME (120%/140%) UNITS TO 100%/120% AMI. 

The AHBP Local Program for mixed-income developments co-uld be modified to require that a 
higher share of affordable units are required to be provided for households making below 100% 
of AMI (rental) o.r 120% AMI (ownership). This approach would not impact the 100% AHBP 
program. 

Potential Implications of Proposed Amendment 
· This amendment addresses the concern that a wider band of househo~ds' affordable housing 
needs should be met through this program. 

In general, lowering the income levels of required affordable units could have some :impacts on 
financial feasibility for some projects. This approach could reduce participation in the Local 
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AHBP, in preference for the State Program or existing zoning· requirements. A .financial 
sensitivity analysis should be conducted in order to identify the exact relationship between lower 
income targets and project feasibility. 

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 

Two draft ordinances are before the Commission for consideration today. These items may be 
acted upon or may be continued, at the discretion of the Commission. 

1. Mayor Lee and Supervisor Tang :introduced the AHBP Ordinance amend:ing the 
Planning Code on September 29, 2015; substitute legislation was introduced on January 

· 12, 2016. The proposed Ord:inance is before the Commission so that it may recommend 
adoption, rejection, or adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors. 

2. On October 15, 2015 the Planning Commission initiated hear:ings on a proposed 
Ord:inance amending the General Plan. The Planning Commission can recommend 
adoption, rejecti.on, or <i-doption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors. 

RECOMMENDATION SUMMARY 

The Department recommends that the Corrurrlssion recommend approval with the amendments 
specified below to the Board of Supervisors of the proposed Ordinances and adopt the attached 
Draft Resolution to that effect. Further :information; :including the basis for the recommendations 
and potential implicati.ons of alternatives have been described in more detail earlier in the case 
report. The section merely summarizes the content to assist the Commission with voting on a 
potential recommendation. Please note the Commission's acti.on is in no way constra:ined to the 

. topics or recommendations listed below. This is only a summary of staff recommendations. 

Topic 1: Program Eligibility (pages 3-7) . 
A Recommend approval with scale limitations as currently drafted. 
B. STAFF RECOM:MENDATION: Modify to add that proj~d:s that propose to demolish any 

residential units shall not be eligible for AHBP. . · 
C. Advis~ Board of Supervisors regarding benefits and concerns. Direct staff to continue 

work on these issues. 

Topic 2: Infrastructure to Support New Growth (pages 7-8) 
A STAFF RECOM:MENDATION: Recommend approval with :infrastructure support as 

currently drafted. 
B. Advise Board of Supervisors of issues on concern and direct staff to continue work on 

. these issues. 

Topic 3: Urban De~ign (pages 8-11) 
A Recommend approval with urban design limitations as currently drafted. 
B. STAFF RECOM:MENDATION: Modify to add a design guideline to maximize light and 

air to the sidewalks and frontages along the streets, including alleyways. 
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C. STAFF RECO:M:M:ENDATION: Modify lot merger limitations on 50% 0£ the actual block 
lengih, rather than apply a citywide nume:r;ical cap: 

D. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: DD:ect Planning Staff to include analysis of a projecf s 
conformity to design guidelines in a Planning Commission Case Report. 

E. Advise Board of Supervisors of issues on concern and direct staff to continue work on 
these issues. 

Topic 4: Public Review & Commission Approval (pages 11-14) 
A. Recommend appro.val with new review process as proposed whereby appeals are 

considered by the Board of Appeals. 
B. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Modify the appeals body for the Local and 100 Percent 

Affordable Housing Bonus Project Authorization-Section 328-to be the Board of 
Supervisors 

C. Modify the process such that Conditional Use Authorizations (CU) would not be 
considered as findings within the entitlement £or AHBP projects, but would require a 
separate CU. 

D. Advise Board of Supervisors of issues on concern and direct staff to continue work on 
these issues. 

Topic 5: Preserving Small Business {pages 14-17) 
A. Recommend approval with small business preservation tools as currently drafted. 
B. STAFF RECO:M:M:ENDATION: Modify to add that a requirement that existing businesses 

be offered first right of refusal for commercial space :in new buildings. 
C. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Modify to ask that the Board of Supervisors direct the 

City to establish a small business relocation fee to be paid by new development . 
consistent with the uniform relocation act. 

D. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Modify to require early notification to commercial 
tenants be no less tlian 18 months and also reported to the Office of Economic and 
Workforce Development. 

. E. STAFF RECO:MIY.IENDATION: Allow Planning Commission to reduce commercial use 
sizes or require commercial uses in AHBP projects to protect neighbor?-ood serving 
businesses. 

F. Advise Board of Supervisors of issues on concern and direct staff to continue work on 
these issues. 

Topic 6: Affordability (pages 17-27) 
A. Recommend approval with new review process as proposed whereby the local program 

provides 12% low or moderate income housing and 18% middle income housihg. 
B. STAFF RECO:M:M:ENDATION: Within the constraints of feasibly convert some of the 

18% middle income (120%/140%) units to 100%/120% AMI. 
C. Within the constraints of feasibility provide affordable' housing units for a broader range 

of households than are currently served, by deepening income level targets. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

On April24, 2014, the San Francisco Planning Commission, in Resolution No.19121, certified the 
2004 and 2009 Housing Element Final Environmental Impact Report ("Final EIR"), prepared in 
compliance with the California Environmental Qualitj Act ("CEQA"), Public Resources Code 
Section 21000 et seq. In Resolution No. 19122, the Planning CoIIUirission adopted the findings and 
conclusions required by CEQA regarding alternatives, mitigation measures, and significant 
environmental :impacts analyzed in the Final EJR, and adopted a Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program and a Statement of Overriding Considerations as part of its approval of the 
2009 Housing Element. 

On January 14, 2016, in response to the proposed Affordable Housing Bonus Program and related 
General Plan Amendments, the San Francisco Planning Department prepared an Addendum to 
the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element Final EIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 ("the 
Addendum"). The Addendum accessed here and the Note to File is . Exhibit H: 
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2014.1304E AHBP Addendum03 Oll416%20Finalpdf 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

Public comment on the proposed AHBP has been received through the 20 plus public outreach 
events, direct correspondence with the Planning Commission or Department staff, and through 
several public forums and media discussions. Staff have maintained a log of public comments 
and responded to questions as they are received. 

Public comments range greatly and cover a variety of topics. Most frequently public comments 
include a request for more information or details on a specific item. Key topics of discussion are 
sunuiiarized in the discussions above. 

Many commenters support the program's approach to providing more affordable housing, while 
others express a clear lack of support for the program. More nuanced comments include a serie.s 
of suggested amendments. Generally these issues are addressed by the discussion above arid the 

·. related proposed amendments.' 

RECOMMENDATION: Recommendation of Approval with Modifications 

Attachments: 
ExhiliitA: 
ExhibitB: 
ExhibitC: 
ExhibitD: 
ExhibitE: 

ExhibitF: 
ExhibitG: 
ExhibitH: 

SAJ( FRANCISCO 

Draft Planning Commission Resolution for General Plan Amendments 
Draft Planning Commission Resolution for BOS File 150969 
Department Recommendation Summary 
Public Comment received since ~overriber 5, 2015 
Project Sponsors proposed Amendments to the Affordable Housing Bonus . 
Program 
Ordinance Adopting General Plan Amendments 
Board of Supervisors File No. 150969 
Note to File 
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HEARING DATE: FEBRUARY 25, 2016 
90-DAY DEADLINE: APRIL 11, 2016 

Project Name: 
Case Number: 
Initiated by: 

Staff Contact: 

Reviewe4 by: 

Recommendation: 

BACKGROUND 

Affordable Housing Bo1'US Program 
2014-001503PCA [Board File No. 150969] and 2014-001503GP A 
Mayor Ed Lee 
Supervisor Katy Tang 
In±roduced September 29, 2015, December16, 2015, and 
January 12, 2016 
MenakaMohan, Legislative Affairs · 
menaka.mohan@sfgov.org, 415-575-9141 
Paolo Jkezoe. Citywide Division 
paoloikezoe@sfgov.org, 415-575-9137 
Kearstin Dischinger, Manager of Housing Policy 
kea:rstin.dischinger@sfgov.org, 415-558-6284 
Recommend Approval with Modifications 

On September 29, 2015, Mayor Edwin M Lee and Supervisor .Katy Tang introduced an ordinance 
to implement the.Affordable Housing Bonus Program (AHBP). The Planning Commission has 
held four public hearings on the program to date: 

• October 15, 20151° 
Initiation of General Plan Amendments: initiation at Planning Com:arlssion of the AHBP 

. General Plan Airiendments . · · · 

• November 5, 21052 
Initiation Hearing: introduced fue basics of the program and feedback received to date. 

• December 3, 20153 
Initi.ally scheduled for adoption Response to public and Commissioner comments and 
concerns. Adoption hearing continued to January 28th.. 

lCase packet for initiation of AHBP General Plan Amendments: 
http:Ucommissions.sfplanrung.org/cpcpackets/2014-001503GP A.pd£ 
2Case packet for the Planning Code Amendment as presented to the Commission on November 5, 2015: 
http://www.sf-plamring-.orgiftp/files/plans-and-programs/planning--for-the-
ciiy/ahbp/ahbp roemotoCPC 2014-001503PCA.pdf 
3Presentation to Pla.mUng Commission: http:l/www.sf-planrung:.org-/ftp/fileslplans-and-programs/planningo-
for-the-city/ahbp/AHBP CPC Presentation-120315.pdf · 
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• January 28, 20164 . 
Update to Commission on public on changes to the program, including Supervisor 
Breed's amendment removing existing rent-controlled units from AHBP eligiliility. 

REPORT STRUCTURE 

The January 28th, 2016 Planning Commission hearing on the Affordable Housing Bonus Program 
(AHBP or Program) included several public comments and a detailed discussion of the proposed 

·program. In consultation with the Commission President, this case report focuses on six (6) key 
topics raised at that hearing. Each topic includes the following sections: 

• Topic a brief summary of the topic and issue raised; 
• AHBP Current Response a discussion of the AHBPs proposed strategy to address the 

issues raised. 
Note: the majority of these sections discuss the proposed Local Program which was 
crafted to respond to local housing policy goals. The.Individually Requested and State 
Analyzed programs primarily :implement the State Density Bonus Law; and 

• Recommended Amendments and Implications a discussion of Amendment strategies to 
address the identified issues and potential implications of that Amendment As 
proposed, the AHBP is intended to achieve increased levels of affordable housing 
production for low, moderate, and middle income households across San Francisco. 

This program has been design,ed to: incentivize market-rate project applicants to choose a Local 
P-rogr~ that achieves 30% affordability rather than the State density bonus program that allows 
for 12 to 18% affordability; increase the development of 100% affordable housing proje~ serving 
households below 60% AMI through the 100% AHBP program; and, increase the City's overall 
supply of affordable housing without drawing public resources away from existing affordable 
housing programs. All proposed Amendments to this program will be evaluated for their :impact 
on project feasibility and on their ability to incentivize project sponsors to achieve the highest 
levels of affordability. 

This case report is intended to provide a structure for the Commission to consider these six 
topics. To assist with this structure a summary Department recommendations has been provided 
as Exhibit C. These recommendations in no way liinit the Commission's actions. 

For more detail on the AHBP program goals, outcomes, and the proposed legislation please refer 
to the Noveinber 5, 20152 and January 28, 20164 Planning Commission Packets. Related studies 
and reports are available in those packets or on the program website. · 

4 Case packet for the Plarnring Code Amendment and General Plan Amendment as presented to the 
Commission on January 28, 2016. http://www.sf-planning.org/.f!;p/files/plans-and-prograrns/planning-for­
the-city/ahbp/2014-001503PCA.pdf 
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ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS 

Topic 1. Program Eligibility 
Comm.enters are generally supportive of encouraging housing on soft sites; however some have 
expressed concerns that the AHBP ordinance cm;tld incentivize development of parcels that 
house existing residents. The zoning districts witlrin the AHBP area contain .roughly 30,500 
parcels, and cover neighborhoods throughout the city. 

This ·section disrusses the existing limitations on program eligibility, expected outcomes, and 
:includes cine recomm~dation for Commission consideration. 

Current Proposal: AHBP and Lim.its to the Program Scale 
To be eligible for the AHBP program, a site must meet several eligibility criteria A parcel's 
zoning district has been the most discussed eligibility criterion for the Program; however there 
are a number of other legislated eligibility criteria proposed in the ordinance that further restrict 
the program's application. Furthermore, analysis of past development patterns under rezon:ings. 
and the financial requirements of the program :indicate that use of the program will be further 
limited in application. This section briefly discusses these limiting criteria and supporting 
analysis. 

The Department estimates that of the eligible parcels, approximately 240 parcels citywide will 
potentially benefit from the AHBP. Generally, these are parcels that are currently developed to 
less than five percent of exmting zoning, do not have any residential uses, and are not schools, 
churches, hospitals, or historic resources 

Limiting Criterion 1: Program applies in only certain Zoning Districts ("Program Area") 
. The California State Density Bonus Law (State Law)5 applies to residential projects of five or more 
units anywhere in the state of California 6 The proposed San Francisco Affordable Housing 
Bonus Prog:r:am focuses this broad law on zoning districts with all three of the following features: 
1) allowance of residential uses; 2) control of density by a ratio of units to lot area; and 3) 
allowance of multi-unit residential buildings. The following districts are NOT eligible for the 
Local or State Analyzed Programs of the AHBP: RH-1 arid Rff-2 and any zoning districts where 
density is regulated by form (such as NCT, RTO, UMU, D'fR, C-3, etc.). 

Limiting Criterion 2: No demolition of Historic ResolJ.'!'.ces (less 4,750 or More Parcels) 
The AHBP ordillance explicitly disqualifies many parcels witlrin eligible zoning districts based on 
a number of characteristics. Known historic resources, identified as CEQA Category A buildings 
by the Department's Historic Preservation division, cannot be demolished to build AHBP 
projects. 7 Generally, the State Law does not recognize locally designated resources; however the 
State does allow cities to deny requested incentives, concessions or waivers only for properties 
listed on National or California Registars. The Loccil Program protects both eligible and listed 

5California Government Code Sections 65915 - 65918 
6 Please see Exhibit E which describes sponsor requested legislative changes. 
"In addition, the Planning Commission does not approve demolition unless the proposed project is also 
approved. 
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resources. under local, state .and federal designations. Criterion 2 (exclusion of projects proposing 
to demolish historic resources) would reduce the number of eligible parcels by at least 4,750. 
Additional parcels could be excluded during the application qr pre-application process as 
described below. 

Properties in San Francisco are organized into three categories for the purposes of CEQA: 

Status 

CategoryB 

Eligibility for AHBP 

Unknown (properties over 45 years of age) may be eligible if determined 
not to have historic status 

.. . . . 
. . ~:i}. 'i:~::;;:::: :'. ::·;:;1~:::'.~. ·;·. : ·:: .~:. ·:· :.·are::~y.~1;i1~·~opill:ticipaW i;:1(ii;!:;:~i 

. . .. . . ~: ::::::. .. 

The existing proposal is clear that "Known Historic Resources" sites are not eligible for the 
program and "Not a Resource" sites are eligible for the program. The only uncertainty that 
remains is for "Unlmown-" sites. It is not possible to determine which "Unlmown'' properties 
may be reclassifted as "Category A-" or "C' until a historic resource evaluation is filed with the 
environmental evaluation. The uncertainty in time and invested resources may reduce the 
incentive for a project sponsor to participate in the Local AHBP. There are an estimated 4,570 
"Category A" buildings in the AHBP area. There are also 22,100 "Category B" buildings - with 
unknown potential as historic resources. Before a project could be approved on these sites, the · 
necessary historic evaluation would be completed to determine the ;resource status. 

Category B Properties - Initial. Historic Reso71:rce Determination . 
As part of the AHBP entitlement process the Department may offer an initial historic ~source 
determination. The initial historic resource determination application would not require 
information on the proposed project as only the historic status of the property would be 
evaluated. This would allow a project sponsor an opportunity to determine eligibility for the 
local AHBP without investing resources into the design of the proposed project 

Category B Properties - Citywide Historic Resources Survey 
Since the beginning of the City's historic preservation program, small-scale surveys have been 

· completed on a piecemeal basis, depending on funding and staff resources. Beginning in the 
summer of 2016, th~ Department will begin the first phase of a citywide historic resource survey 
documenting those areas of San Francisco that have not yet been evaluated. The first priority of 
this work will be areas potentially eligible for the AHBP and areas currently experiencing, or 
anticipated to have, heightened development The citywide historic resource survey project is 
anticipated to take four to six years to complete. Early determination of either disqualification or 
eligibility will allow projects to be withdrawn if a resource is present or, if appropriate, designed 
with greater efficiency and compah'bility. This survey work will mi.n:imize program uncertainties 
and associated costs for both the project and the City. 
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CategonJ B Properties - Neighborhood Commercial District SurvetJ and Historic Context Statement · 
The Department recently completed a Neighborhood Commercial Storefronts Historic Context 
Statement and data collection phase of a Neighborhqod Commercial District Survey. The primary 
goal of the survey is to identify historic properties that may requll:e future seismic or accessibility 
upgrades. The Department is currently preparing the community outreach phase of the su,rvey. 
The survey examined approximately 83 current or formally-zoned neighborhood commercial 
areas, totaling 5,500 buildings. Along with recent area plan historic surveys, slich as Market & 

Octavia, S<?Ma, and Mission, the Department will have determinations for virtually all. 
neighborhood .commercial corridors within the City. 'This information will provid!! upfront 
information on which properties are Category A or .C. · 

Limiting Criterion 3: No demolition of a Rent Control Unit 
Board President Stipervisor London Breed proposed an amendment to the AHBP ordinance that 
bans the demolition of any rent control units through this program. The ordinance sponsors, 
1'.fayor Edwin Lee and Supervisor Katy Tang, as well as by the Department fully support this 
proposed amendment. Removing parcels with rent-controlled units is estimated to reduce the 
nuffiber of eligible parcels by 17,000. 

LIMITING CRITIERA TWO AND THREE REMOVE AN ES.TIMATED 19,300 
PARCELS FROM ELIGIBILITY <ROUGHLY 63% OF 30,500 PARCELS IN THE 

. PROGRAM AREA). 

Limiting Criterion 4: Cannot shadow a public park or open space 
The AHBP ordinance further limits the use of the Local Program for any project that would cause 
a sigcifi.cant shadow impact on a p\1-blic park. It is difficult to estimate the exact limitation this 
restriction could cause on the program. area, because shadow imp_acts woUrd be determined. 
during the environmental evaluation process, and could vary based on the specific building 
design. A preliminary shadow fan analysis indicates that up to 9,800 parcels could potentially be 
limited in their ability to build two additional stories of height due to this restriction and 
proximity to public parks. Specific analysis of a particular building proposal could change these 
initial results. 

Limiting Criterion 5: Gain Commission approval required to demolish a unit 
The City of San Francisco currently has very strict regulations around the demolition of a housing 
unit (Planning Code Section 317). Any project proposing to demolish a residential unit would be 
required to make the necessary findings and receive Planning Commission approval for the 
project. 

Past development patterns suggest developJ11;ent would primarily happen on underutilized 
(soft) sites 
The vast majority of eligible parcels contain healthy buildings and uses that would make them 
unlikely to be redeveloped. For example, the Market Octavia Area Plan rezoned every parcel in 
the Plan Area, removing density restri,ctions and increasing the zoned potential of most parcels. 
Despite this widespread rezoning, the plan resulted in new development on underutilized 
parcels such as former freeway parcels and large underutilized lots on Market Street. Other 
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parcels that were rezoned as part of Market. an<;l Octavia that host healthy older buildings 
:including s:ingle family homes, apartment buildings and mixed uses. have not attracted new . 
development proposals because the ct:µ'rent uses are highly valued by the community. It. is 
anticipated that the AHBP would lead to similar development patterns. For purposes of 
estimating potential hous:ing unit yields from the AHBP ·program, the Department identified 
approximately 240 underutilized (0 soft") sites - sites where the currerit built envelope comprises 
five percent or less of the allowable building envelop under rurrent zoning. Also, parcels 
contain:ing residential uses, schools, hospitals and historic resources were also excluded as 
potential development sites. 

While the Local AHBP offers clear development :incentives, such as two stories of. height and 
:increased density, it also requires that project sponsors provide: 1) 30% of all units as 
permanently affordable; 2) 40% of the units as two bedroom; and 3) meet specific new design 
requirements, of the Program. F:inancial analysis tested the program's value recapture to ensure 
the max;imum affordable housing was required while still providing an :incentive for projects to 
elect to provide 30% affordable housing. The analysis f~und the program is feasible, but only in 
some cases. 

The financial feasibility analysis assumes current land values of the existing parcels remain 
constant with the implementation of the AHBP. The financial analysis assumes that land values 
would not increase due to program benefits; accordingly, there is little flexibility in the pric~ 
projects can afford to pay for land. Further, the analysis assumes that the existing uses did not 
add to land value, so any existing use that would add value not considered by the financial 
analysis and would likely tip a project into infeasibility. In other words, the AHBP Local Program 
is financially feasible only for projects on sites where the existing building does not add costs to 
acquiring the property. A site with several residential units would comrriand a higher market 
price than what was tested, and therefore the Local Program or State Analyzed Programs would 
likely not be financially feaSible on sites with eXisting buildings. · 

Department Recommended Amendment to Further Limit Program Eligibility 
To address concern .around the program's scale, the Department recommends the following 
amendment: 

•!• ADD LIMITING CRITERION: PROJECTS THAT PROPOSE TO DEMOLISH ANY 
RESIDENTIAL UNITS SHALL NOT BE ELIGIBLE FORAHBP. 

Supervisor Breed's amendment to the program already prevents parcels containing existing rent-­
controlled units from developing through the AHBP. The City could further limit the eligibility 
for AHBP to projects that do not demolish any existing residential units (regardless of rent­
controlled status). 
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Potential Implication of Proposed Amendment 
If the AHBP was limited to projects that did not have ANY residentiai units: 

The AHBP could still produce 5,000 affordable housing units on 240 potential soft sites over a 
20 year period. None of the soft sites identified contain known existing housing units, as the 
Department considers the development of sites with existing units unlikely for the reasons 
discussed above. Should the Planning Commission recommend this amendment, the amendment 
would not reduce the development potential on the identified potential soft sites. 

Smaller increases in· density to parcels with existing residential uses would be prohibited. 
Generally, sites with existing residential uses are unlikely to redevelop under the ARBP. 
However in the occasional ffista:ttte where· an owner wante4 to redevelop a property with 
residential uses, the density of the new building would be limited by existing regulations, and 

. there would not be the incentive to provide 30% affordable housing. Especially on smaller sites, 
where total units are below the 10 unit threshold for inclusionru:y housing under Plartn:ing Code 
section 415, the amendment could mean a reduction or omission of affordable housing when 
these sites are developed. If even 5% of the sites with only one unit in the Program area chose to 
develop and add mote units' (as allowed under e~g regulations), the City could gain an 
additional roughly 300 permanently affordable units. 8 These units would not be built if this 
·amendment is adopted. Additionally, these sites could redevelop under existing .zoning 
controls producing zero affordable housing units. 

For projects that include five or more units, property owners could still avail themselves of the 
State Density Bonus Law and receive up a 35% increase in density, up to three incentives and 
concessions and waivers of development standards as defined by the State Law, while providing 

· 1ess affordable housing and no middle income housing. ill addition, the State. Law would limit 
the Department and Commission's ability to disapprove any incentives, concessi~ns or waivers 

· requeSted by the project sJionsor. · · · ·- .· - ·· · · · - · · · · · 

Topic 2: Infrastructure to Support New Growth 
San Francisco residents enjoy a high level of public infrastructure including access to operi space 
and parks, pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, schools, and an urban transit system. As the 
City's· population grows, these amenities must be managed and scaled to accommodate new 
residents and maintain the quality of life in San Francisco. Recent area plans have generally 
included a community .improvements plan and commensurate revenue strategies to enable 
infrastructure growth with new development Comm.enters have asked how transportation and · 
other amenities will be provided to support new residential development enabled through the 
AHBP. This section describes the City's current strategy for planning infrastructure to support 
new growth, with a focus on transportation. 

Current Proposal: AHBP and Transportation. Services 

8 There are roughly 4,100 single-family homes m the AHBP program area in zoning districts that currently 
allow higher density develop~ent Based on the Deparlment's analysis, if only 5% of these sites were to 
redevelop they could produce upwards of 350 new permanently affordable units and a total net increase of 
1,000 units. 
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The Program a:rea is generally within walking distance to the Muni Rapid Network, the high 
level of service corridors such as Muni' s light rail lines, Geary Boulevard and Mission Street. This 
means that the AF.IBP is encouraging new housing where the qty. is currently investing in 
increased levels of transportation services. This land use and transportation planning 
coordination ensures the City's investments will support new residents. 

Area plans such as Market & Octavia and Eastern Neighborhoods include neighborhood specific 
impact fees to support concentrated development. For the more dispersed development 
associated with the AF.IBP, the City has subsequently completed a citywide infrastructure 
standards analysis and created commensurate citywide infrastructure funding mechanisms-and 
plans. Many of the City's our infrastructure systems, especially transit and.childcare, operate on a 
citywide basis and generally require a citywide approach when planning improvements. · 

In the past several years, San Francisco has made great progress on several citywide 
transportation planning efforts and has established several new transportation revenue sources. 
In addition to the . ongoing revenue sources, in 2014 voters approved a $500 Million 
transportation bond. Also in 2014, voters supported Proposition B which tethers additional 
transportation funding to the rate of population growth. 

The Citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF), which applies to new residential and 
commercial development, is anticipated to generate $1.2 billion in revenue over 30 years. TSF 
revenues will enable the City to "invest in our transportation network" and "shift modeshare by 
requiring new developments to prioritize more sustainable travel methods". The Department 
anticipates that over 80% of the projected projects that take advantage of the AF.IBP would 
include 20 units or more, and therefore would be subject to the recently established TSP fee. 
Thus, the AF.IBP could generate upwards of 99 million dollars9 in new transportation funding to 
support new residents. These funds will contribute meaningfully to the City's overall 
transportation funding strategy and enable the City to accomplish planned improvements to the 
network 

In addition to the TSF, all projects entitled under the AF.IBP would be subject to existing citywide 
fees for Public Schools, Public Utilities Commission (sewer and water) and childcare facilities. 

These fees enable the City to make initial :investments in infrastructure systems to support new 
growth. Maintaining a high level of service for all infrastructure types is critical to the quality of 
life in San Francisco. Much of the AHBP area includes parts of the City with higher levels of 
service for open space and pedestriaJ:\ amenities.ID 

Topic 3: Urban Design 
Some corrunenters have expressed concerns about the compab.oility of potential AF.IBP buildings 
and neighborhood context. Some have expressed concern that the AF.IBP takes a' one-size-fits-all' 

9 In today's dollars, at $7.74 per GSF, this estimate does not account for annual indexing of fees to account 
for cost inflation_ 

10San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis March 2014.http://www.sf­
planning.org/ftp/files/plans-and-programr/plan-
implementation/20140403 SFJnfrastructreLOSAnalysis Marcb2014.pdf 
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approach, which applies too broadly across the City's many neighborhoods. Some have asked 
whether the consistent development incentives would cause a monotonous or "one size fits all" 
outcome in terms of urban form. The need for special consideration for infill. projects in existing 
historic districts has been raised. Some commenters also raised questions about the relationship 
between potential heights and existing road widths, suggesting that narrow streets may warrant 
special consideration. And, some have suggested that the limits on lot mergers should relate to 
the neighborhood context more specifically. 

Current Proposal: AHBP and Urban Design 
As drafted, the AHBP includes several parameters to ~ure neighborho9d and context-specific 
urbanform .. 

Existing Controls Vary to Reflect Neighborhood Context 
The Local Program of the AHBP enables projects to include two additional stories of housing 
when 30% of affordable housing is provided. The height increases are based upon the existing 
height regulations. While the incentive is the same increment across the Gty, ·the outcomes of the 
program will vary based on the underlying height limits. ill many districts, the program enables 
six-story buildings, :in some seven-story buildings, and in others eight-story and above buildings. 
While an AHBP project providing 30% on-site affordable units :in the Western Addition and one 
in the Sunset would both receive two extra stories of height; the foriner, in a 65-foot height 
district, would result in an eight story building and the latter, in a 40 foot height district, would 
result in a six-story building. Curre.nt variations in underlying height controls will continue to be 
expressed through the AHBP. 

Urban design in many _cities and neighborhood types follow different general.principles. San 
Francisco considers building height in relation to street widths. In some areas, a building's 
maximum podium height might be related to a street width, while in less dense neighborhoods, 
the overall maximum height of a building might be related to the street width. Generally, a ratio 
of building. heights and street widths between :75 .. to -I.5 is considered- appropriate ill San 
Francisco. n This means that streets that are 40 feet wide can comfortably host buildings from 30 
to 60 feet tall. Streets 50 feet wide can host buildings 40to 75 feet tall. Streets 55 feet wide cari host 

· buildings 41 to 83 feet tall. All of the Program area includes roads that are 50 feet or wider -
meaning they ca:r\. comfortably host buildings that are 60 feet or taller. Thus, the AHBP does not 
currently allow blPldings that would be considered too tall :in relation to the street width, 
based on this ratio. 

Design Guidelines 
AHBP projects will be subject to program specific design guidelines. The guidelines address four 
topic areas: tops of buildings, middle of buildings, ground floors, and infill projects within 
existing historic districts. These guidelines will ensure San Francisco's practice of emphasizing 
context-specific design in new construction. The AHBP draft Design Guidelines includes 25 
design guidelines12• Three of the most relevant to context-specific design include: 

11 Allari B. Jacobs, Great Streets, Fourth Printing, 1996, pages 277 to 280. 

12 The complete AHBP draft design guidelines are availiible here: http://www.sf-planning:.oq~/f!:p/files/plans­
and-prog:rams/planrring:-for-the-city/ahbp/AHBP Draft Design Guidelines.pd£ 
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• TL Sculpt tops of buildings to contribute to neighborhood quality (page 6 of the AHBP 
Design Guidelines). . 

• T3. Express Exceptional and Complementary Architectural Character (page 7 of the 
AHBP Design Guidelines). 

• B3. The fac;ades of new buildings should extend patterns (page 10 of the AF.IBP Design 
Guidelines). 

Development within Historic Districts 
Some historic districts maintain a.stro;ng uniformity while other exlu"bit varied character. AHBP 
projects will likely result in developments of greater density than the surrounding historic 
context. Increased density in historic districts does not inherently conflict with historic 
preservation principles. Historic districts ·are capable of allowing increased housing density 
without affecting the historic character and features of a district. 

· Infill projects within an eligible district will be reviewed by Planning Department Preservation 
staff in addition to the Planning Commission for compatibility with the AHBP Design 
Guidelines. There is no proposed change iri process for an infill project within a locally­
designated district under Article 10 or Article 11 of the Planning Code. Historic Preservation 
Commission review and approval through a Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Alter 
entitlement would continue to be required. Findings of compliance with local guidelines and the 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards would also continue to be required. 

Projects proposed for sites of non-contributing buildings and vacant lots within historic districts 
are required to meet the AHBP Design Guidelines for compatibility with surrounding historic 
context and features. AHBP projects will likely result in qevelopments that may be taller than the 
surrounding historic context, thus it is crucial that the design of infill construction within historic 
districts not be so differentiated that it becomes the primary focus. Application of the AHBP 
Design Guidelines, by the Department, decision-makers, and with oversight from the 
community, will assist in achieving innovative and exceptional design solutions where the scale 

. and massing of a project must relate to the surrounding historic context. 

Below are two of the nine AHBP Design Guidelines for projects within a historic district 

• H2. Strengthen the primary characteristics of the district through infill construction by 
referencing and relating to the historic design, landscape, use, and cultural expressions 
found within the district (page 18 of the AHBP Design Guidelines). 

• H6. Design to be identifiable as contemporary and harmonious with the historic district 
in terms of general site characteristics, materials, and features (page 18 of the AHBP 
Design Guidelines). 

Lot Merger Limits and AHBP 
Current Planning Code controls only regulate lot mergers in a limited number of districtsia in the 
AHBP area. The AHBP ordinance proposes to extend lot limit merger regulations. AHBP projects 

13 Inner and Outer Cement NCDs, and NC-2 Districts on Balboa Street between 2nd Avenue and 
8th Avenues, and between 32nd Avenue and 38th Avenues. 
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that request a lot merger would be limited to less than 125 feet of street frontage. Titls generany 
reflects 50% of a typical San Francisco block, reflecting prevailing patterns in the program area 
neighborhoods. 

The AHBP lot merger language is based on research that looked at past trends and the typical 
commercial corridor block length in the Sunset. Given that the typical commercial corridor block 
length in the Richmond and the Sunset is approximately 240 feet, 125 feet proVides a good 
proximate for a building to not exceed. Note that this regulation would only apply to projects 
that participate in the AHBP. Current regulations would still apply to projects that are not 
participating in the AHBP. Currently, lot mergers are regulated in a few of the City's districts. 
Most commercial corridor zoning districts currently require a Conditional Use if the lot size is 
10,000 square feet and above. 

Department Recommended Amendments to Urban Design 
•!• ADD A DESIGN GUIDELINE TO MAXIMIZE LIGHT AND AIR TO THE 

SIDEWALKS AND FRONTAGES ALONG THE STREETS, INCLUDING 
ALLEYWAYS. 

•!• BASE LOT MERGER LIMITATIONS ON 50% OF THE ACTUAL BLOCK LENGTH, 
RATHER THAN APPLY A CITYWIDE NUMERICAL CAP. 

•!• DIRECT PLANNING STAFF TO INCLUDE ANALYSIS OF A PROJECT'S 
CONFORMITY TO DESIGN GUIDELINES IN A PLANNING COMMISSION CASE 
REPORT. 

Potential Implication of Proposed Amendments 
Additional design guidelines would empower design review to focus on the relationship 
between street width and building heights. A design guideline to "maximize light and air to the 
sidewalks and frontages along the streets, mcluding alleyways" would speak to the overall feel of 
a particu1ar corridor and a specific housing proposaj., . The Planning Commission would be 
required to find projects ·consistent with all AHBP desigit guidelines as part of the approval 
process. This would enhance urban design outcomes and ensure that new buildings are context-­
sensitive. 

Relating the lot merger limitations to block length rqther than overall parcel size ensures that 
AHBP projects rela:te to the specific neighborhood context Limitations· on lot mergers coUld, in 
rare cases, reduce total units produced for an mdividual project However the proposed ratio 
would result ill good urban design consistent with prevailing patterns and would offer an 
appropriate limitation on the scale of potential AHBP projects. 

Topic 4: Public Review and Commission Approval 
Some commenters have expressed concern that AHBP projects will not have adequate public 
input, City. review or Planning Commission review. In particular commenters raised questions 
about the appeals process proposed for the Local AHBP, the conditional use findings and the 
ability of the Commission to make modifications to the design of the building. 

Current Proposal: The Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program Project Review 
As drafted, the Local AHBP does not reduce public input nor public hearing- requirements for 
projects entitled under this program. In fact, the Local Program mcreases the opportunity for 
public input because every Local AHBP project will reqtrire a Planning Commission hearing 

SAIHRAli01S011 
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under the Local and 100 percent Affordable Housing Bonus Project Authorization proposed in 
Section 328, including some projects that would not ofuerwise require Plaruring Commission 
approval. Under the proposal, o:r_ily projects that provide 30% permanently affordable housing, or 
greater, would be eligible for the Local and 100 percent Affordable Housing Bonus Project · 
Authorization process. · · 

Entitlement Process for AHBP State Analyzed Program 
Projects entitled. under the State Analyzed Program will, have no reduction in the City's current 
review process. These projects will either provide fue mirrimum inclusionary amount, or may 
provide between 13% or 20% affordable housing in order to obtain a greater density bonus or an 
increased number of incentives and concessions. Projects entitled through fue State-Analyzed 
program will be subject to the same review and aP.proval processes as. they would .today - the 
triggers for Conditional Use Aufuorization or any oilier code section that requires a Planning 
Commission hearing will continue to have a Plaruring Commission hearing. Projects that use the 
State-Analyzed program and do not trigger a Plaruring Commission hearing under the Code are 
still subject to Discretionary Review (DR). Projects using the State-Analyzed program and choose 
an incentive off the pre-determined menu .that would have required a variance would no longer 
be subject to a variance hearing. However, if the project seeks a variance that is not from the 
menu, a variance hearing would be required. 

Entitlement Process for AHBP Local Program and 100% Affordable 
Projects eni:itled under the Local Program and the 100% Affordable Program, which respectively 
provide 30% affordable units or are completely affordable developments, will be reviewed under 
fue proposed "Local and 100 percent Affordable Housing Bonus Project Authorization," as 
proposed in Section 328. This eni:itlement process is· similar to the ·existing Large Project 
Authorization (LPA) process in fue Eastern Neighborhoods :Mixed Use Districts set forth in 
Planning Code section 329. The goals of establishing a ne:w process for projects that provide 30% 
affordable housing include: 1) create a single process for projects with dear requirements and 
procedures; 2) enable the Planning Commission to grant exceptions to proposed projects without 
requiring a variance; and 3) build on the success of fue LP A process established as part of the 
Eastern Neighborhood Mixed Use Districts. Should a project include a component fuat would 
currently require a conditional use approval (CU), the Commission would continue to be 
required to make the necessary findings that would otherwise be made as part of a CU hearing 
under the new entitlement process, and in addition to the required findings set forth in the Local 
and 100 percent Affordable Jiousing Bonus Project AufuorizatioIL 

Section 328 - the Local and 100 percent Affordable Housing Bonus Project Authorization process­
has a consistent review process for all Local Program projects. The review allows the Commission 
to grant minor exceptions to the Code to respond to design concerns raised by staff· and the 
community in ways that would otherwise require a variance from the Zoning Administrator . 

. The Local and 100 percent Affordable Housing Bonus Project Authorization process recognizes 
that projects that take advantage of the Local Program of the AHBP may be larger than the 
surrounding neighborhood context in order to facilitate higher levels of affordability.' Projects 
must comply with the AHBP Design Guidelines. The Commission can disapprove a project if it fails 
to meet the AHBP Design Guidelines, other applicable design guidelines, the Better Streets Plan 
or the General Plan. A project must have the required 30% or more onsite affordability to qualify 
for the Local and 100 percent Affordable Housing Bonus Project Authorization. 
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CU findings and authority of CPC to change projects 

The Plamtlng Commission will continue to have the aufuorlty to shape a building and revise 
certain components of a project, such as proposed land use, or other elements that might 
ofuerwise be approved under a particular Conditional Use Aufuorization permit. 

·The Local and 100 percent Affordable Housing Bonus Project Aufuorization is designed to allow 
fue Planning Commission the ability to make minor modifications to a project's height, bulk, and 
mass. However, fue process recognizes that these projects may be somewhat taller or bulkier than 
surrounding buildings, and the intent is to limit such modifications to ensure that projects meet 
fue AHBP' s affordability goals. Additionally, as mentioned above, the Planning Commission will 
be able to grant Planning Code exceptions to shift fue mass of a project, if appropriate, as a tool to 
respond to surrounding context 

Summary: Review Process Current Process and AHBP Projects 

Current 

Process 

State 
Analyzed 

Local Program, 
328 Affordable 

Housing 
Benefit 
Review 

;-.?W.~~Iif:ry:Proje:ct 4,~:8:~s$.~~~f o/:P1>'.' ·:,; )\: 
Environmental Review x x x 

:::~~~~~~~~~3~,M~~w.~·,.~~~'.~~fi.~~9~~i;;.:· ·:::::;;··:·•·: .. '·' 
_Desi&l: and Plan_~ev~ew x x x. 

; Ne.igl.tp_orh:i:ro(J)·1o:f.if.ic~tj:~:rt.:(Sectjdl\: 311./.3µ); _or•: .:>:•'::;yr:;·;\\':: ':::;;:<f ':i •:.1·t·:.'.:_: .. :.·:·.·.;:.:i .• _:._·,•.x;' .. ~;-_;~;''' ·:, " 

:r1~~S~i~M'~i~~·~~~i-~~~i,~~~~~--~·:·;i.,1:1'·j .. lli.,::'·····"·····- .. 1;:.::ii~ .... ::;;;~·;.,,F.:~:;~:::!iil;,>;1::;:~· ... ;·;:, .... :. 
,;.:··· 

Required Planning Conunission Hearing Sometimes, DR Sometimes, 
optional DR optional 

x 

: E:i:ttitleri1ent'App.e.ils Body:' , :" ;;:. ~ ~;.~·:;'B6hl; (' :,: ;•; • .. ·: B'8~td'Sf· ::_:,: -'ii?'""'"::.;,,.,;, .. ,. .. . 

. . . :·· '. ... }"", : , .. . . .. '" ",, ... .. ".. . ; ;·:,:~:- ;;'App~· ~~::l;~{'.:c-.::~~p~;*_:-,:.:.:·_.·o·_·_; __ ,'·_:_,'fb.·.·.:_:·,·:.~.' ... :~:-'•,:·.-.•·:, .. ~:·.'_,·:·'·:·:;~·::··: __ "::~';,::··.'.·-·.~-:_:·_:,-_·,iB:A:_ .. _ .• ·.-.·:.•'..?;p·_· .• a.'' .. :~,_f_.'·-ed_: __ •... ·:_: ... b 1··.·.::_.£··:·--·--~~-; .. c·,:_:.:._·.' .• :;_ .. '._··.,·.·.~.·.;,·.·::·::··· 
..•.. '.:::.•·. •. •.. .· ... ··• , ,,. ,. " ••· ~L ::;::t•,;i:i.·;,j l.:~:i~i~.;}~:~ ... , ... Ji[?!'!.·~,,., ;, .,.( .. ,:,, , ·•• 

Priority Processing for Projects with High Levels of Affordability 
Projects that provide 20% affordable housing or more are currently eligible ~or priority 
processing - which means they are the first priority project for assigned staff. Priority processing 
does not change or reduce the steps in the review process. However, it can reduce time related to 
backlogs or high volumes of projects. Local AHBP projects would be eligiole for priority 
processing. 

Department Recommended Amendments to Public Review and Commission 
Approval 
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The following amendments regarding the entitlement process for Local AHBP projects could 
further address the identified issues: 

+!+ MODIFY THE LOCAL AND 100 PERCENT AFFORDABLE HOUSING BONUS 
PROJECT AUTHORIZATION SUCH THAT APPEALS WOULD BE CONSIDERED 
BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS. 

As currently drafted, projects that apply under the Local AHBP are subject to the Local and 100 

percent Affordable Housing Bonus Project Authorization (Section 328) are appealable to the 
Board of Appeals. The appeal of a Section 328 decision could be directed to the Board of 
Supervisors, using the process found :in Section 308 et seq. Under this code section Planning 
. Commission decisions are appealable to the Board of Supervisors within 30 days after the date of 
. action by the Planning Commission, and would be subscribed by either (i) the owners of at least 
20 percent of the property affected by the proposed amendment or· (ii) five members of the Board 
of Supervisors. 

Alternative Amendment 

•!• CONVERT THE 328 PROCESS TO A SEPARATE CONDIDONAL USE 
AUTIIORIZATIONPERMIT FOR ALL PROJECTS TH;AT PARTICIPATE JN THE 
LOCALAHBP. 

Potential Implications of Proposed Amendments 
Shifting appeals of entitlement to the Board of Supervisors for Local AHBP projects would not 
substantially impact the outcomes of the AHBP program in terms of unit production. There is 
some chance that project sponsors ·perceive this appeals process as offering less certainty or 
potentially an increased entitlement p;rocess, because the Board of appeals requires four out five 
votes to overturn a Planning Commission decision. 

In contrast, appeals to the BOS require support of 20% of adjacent property owners or fiv~ Board 
members to be considered, however: a two-thirds majority of Supervisors can overtum a Planning. 
Commission decision. Therefore entitlement of projects likely would not be further burdened by 
this requirement. 

Topic 5: Preserving Small Business 
San Francisco's small business community is an integral part of our neighborhood commercial 
corridors, local economy and San Francisco's rich culture. Some conunenters have expressed 
concerns around the potential impacts of the AHBP on existing small businesses and 
neighborhood· commercial corridors. Will small businesses be afforded the opportunity to 
successfully transition to new locations when necessary? Will neighborhoods continue to have 
. the neighborhood serving businesses? 

Current Proposal: Small Business Preservation and AHBP 
Generally, AHBP infill housing is anticipated on soft sites that arEl predominantly vacant, parking 
lots or garages, gas stations, or other uses that use only a small amount of the total development 
potential. That said some of these sites include existing ~usinesses on neighborhood commercial 
corridors. New development requires a willing seller, buyer and developer. The potential impact 
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of this Program to specific businesses locations or business types cannot be quantified in any 
certain terms due to these factors. However it is generally understood that there are existing 
structures on less than half of fue 240 potential soft sites. 

The City is committed to maintaining small businesses in its neighborhoods. For fuis reason, the 
AHBP includes general assistance and support for any business that might be impacted, which 
can be tailored on a case-by-case basis. Staff anticipates that developments using the AHBP will 
produce additional commercial spaces-and enhance existing commercial corridors. 

Protections for Existing Businesses 
As currently proposed, the AHBP addresses small business preservation in several ways. 

Having adequate notific~tion ti.me when re-location is necessary has been one of the top concerns 
raised by small businesses in fueir recent quarterly meetings with the Mayor. Recently required 
seismic upgrades have forced many businesses to relocate with only a few months' notice. To 
address this concern and at fue suggestion of OEWD and the Small Business Commission, the 
AHBP requires that project sponsors notify tenants of fueir first application to the Planning 
Department for environment review. Generally project construction starts two or ~e~ years after 
a project files for environmental review, but this can vary based on project size and other factors . 

. This notification will guarantee tenants adequate time to develop an updated business plan, 
identify necessary capital, find an appropriate location, and complete necessary tenant 
improvements in a new location. The notification letter will also refer the busii:tess owner to 
OEWD and other agencies that can provide technical assistance and support These services can 
help small businesses achieve a successful transition. 

Relocating businesses may qualify for and take advantage of the Community Business Priority 
Processing Program (CB3P). Projects that qualify for and enroll in the CB3P are guaranteed a 
Planning Commission hearing date ·within 90 days·· of filing a complete application, and 
placement on the Consent Calendar. Certain limitations do apply14. All CB3P applications are 
subject to the same level of neighborhood notice, . the same Planning Code provisions, and the 
same (if applicable) CEQA review requirements, and may still be shifted from Consent tq 
Regular Calendar if requested by a Planning Commissioner or member of the public. 

Enhancing Neighborhood Commercial Corridors and AHBP 
Existing Planning Co~e controls encourage neighborhood appropriate new commercial. spaces." 
·Existing commercial size limits, listed below, will apply to new commercial space constructed as 
part of AHBP buildings. Existing use limitations (including formula retail regulations) will apply. 
These use size ·limitations :were established through community planning processes to reflect 
neighborhood character. Any new or ~anded uses above these amounts will continue to trigger 
a conditional use authorization. 

14 Generally, eligible businesses cannot be a formula retail store with more than 20 establishments and 
ca!tnot expand or interisify the use and certain uses such as alcohol, adult entertainment, massage, fringe 
financial and certain other uses cannot participate. See fue Planning Department website for more 
information: http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocumentaspx?documentID=9130. · 
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The median independent retail size in San Francisco is 2,200 square feet and the.median formula 
retail size in San Francisco is 6,500 square feet Existing controls related to use size limitations 
generally encourage and support a continuati.o:ri. of small businesses on neighborhood 
commercial corridors. A sampling of use size controls is listed below. 

NC District Current Use Size 
Limit 

.... · : ~o.r~ ~~~(%;:~~%~R(~~~f1:::~~~~~l~]~~;~/i·u:¥~,.i·1;,i;;:.:'.:·· .. :::::.'..},:,:(:.·;~;·,.:~~y;:-:-:·· ·· ·.·:·".;f:~~9~:·r~i.:~io·i·:;:i·:::, ;:J:, 
I~er Clement, Inner Sunset, Outer Ciet;ent, Upper Fillmore, · 2,500 ~q. ft. 
Haight, Polk, Sacramento, Union, 24th (Noe), West Pmtal · 

Nc-i; Br~MW:a:y.;: : . ·" · 
•:• .. ;_:.::. :· ... : .. ·~ .. . :: .:~::::·: :~·.'.: 

.... ··: .... : :·.·· 

· .. ,· :: ::··; ~~Q9,R:;~~:··:~~'.:::::;i·:.::;;:.:;:::;· 
NC-2 4,000 sq. ft. 

·:·· ~et.I:'.~~f~::.::·::,;':·.·.·:,,.:: .. :·: ;;:~~~;·_~:,~.;::::;.·':'.··::':·,·:':·i··~::;'c:·. :~;,:;.:::: ·:·,.,:., , ;: .... ·.. .. . , .::: ... > " , , ,,. ::· p;oqg: ~ct~: f!i!;'~imi;:~;:~;:i:> 

Most Neighborhood Commercial Districts encourage, but do not require, neighborhood 
. commercial usesis. New irlfil1 projects would likely choose to include ground floor commercial 

uses. In fact, the AHBP Design Guidelines include eight specific controls for the ground floor (on 
page 13 of the AHBP Design Guidelines), which otherwise do not exist in many of. our 
neighborhoods. For example, the AHBP Design Guidelines state that no more than 30 percent of 
the width of the ground .floor may be devote to garage entries or blank walls; building entries 
and shop fronts should add to the character of the street -by being clearly identifiable and 
inviting; and where present, retail frontages should occupy no less than 75. percent of a building . 
frontage at the ground floor. 

Department Recommended Amendments to Preserving Small Business 
The Planning Department preseJJ_ted the AHBP to the Small Business Commission on February 8. 
Staff will return to the Small Business Commissio~ on February 22 for further discussion. The 
following potential amenqments have been identified by the Mayor's Office of Economic and 
Workforce Development (OEWD) staff and the Small Business Commission. 

•!• REQUIRE EXISTING BUSINESSES BE OFFERED FIRST RIGHT OF REFUSAL 
FOR COMMERICAL SP ACE IN NEW BUILDINGS. 

•!• RECOMMEND THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS DIRECT THE CITY TO 
ESTABLISH A SMALL BUSINESS RELOCATION FEE TO BE PAID BY NEW 

15 Planning Code Section 145.4 establishes requirements for ground floor retail on certain parts of streets 
such as along Market Street from Caslxo through the Downtown; along Hayes Street through the NCT; and 
along Fillmore Street from Bush S!xeet to McAllister S!xeet. See all such reqillrements in Planning Code 
Section 145.4. 
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DEVELOPMENT CONSISTENT WITH THE VALUES OFFERED UNDER THE 
UNIFORM RELOCATION ACT. 

•!• REQUIRE THAT EARLY NOTIFICATION TO C9MMERCIAL TENANTS BE NO 
LESS THAN 18 MONTHS AND BE SENT TO BOTH THE TENANT AND THE 
OFFICE OF ECONOMIC AND WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT (OEWD) 

•!• ALLOW PLANNING COMMISSION TO REDUCE COMMERCIAL USE SIZES OR 
REQUIRE COMMERCIAL USES IN AHBP PROJECTS TO PROTECT 
NEIGHBORHOOD SERVING BUSINESSES 

Potential Implications of Proposed Am.endments . 
·A first right of refusal would enable existing businesses to have a competitive edge in securing 
space on their existing site. Businesses could participate in site design and potentially benefit 
from efficiencies in building the commercial spaces, for example; by making later tenant 
improvements unnecessa:i;y. While most businesses will likely not exercise this option because it 
would require relocating twice, the option offers the opportunity, especially for location sensitive 
businesses. This requirement would not reduce potential affordable housing production, but it 
may provide a developer with additional_ community support when valued businesses ~e 
retained. 

Notifying OEWD will enable the City to take a proactive role in supporting small businesses and 
.to coordinate 8upport through various progra:rrIB such as Invest and Neighborhoods and the 
Retention and Relocation Program. OEWD will know about proposed developments early 
enough in the process to eff~ctively engage businesses and provide whatever supports a;re 
needed. 

The Small Business Commission and OEWD staff suggest that the early notification would be 
most effective if businesses are afforded at least 18 months ·from first notification· to required 
relocation date. Since relocation is required before environmental review commences, this 
required notification period should not delay a projects entitlement or development process. 

The City can apply the standards of the federal Uniform Relocation Act to AHBP properties. Fqr 
new construction that is funded all or in part with federal funds, the Act requires relocation 
advisory services for displaced businessesi a minimum 90 days written notice to vacate prior to 
requiring· possessioni and reimbursement for moving and reestablishment expenses. For a 
business, moving fees are based on a public bidding process plus a business is eligible for $10,000 
in reestablishment c~sts; or a business can receive a fixed payment of no more than $20,000. The 
City could require project sponsors provide relocation costs · consistent with the Uniform 
Relocation Act to existing commercial tenants. This payment would facilitate a business's 
successful transition to a new space in the neighborhood. 

Topic 6: Who are we serving with this program? Affordability 
Several comm.enters have asked if the affordable units ge_nerated through the AHBP are serving 
the right households. Some have suggested that·the program should be adjusted to include a 
broader range of affordability. Some have ?uggested that households at 100 and 120% AMI 
should also be serviced through this program. Others have questioned whether affordability 
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targets should vary based on neighborhood demographics. In particular the follow:irig questions 
have been raised: 

1. Why doesn't the program address the lowest income households? 
2. Are middle income households served by market rate housing? 
3. Should there be neighborhood specific elements of the program? 

Current proposal: Households served and AHBP 
The AHBP will be one of many affordable housing programs in San Francisco. The Program is 
unique in that it does not require public subsidy of the affordable units and incenti.vizes the 
private sector to provide a greater absolute number and greater percentage of affordable housing, 
similar to the City's inclusionary housing program. The AHBP proposes to increase the number 
of affordable units built to service low and moderate income households while also broadening 
the band of households eligible for permanently affordable housing to include middle income 
households. The AHBp proposes to increase low, moderate and middle income housiilg in San 
Francisco's neighborhoods. 

Affordable Housing Programs and Housing Supply in San Francisco 
The AHBP will be one of inany tools to address housing affordability in San Francisco. Today, the 
majority (88% of affordable units produced) of the City's affordable housing programs16 serve 
households earning less than 60% AMI ($42,800 for a one-person household and $55,000 for a 
three-person household). Less than 9% of the affordable units created under the City's current 
programs serve those households at 80% AMI and above. 

San Francisco is a leader in developing local funding sources for affordable housing, and has one 
of the nation's oldest inclusionary housing programs. The City's recent efforts include 
establishing a Local Housing Trust Fund and the Hope SF program. San Francisco dedicated a 
high proportion (40%) of all tax increment funding (TIF) generated in Redevelopment Areas to 
affordable housing. However, given that it costs $250 ,000 or more to subsidize a single affordable 
housing unit in San Francisco, the City would need to generate $4 billion in local subsidies to 
fund the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) target of 16,000 affordable units by 2022. 
Local subsidies cannot be the only approach to securing permanently affordable housing. This 
underscores the need for programs such as our existing inclusionary program and the AHBP. 

Over the next ten years, the Mayor's Office ·Of Housing and Community Development plans to 
build an additioruu. 4,640 housing units permanently affordable to households earning below 
120% AMI. These new affordable units will be in addition to the thousands of affordable units 
that will be rehabilitated or pres~rved as part of RAD or other affordability preservation efforts. 
Roughly 4,400 of these units will se:ryice households earning 60% of the AMI or below. The 
remaining 241 units, most of which will be funded by federal and State dollars that often have 
further affordability ref$trictions, would service households at 60% AMI or below. With the 
construction of these pipeline projects the City will have a total of 42,640 permanently affordable 
housing units for households earning 60% AMI or below. The AHBP will add an additional 2,000 

161bis includes units provided under the Multifamily Housing Program, the Tnclusionary Program, Former 
SFRA, Jnclusionary Condo Conversion, Public Housing, HUS-assisted Projects, Master Lease, and other Tax 
Credit Projects. This does not include the Down Payment Assistance Loan Program or Section 8 vouchers 
that are used in San Francisco. . · 
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units for low and moderate income households - bringing the total to 44,640. In addition, the 
AHBP will provide 3,000 permanently affordable middle income units. 

Affordability Exis~g MOH CD AHBP Projected Total 
Level Permanently Pipeline Affordable Affordable Units 

Affordable housing Units· 
(with MOHCD known 

Units (10years) (20years) pipeline and AHBP) 

Very· Low, Low· ··.· .. ·· 

and Moderate . ·,.· •, 

Income .36;26017 .. 

Less thari 60 % 
AMI 4,640 2,000 44,640 .. 94%,, 

.. 

Less than 120 % 
3,28518 

AMI 

Middle Income 

(120 % rental and 3,0.00 3,000 6% 
140% owner) 

Total 39,500 5,000 47,640 100% 

· The· Local AHBP Program complements these existing and ongoing programs by providing 
·affordable liousirig .units to serve low, moderate,. and middle income households inaking .above 
55%ofAMl 

Affordable Housing Units encouraged through the AHBP 
The AHBP builds on the City's existing Inclusionary Housing Program, which serves low and 
moderate income households earning up to 55% of AMI (rental) and 90% of AMI (ownership )19. 
Only projects that provide the affordable units on site are eligible for the AHBP. This will 
incentivize projects, that might otherwise elect to pay the in lieu fee, to elect to provide affordable 
units on-site within the project. 

The AHBP is projected· to enable 5,000 permanently affordable units over a 20 year period. The 
Department estimates that the AHBP could result in 2,000 low and moderate income inclilsionary 
unitS over the next 20 years. Tiris will be more than double the 900 possible inclusionary units 
enabled under current zoning on the same sites. This is a significant enhancement to San 

11Roughly13,180 of these units will service households earning 30% of the AMI or below. 

1s Most of the existing units for 120% AMI and below are affordable to households earning no 
more than 80% AMI. 

19 Note: the existing inclusionary program allows project sponsors to pay a fee in lieu of providing the. 
affordable housing units. 
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i 

Francisco's ability to provide affordable housing for lo.wand moderate income households. 20 This 
program will also generate an additional 3,000 p.ermanently affordable middle :income units. 

Potential Affordable Housing Units produced in AHBP Area, under current controls or Un.der 
AHBP, by affordability, over 20 years. · 

Affordability Levels Current Controls (Units) AHBP Maximum Potential 
(Units) 

'Low 'cirid Mod~hi.f.i .. : .;'·;.;:, :m'·.::i:\Y::, ,· 
: rni:6rii~Hd~~~b:~1cis·::':::: 1•d:ii · · · 
. . ..~·/t\;;~t='.i'.~;'..:.,:. :::' . . ........... ., 

·;~~1;~~~~!,:li~!\.···• 
Middle Income 
Households 

(120% AMI for rental and 
140% AMI for ownership) 

::~ir:~~::t~g:·0~~~:'t:!i:: :·'::,: 

·.:': -::;.:.·:": .. '.)/{~:~;~>j:\;: 
. ::. ·:::-:·~:·:~·~::~?:~:=:·:~·~.: ~;;:· 

0 

..• ·!)I)o;':,:. 
··: .... · ::i::;1t~:;::-;::. 

..... 

.· .... : ... ·.'. 

Low and Moderate Income Households Served 

3,000 

. .. ·. -
. : ::.;· .· :: 

The AF.IBP could potentially double the number of inclusionary units serving low and moderate 
income households (55% or 90% of AMI) produced in the Program Area, compared to current 
zoning .~ontrols. 

In 2015, a one-person household making 55%-90% of Area Median Income earns between $39,250 
and $64,200. For a family of three, the range is $50,450 to $82,550. Households in this income 
category could :include the following: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

A sin~le housekeeper (55%.AMI) 
A single entry level public schopl teacher (90% AMI) 
A single parent police officer or fire fighter with one child (90% AMI) 
A single parent postal clerk with two children (55% AMI) 
A construction worker and a dishwasher (90% AMI) 
Two cashiers and two children (55% AMI) 
A public school teacher and a housekeeping cleaner W:j.th two children (90% AMI) 

THE AHBP WILL PRODUCE AN ADDITIONAL 2,000 UNITS AFFORDABLE TO THESE . 
HOUSEHOLDS. 

Middle Income Households Served 
In 2015, a one-person household making 120% - 140% of Area Median Income earns between 
$85,600 and $99,900. For a family of three, the range is $110,050 to $128,400. This level of income 

m Between 1992 through 2014 the inclusionary program has generated nearly 2,000 affordable units. 
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is significantly higher than households b:aditi.onally serviced by affordable housing programs; 
· market rate housing is out of reach for these households in San Francisco. Households in this 
income category could include the following: 

• A single Electrician (120% AMI) 
• A single Electrical Engineer (140% AMI) 
• A police officer or firefighter and a minimum wage worker (barista, etc.) (120% AMI) 
• An ambulance dispatcher and a housekeeper (140% AMI) 
• 2 Public School teachers with 1 child (140% AMJ) 

2· public school teachers with 2 children (120% AMI) 
• A police officer and a firefighter with 2 children (140% AMI) 

THE AHBP WILL PRODUCE AN ADDITIONAL 3,000 UNITS AFFORDABLE TO THESE 
HOUSEHOLDS. 

Need for Permanently Affordable Middle Income Housing 
Based on federal, state, and local standards, "affordable" housing costs no more than 30% of the· 
household's gross income. In 2015 middle income households earning 120% of AMI and 140% of 
AMI could afford the following maximum rents and sale prices: 

Affordable Median Rents :in San Affordable sales price22 
monthly rent2l Francisco, 2015 

1-person household $2,100 $3,490 $398,295 
(studio unit) 

(one bedroom) 

3-person household $2,689 $4,630 $518,737 
(2 bedroom ~t) 

Twobedr9om 

Comparatively, median rents are $3,490 for a 1 bedroom, and $4,630 for a 2 bedroom apartment 
in San Francisco23• To afford these rents a middle income households (120% AMI) would be 

. required to dedicate 50% or more of their income .to housing costs, market San Francisco recently 
exceeded $1 million24, again twice what a middle income (140% AMJ) houSehold can afford. 

The income categories serviced by the AHBP are the household types that are declining in San 
Francisco. Census data show that homeholds earning between 50% of AMI and 150% of AMI fell 
from 49.% of all households in 1990 to just 37% in 2013. These are the income categories for which 
new, permanently affordable housing would be created under the AHBP. Middle-income 
households (120-150% AMI, the dark orange bar below) include a diminishing share of the City's 
growing population, falling from 11 % of the population in 1990 to 9% in2013. 

21 MOHCD. 2015 Maximum Monthly Rent by Unit Type; Studio and 2-bedroom unit "without utilities"· 
figure. · 

• 22 MOHCD. 2015 Sample S~es Prices for the San Francisco Inclusionary Housing Program. 

23 https://www.zumper.com/blog/2016/0l/zumper-rur!ional-rent-report-january-2016/ 

24http://www.sfgate.com/business/networth/arlicle/l-million-city-S-F-median-hom~price-bits-7-
5626591.php 
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San Francisco's Households by AMI, 1990-2013 

100% 

90% 

80% 

70% 

60% 

50% 

40% 

30% 

20% 

10% 

0% 
1990 2000 2013 

• 150% and above AMI 

llll 120-150% AMI 

l1"1 80-12.0% AMI 

11 50-80% AMI 

t110-50%AMI 

Households 
serviced by 
AHBP 

The last several RHNA cycles show that San Francisco has consistently under-produced housing 
for these income category over the same period of time.25 

From the 2014 Housing Element 

· ·N,l_~~ket Rate· :'." < ::·, ::::·~/'~:"'/'. :-::::·jfr,a1~·:' :' ·11,:00S<. > .... .-:·9fy..'-'K: · 1
:,:. , ... ~ ... 

TOTALS .. -- --;-----.. -- ~1,19.1' -1a;ofa-- ... 56%· .,..-1~115- --

r.i~Jl ... J-64 
J!rumtll ProouclmnTa~· 
imd A'll'l!rageAmilllil 
Prildullliw, Siin Friirii:iitii, 
illOJ-{it ill1!4 

:is Note that since the City does not currently have a program which guarantees affordability for households 
above 120% of the Area, Median Income, the Department does not have data on the production of housing 
for that income level. ~ased on current understanding of market sales and rental costs, staff believes that 
newly constructed housing is not affordable to middle income households. 
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I• ·Tiflik:l ... (c3 
Amtnsll'mduclion T3'1'yera 

snd Average l\nnm1! 
l'rmlmt:libn, S:~n fr3ooraco, 

199Y-21l!lli 

From the 2004 Housing Element: 

TABLEI-65 

. 151.?3. : (3.!l...~} 

17,473 85.8% 

Arumal Pnul11cti<m TtUgets. timf A.wi-age .4111mal Housing Pn1dudlou, 1989-1998'!! 

Housing Goals Acluati'nidm:lfo11 
1SS9-June 1995 !G.5' years) lllll9-1!198(1Q JSLS!~ %nf.l!nnual 

.Affurdahllffy ~orles 
.Arurual Annual 

Target 

Tclal Ttibl llchieYed 
Targets Average 

Vfffl.o.Yfn..""-Ome-IP=fow5'.l%AMI} 5,392 83U ::U0-1. 2211, 26.5'l' 

Lat1-lr.:oolll"{e!J% - 7113./lli41} 3,.505. .553< 1.5.f5 152: :U.<l'li 

Moderaie i1>.."llmec{80% -12Q'1dilill} 4.~ga 001 !i57 00· B.1'll 
Market~iE! B,007 1,383 ll.B@ . Q.BQ: 71.6% 

Annira1 Prod11~ TaJlli!t 11l!lll-..l!me 100ii 2:2,467 3,.456 t4,1i,17 t..417 41.0% 

'f!:te Local AHBP program wilJ.increase fue am.aunt of in~usionary h<;iusing produc~ for 

households making 55% or 90% of AMI while creating a new source of housing for middle 

income households.making 120% (rental) or 140% (ownership) of AMI. 

Why Provide Affordable Housing for Mod~rate and Wddle Income Households? 
The AHBP is designed to complement the existing affordable housing programs and housing 
units, to ~e fuat fue City of San Francisco can remain an equitable and inclusive City as we 
continue to welcome new residents. In fue past several decades middle income households have 
benefited from affordability assured through rent control, however vacancy de-control and 
changes in tenure have reduced fue affordabilify of this housing supply. Limited public subsidies 
for affordable housing can continue to service the very low, low and moderate income 
households, while mixed income development projects such as fue AHBP and fuose enabled 
under fue indusionary housing program will service low, moderate and middle income 
households. 

How does the AHBP Respond to Specific Neighborhoods? 
The AHBP is a citywide p~ogram fuat addresses fue affordability needs of all of San Francisco. 
Much like the City's inclli£'.ionary programs, the intention of fue AHBP is to increase fue 
production of privately-financed housing for fue City as a whole, by leveraging market-driven 
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development that otherwise would provide fewer or no affordable units for low, moderate, and 
middle income residents. 

Neighborhood Specific AMI's: Focus on the Bayview 
Some have commented that in some neighborhoods, the Bayview Neighborhood, in particular, 
could warrant a neighborhood specific adjustment to the AHBP program. 

Because the Bayview neighborhood has a history of industrial uses that has left several large, 
underutilized sites that, if those sites were developed under AHBP, they could result in.a large 
number of new housing units. For example, one of the soft sites identified in the Bayview is 
43,681 square feet, as compared to a typical 2,500 square foot (25ft. by 100ft) commercial lot in an 
NC district. The prevalence of large underutilized lots in the Bayvie~ means more units could be 
developed there under AHBP when compared to other neighborhoods in the city. 

Although new development potential under . this program would come with increases in 
affordable housing units for low, moderate and middle income households, some cornmenters 
suggested that the AHBP affordability targets do not adequately serve existing low-income 
households in the Bayview. Census data26 in the below table shows households by income level 
in the Bayview and citywide. 

26 American Community Smvey. 2010-14 5-Yea:c Average 
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Households by Income Level, Bayview and San 
Francisco 

Bayview San Francisco 
%0£ 

%o£AMI Households HHs · Households %ofHHs 

30% 3,468 31.6% 80,447 23.1% 

50% 1,787 16.3% 40,146 11.5% 

80%. 1,841 16.8% 52,299 15.0% 

100% 1,045 9.5% 28,683 8.2% 

120% 828 7.6% 26,436 7.6% 

150% 685 6.3% 31,267 9.0% 

200% 646 5.9% 33,305 9.5% 

>200% 662 6.0% 56,249 16.1% 

Total 10,963 100.0% 348,832 100.0% 

Bayview has a higher share of households earning 30% of AMI27 and below than the citywide 
average. These households are typically served by SFHA public housing, of which there is a high 
concentration in the Bayview neighborhood relative to other neighborhoods in San Francisco . 

. Roughly 56% of Bayview households earn between 50% of AMI and 150% of AMI - these are the 
household incomes that will be served JJy the AHBP. Bayview households qualify at a higher 
proportion than the citywide average where (),nly 51 o/o of, households .ea:rrl between 5_0.% and.150% 
of AMI. 

Below is a demographic portrait of the Bayview Households by Race and Ethnicity. 

Households by Race and Ethnicity, Bayview and San 
Francisco'21:1 · 

Bayview San Francisco 
% of % ·of 

Race Households HHs Households HHs 

BlackHHs 4,760 44.6% 20,495 6:0% 

AsianHHs 2,793 26.2% 95,032 27.9% 
Hispanic 
HHs 1,666 15.6% 37,901 11.1% 

Xl $21,400 for a one-perso~ household, $27,500 for a household of three . 

28 Source: U.S. Deparbnent of Housing and Urban Development (October 28, 2015). Consolidated 
Planning/CHAS Data. 2008-12 ACS 5-Year Average. 
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WhiteHHs 

OtherHHs 

Total 

1,075 10.1% 

377 3.5% 

10,671 100.0% 

176,841 51.9% 

10,156 3.0% 

340,425 100.0% 

The AHBP ·Local Program for mixed-income development is intended to complement existing 
and ongoing programs by providing affordable housing units to serve low, moderate, aIJ.d 
middle :income households making above 50% of AMI, including the half of Bayview households 
that fall into fuis income range. In addition, the 100% AHBP program is designed to yield a 
greater number of units affordable to households making below 60% of AMI, by allowing for 
greater density for 100% affordable housing developments. 

Serving Existing Residents wifu Below Market Housing 
There are two provisions to help ensure that existing residents can access below market housing 1 

in their neighborhood. 

The first, which is recently adopted legislation separate from the AHBP, is often called 
'Neighborhood Preference'. The legislation priontizes 40% of all affordable :inclusionru:y units be 
to existing neighborhood residents. This provision enables exi.Stfug residents to seek permanently 
affordable housing :in their neighborhood. In the case of the Bayview - existing residents will be 
competitive for the low, moderate and middle income units. 

The second provision.is part of the draft AHBP ordinance. In order to ensure tl:iat the affordable 
units are below market rates fue AHBP legislatiori requires that all affordable units be rented or 

· sold at a price at least 20% below a particular neighborhood.' s market housing costs. For example 
if a project in the Bayview was entitled under the Local AHBP p~ogram - before .the 18% of Uilits 
that are :intended. to service middle income households were, marketed to residents (after 
construction) the project sponsors would be required to demonstrate that the middle income· 
targets (120% and 140% A.MI) were at least 20% below the prevailing market costs for housing in 
the Bayview. Shouid the Cify :find that housing priced to be affordable to 140% AMI households 
was reflecting the market rate; the project sponsor would be required to reduce the cost to a price 
that is affordable to households at. 120% AMI and market the units to qualifying households. 
This provision enables the program to be flexible to neighborhood specific market conditions and 
market variations over ti.me .. 

Deparbnent Reco~ended Amendments to Affordability 
•!• WITHIN THE CONSTRAINTS OF FEASIBLY CONVERT SOME OF THE 18% 

MIDDLE INCOME (120%/140%) UNITS TO 100%/120% AMI. 

The AHBP Local Program for mixed-income developments could be modified to require that a 
higher share of affordable units are required ~o be provided for households making below 100% 
of AMI (rental) or 120% AMI (ownership). This approach would not impact the 100% AHBP 
program. 

Potential Implications of Proposed Amendment 
This amendment addresses the concern. that a wider band of households' affordable housing 
needs should be met through this program. 

In general, lowering the income levels of required affordable units could have some impacts on 
financial feasibility for some projects. This approach could reduce participation in the Local 
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AHBP, in preference for the State Program or existing zoning requirements. A financial 
sensitivity analysis should be conducted in order to identify the exact relationship between lower 
income targets and project feasibility. 

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 

Two draft ordinances·;;rre before the Commission for consideration today. These items may be 
acted upon or may be continued, at the discretion of the Commission. 

1. Mayor Lee and Supervisor Tang introduced the AHBP Ordinance amending· the 
Planning Code on September 29, 2015; substitute legislation was introduced on January 

12, 2016. The proposed Ordinance is before the Commission so that it may recommend 
adoption, rejection,. or adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors. 

2. On October 15, 2015 the Planning Commission initiated hearings on a proposed 

Ordinance amending the General Plan.· The Pl~g Commission can recommend 
adoption,. rejection,. or adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors. 

RECOMMENDATION SUMMARY 

: The Department recommends that the Commission recommend approval with the amendments 
specified below to the Board of Supervisors of the proposed Ordinances and adopt the attached 

. Draft, Resolution to that effect. Further :information; including the basis for the recommendations 
and potential implications of alternatives have been described in more detail earlier in the case 
report. The section merely summarizes the content to assist the Commission with voting ·on a 
potential recommendation. Please note the Commission's action is in no way constrained to the 
t?pics or recommendations listed below. This is only a summary of staff recommendations. 

Topic 1: Program Eligibility (pages 3-7) 
A. Recommend approval with scale limitations as currently drafted. 
B. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Modify to aqd that projects that propose to demolish any 

residential units shall ndt be eligible· for AHBP. . 
C. Advis~ Board of Supervisors regarding benefits and concerns. Direct staff to continue 

work on these issues. 

Topic 2: Infrastructure to Support New Growth (pages 7-8) 
A. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Recommend approval with infrastructure support as 

currently drafte~. 
B. Advise Board of Supervisors of issues on concern a:i;i.d direct staff to continue work on 

these issues. · 

Topic 3: Urban Design (pages 8·11) . 
A. Recommend approval with urban design limitations as currently drafted. 
B.. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Modify to add a design guideline to maximize light and 

air to the sidewalks and frontages along the streets, including alleyways. 
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C. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Modify lot merger limitations on 50% of the actual block 
length, rather than apply a citywide numerical cap. 

D. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Direct Planning Staff to include analysis of a project's 
confonnity to design guidelines in a Planning Commission Case Report. 

E. Advise Board of Supervisors of issues on concern and direct staff to continue work on 
these issues. 

Topic 4: Public Review & Commission Approval (pages 11-14) 
A. Recommend approval with new review process as proposed whereby appeals are 

considered by the Board of Appeals. 
B. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Modify the appeals body for the Local and 100 Percent 

Affordable Housing Bonus Project Authorization-Section 328-to be the Board of 
Supervisors 

C. Modify the process such that Conditional Use Authorizations (CU) would not be 
considered as findings within the entitlement for AF.IBP projects, but would require a 
separate CU. 

D. Advise Board of Supervisors of issues on concern and direct staff to continue work on 
these issues. 

Topic 5: Preserving Small Business (pages 14-17) 
A. Recommend approval with small business preservation tools as currently drafted. 
B. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Modify to add that a requirement that existing businesses 

be offered first right of refusal for commercial space in new buildings. 
C. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Modify to a~k that the Board of Supervisors direct the 

City to establish a small business relocation fee to be paid by new development 
consistent with the unifqrm relocation act. . 

D. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Modify to require early notification to commercial 
tenants be no less than 18 months and also reported to the Office of Economic and 
Workforce Development. 

E. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Allow Planning Commission to reduce commercial use 
sizes or require commercial uses in AHBP projects to protect neighborhood serving 
businesses. · 

F. Advise Board of Supervisors of issues on concern and direct staff to continue work on 
these issues. 

Topic 6: Affordability {pages 17 -27) 
A. Recommend approval with new review process as proposed whereby the local program 

provides 12% low or :rµoderate income housing and 18% middle income housing. 
B. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Within the constraints of feasibly convert some 0£ the 

18% middle income (120%/140%) units to 100%/120% AMI. 
C. Within the constraints of feasibility provide affordable housing units for a broader range 

of.households than are currently served, by deepening income level targets. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

On April 24, 2014, the San Francisco Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 19l21, certified the 
2004 and 2009 Housing filement Final Environmental Impact Report ("Final EIR"), prepared in 
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), Public Resources Code 
Section 21000 et seq. In Resolution No. 19122, the Planning Commission adopted the findings and 
conclusions required by CEQA regarding alternatives,_ mitigation measures, and significant 
environmental impacts analyzed in the Final EIR, and adopted a Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program and a Statement of Overriding Considerations as part of its approval of the 
2009 Housing filement. 

On January 14, 2016, in response to the proposed Affordable Housing Bonus Program and related 
General Plan Amendments, the San Francisco Planning Department prepared an Addendum to 
the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element Final @;R under CEQA Guidelines S?ction 15164 ("the 
Addendum."). The Addendum. accessed here and the Note to File is Exhibit H: 
http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2014.1304E AHBP Addendum03 011416%20Final.pdf 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

~ublic comment on the proposed AHBP has been received_ through the 20 plus public outreach 
events, direct correspondence with the Planning Commission or Department staff, and through 
.several public forums and media discussions. Staff have maintained a log of public' comments 
and responded to questions as they are rec~ived. · 

Public comments range greatly and cover a variety of topics. Most frequently public comments 
include a request for more information or details on a specific item. Key topics of discussion are 
summarized in the discussions above. 

Many comm.enters support the program's approach to providing more affordable housing, while 
others express a clear lack of support for the program. More nuanced comments include a series 
of suggested amendments. Generally these issues are addressed by the discussion above and the 
related proposed amendments. 

RECOM:MENDATION: Recommendation of Approval with Modifications 

Attachments: 
Exhibit A: p(afi Planning Co~ssion Resolution for General Plan Amendments 
EJ..l'"""xhLJ.JiblllLIH ...... B""· --~PJ~g-€o:nm.dssiurrRes0luti.Qn-fur--Bos.F..ile-l-599a9 
Exhibit C. Department Recommemtanon Summary 
Exbi:bitD.,..: --r"'u"'bkitl'1-,c"C"'"'o"'mm""""en'"""f"'re"'c""e1~v""ed*"'six""r;.,..·c~,,.-41<Nn.o""v""emffiFb""er=s,~2rrofi11;5--.,~ 

roject Sponsors proposed Amendments to the le Housing Bonus 
Program · 

Exhibit F: Ordillance Adopting General Plan Am.eJ:tdments 
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San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element, 2007.1275E 
SCL No. 2008102033, certified March 24, 2011, re-certified April 24, 2014 
Mayor Lee and Supervisor Tang 
Kearstin Dischinger, (415) 558-6284, kearstin.dischinger@sfgov.org 
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415.558,5377 

On April 24, 2014, the San Francisco Planning Commission certified .the Final Enviromnental Impact 
Report for the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element ("2004 and 2009 Housing Element FEIR" or ''FEIR") 
pursuant to· the California Enviromnental Quality Act ("CEQA").1 On June 17, 2014, the San Francisco 
Board of Supervisors ("Board") adopted the 2009 Housing Element as the Housing Element of the San 
Francisco General Plan. On April 27, 2015, the Board adopted the 2014 Housing Element, which updated 
the Data and Needs Analysis of the 2009 Housing Element and added five additional policies. Based on an 
addendum issued by the San Francisco Planning Department ("Planning Deparhnent" or "Departmenf') 
for the 2014 Housing Element, the Board found that no additional environmental review was required 
beyond the revi~w in the FEJR.2 

Tiris document is an addendum to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element FEIR. Its purpose iS to substantiate 
the Planning Department's determination that no suppleip.ental or subsequent environmental review is 
required prior to adoption of the City and County of San Francisco. ("City'') Affordable Housing Bonus 
Program ("propose~ program," "proposed project," or "AHBP") and related General Plan amendni.ents. 
As. described more fully below, the AHBP is an implementing program of the 2014 Housing Element The 
Department has determined that the environmental effects of the AHBP have been adequ,ately identified 
and analyzed under CEQA in the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element FEJR, and the propos~d project would 
not result in any new or more severe enviroru;nental impacts than were identified in the FEJR. 

1 San Francisco Planning Department, 2004 and 2009 Housing Element Final Environmental Impact Report, April 24, 2014. 
Case No. 2007.1275E, http://www.sf-plamring.org/index.aspx?page= 1828, accessed on January 13, 2016. Unless 
otherwise noted, all documents cited in this report are available for review at the San Francisco Planning 
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA as pru:t of Case No. 2014.1304E or the identified file 
number. · 

2 San Francisco Planning Department, Addendum to 2004 and 2009 Housing Element Final Environmental Impact Report, 
2014 Housing Element, january 22, 2015. Case No. 2014.1327E, http://www.sf-planrrlng.org/index.aspx?page=l828, 
accessed on January 13, 2016. 
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Background 

State Housing Element Law- Government Code Section 65580 

The Housing Element is an element of San Francisco's General Plan w:pich sets forth the Gty' s overall 
policies regarding residential development and retention. Since 1969, California State Housing Element 
law (Government Code Section 65580 et seq.) has required local jurisdictions to adequately plan for and 
address the housing needs of all segments of its population, including low and very low income 
households, such that all communities contribute to the attainment of the state housing goals. Housing 
Element law requires local governments to plan for their existing and projected housing needs by 
facilitating the improvement and development of housing, rather than constraining opportunities. Under 
State Housing Element law, San Francisco's Z014 Housing Element was required to plan for an existing 
and projected housing need of 28,869. new residential units, 56.6 percent (%) of which must be affordable 
to very low, low, or moderate income households. 

State Density Bonus Law- Government Code Section 65915 

Under Government Code Section 65915, the State Density Bonus Law ("State Law"), cities are req~ed to 
grant density bonuses, wciivers from development standards,3 and concessions and incentives4 when a 
developer of a housing project of five or more units includes at least 5% of those units as housing units 
affordable to moderate, low or very low income households (between 50% and 120% of area median 
income).s The increased development potential allowed under this law is intended to offset the private 
developer's expenses necessary to provide additional affordable units. The amount of the density bonus, 
and the number of concessions and incentives varies depeniling on the percentage of affordabJe units 
proposed and the level of affordability; generally, however, State Law r~quires that citi:es grant between a 
7% to 35% density bonus, and up to three concE!ssions and incentives, if a developer provides between 5% 
and 40% affordable units. Additionally, project sponsors are able. to request waivers from development 
standards if the development standards physically preclude the project with the additional density or with 
the concessions and incentives.6 .State Law requires that rental units be affordable for a term of no less than 
55 years, and that ownership units be affordable to at least the first buyer through a shared equity 

3 "Development standard" includes a site or construction condition, including but not limited to a height limitation, a 
setback requirement, a floor area ratio, an onsite open-space requirement, or a parking ratio that applies to a 
resi~ential development pursuant to any ordinance, general plan ~lement, specific plan; charter, or other local 
condition, law, policy, resolution, or regulation. (See Government Code Section 65915(0)(1). 

4 Concessions and incentives mean (1) a reduction in site development standards or a modification of zoning 
requirements or architectural design requirements that exceed The minimum building standards approved·by the · 
California Building Staildards Commission as provided in Part 2.5 (commencing with Section 18901) of Division 13 
of the Health and Safety Code, including, but not limited to, a reduction in setback and square footage requirements 
and in the ratio of vehicular parking spaces that would otherwise be required that results in identifiable, financially 
sufficient, and actual cost reductions; (2) Approval of mixed-use zoning in conjunction with the housing project if 
commercial, office, industrial, or other land uses will reduce the cost of the housing development and if the 
commercial, office, industrial, or other land uses are compatible with the housing project and the ~ting or 
planned development m the area where the proposed housing project will be located; or (3) Other regulatory 
incentives or concessions proposed by the developer or the city, county, or city and county that result in 
identifiable, financially sufficient, and actual cost reductions. (See Government Code Section 65915) 

5 See generlilly, Government Code Section 65915 et seq. 
6 See Government Code Section 65915(e). 
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agreement.7 Local jurisdictions are required to adopt an ordinance implementing the State Density Bonus 
Law; however, absent an ordinance, local jurisdictions are still required to comply with the law. 8 

City and County of San Francisco 2014 Housing Element of the General Plan 

To support the development of affordable housing, the qty's 2014 Housing Element anticipates the 
adoption of a "density bonus program" implementing the State Law. AB envisioned in the 2014 Housing 
Element, such a program would allow density bonuses for projects that include certain percentages of 
affordable housing, as well as allow other incentives, concessions, and waivers for projects that include 
more affordable units than required under existing City programs. 

Specifically, the 2014 Housing Element contains the following discussion of a density bonus program in 
Part I, on page A.6: 

• i 

The City has continued the policy of establishing special use districts (SUDs)9 and height exceptions intended to 
support the development of affordable housing by allowing density bonuses for higher percentages of affordable or 
special needs housing. Almost aJ.l new Area Plans adopted during the 2007-2014 reporting period also include 
these policies, as well as additional affordable housing impact fees. Floor area ratio (FAR) limitations have been 
removed in the downtown areas to encourage housing development. The Board of Superoisors is currently 
considering legislation to exempt an-site inclusiona:ry units from existing density limits in certain d~strictsl 
essentially giving developers who include affordable units within their projects a density bonus. 

In February 20141 the Department released an RFP [Request for Proposals] for consultant support to develop a 
more proactive program to implement Government Code Section 65915. For example, the proactive approach 
may follow the model of other municipalities which indicate which exemptions will be n~t be [sic] deemed as 
potentially having an adverse impact on health and safety. 

In addition, under the 2014 Housing Element Implementing Programs (Part I, Chapter C, on page C.11), 
the following Implementing Program is identified to meet the goal of establishing a density bonus 
program~:in the City:. · · · · · · 

Implementing Program 39b. Planning will develop a density bonus program with the goal of increasing the 
production of affordable housing. The program will be structured to incentivize market rate projects to provide 
significantly greater levels of affordable housing than required by the existing City Programs. 

A related strategy for further review of this Implementation Program is listed on page C.13: 

PlanJJ.ing should examine incentives such as density bonuses, or other zoning related mechanisms that encourage 
long-tenn (i.e. deed-restricted) permanently affordable rental housing . . 

7 See Government Code Section 65915( c)(l) and (2). 
8 See Government Code Section65915(a). 
9 Approximately a dozen SUDs have been established in order to provide density bonuses and zoning modifications 

for affordable housing projects. Examples include the Alabama and 18th Streets Affordable Housing SUD (Planning 
Code Section 24927), the Third Street and Oakdale Avenue Affordable Housing SUD (Section249.30), the Third 
Street and Le Conte Affordable Housing SUD (Section249.43), the 1500 Page Street Affordable Housing SUD 
(SectiQn 249.471 and the Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group Housing SUD (Section 249.55). · 
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City and County of San Francisco lnc/usionary Affordable Housing Ordinance 

The Inclusioruu:y Affordable Housing Ordinance is found. :in Planning Code Section 415 et seq. This 
ord:inance requires project sponsors of residential projects with 10 units or .. more to pay an Affordable 
Housing Fee as a way of contrih11:ting to fue City's affordable housing stqck. Under certain circci:rnstances, 
a project sponsor may choose to provide on- or off-site affordable housing units :instead of paying fue fee. 
The most common on-site requirement is 12% affordable units, although it is higher :in some Area Plan 
zoning districts.10 

PROPOSED REVISIONS TO 2014 HOUSING ELEMENT 

Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

On September 29, 2015, Mayor Lee and Supervisor Tang introduced legislation (Board File No. 150969) to 
the San Francisco Board of Supervisors to amend the Planning Code to create the Affordable Housfug 
Bonus Program. The proposed AHBP implements the density bonus program envisioned in fue 2014 
Housing Element. 

In conjunction with the AHBP, fue Planiting Department has proposed minor amendments to fue General 
Plan, including the Hous:ing Element, so that fue General Plan better and more specifically reflects the 
goals of the AHBP. The proposed amendments would add language to one Housing Element policy and 
descriptive text below two oilier Housing Element policies to recognize the City's need to allow 
development incentives for projects fuat include affordable housing units on-site. The proposed 
amendments,

1 
discussed in greater detail below, also include references to higher densities on Map 6 of fue 

Housing Element and associated updates to fue Land Use Index. 

Overall, as reflected :in fue findings of the proposed AHBP ordinance, the goals of the proposed AHBP are 
to establish a program consistent with State Law; encourage the construction of a greater numbers of on­
site affordable units; improve.the feasibility of developing affordable units on underutilized sites; establish 
a program to provide housing for "middle income" households; and facilitate entitlement of 100 Percent 
affordal?le housing units. The AB.BP would amend the San Francisco Planning Coc;le by adding a new 
Section 206 to establish four avenues for project sponsors · to receive a density bonus and other 
development bonuses, which would allow for a greater number of units to be built than would ofuerwise 
be permitted under existing zoning. The four programs are: 1) the Local Affordable Housing Bonus 
Program; 2) the 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Program; 3) fue Analyzed State Density Bonus 
.Program; and 4) the Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program. Table 1 summarizes the key 
features of the four programs, which are described in furfuer detail below. The AHBP also establishes an 
approval process for AHBP projects, as well as specific AB.BP Design Guidelines. 

to See, for example, the Additional Affordable Housing Requirements for UMU districts m Planning Code Section 419 
et seq. 
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Table1 
Comparison of Proposed Affordable Housu;_g Bonus Program Characteristics 

Local' Affordable ici6 Perc~i_ttAfford~i;I~ 
,. 

. fudi~ci~i.iiy'Reqi:~sted 
·. · Oiaracterlstic · · · Housing' Bo ii us> ·- · ·. ··: Housfug Bo~nis · Anal}'Z!'~-~~te Density 

' State Density Bonus 
,. .-:· ·. PrograD). · , . Program : · . ' 

B.oµ,ns P.:r~gr.am 
. . I'.rogram · 

. Pre-Program Density 
3 or more units 3 or more units 5 or m:ore units 5 or more units 

Requirement 

30% total inclusionary 
Various affordability 

and middle income 
Affordable Housing affordable units onsite 100% affordable to 80% 

Various affordability levels, ranging from 5% 

Requirement (all middle income if no AMI and below 
levels, ranging from 5% to 40% at various AMis 
to 30% at various AMis (100% for senior citizen 

inclusioruuy 
housing) 

requirement) 

Zoning districts that Zoning districts that 
regulate residential 

Zoning districts that 
regulate residential Zoning districts that 

density by lot area, plus 
allow residential uses, 

density by lot area, plus allow residential uses 
Location Requirement the Fillmore and 

excludingRH-1 and 
the Fillmore and and can accommodate 5 

Divisadero NCTDs; 
RH-2 districts 

Divisadero NCIDs; or more units under 
excludes RH-1 and RH-2 ' excludes RH-1 andRB:-2 existing zoning controls 

districts districts 

40% two or more. 
Unit Mix Requirement bedrooms or 50% more - - -

than one bedroom 

Environmental No significant historic, No significanthistoric, 
- -Requirement shadow, or wind impact shadow, or wind impact 

Density Bonus 
Form-based density Form-based density 

Up to 35% density bonus Up to 35% density bonus 
controls controls 

Height increases 
Up to 25 feet/two stories Up to 35 feet/three Up to 25 feet/two stories allowed as necessary in 

Height Bonus 
withmin. 9-footfloor-to- stories with min. 9-foot with min. 9-foot floor-to- order to develop at 

ceiling height for floor-to-ceiling height ceiling height for allowed increased 
residential floors for residential floors residential floors density and with 

concessions requested 

Up to three; 
Up to three depending 
on AMI: 

• rear yard: min. 20%/15 
Any or all: • rear yard: min. 20%/15 .. feet 

• unit exposure: min. 25 
• rear yard min. 20%/15 feet 

feet 
feet • unit exposure: min. 25 

• off street loading: none 
• unit exposure: min. 15 feet 

feet • off street loading: none 

Zoning 
required 

• off street loading: none required Up·to three, to be 
Modifications/Concessions 

• parking: up to 75% 
required • parking: up to 50% negotiated on project-by-

reduction 
and Incentives 

• open space: up to 5% 
• parking: up to 100% reduction project basis 

reduction in conunon 
reduction • open space: up to 5% 

• open space: up to 10% reduction in common 
open space 

reduction in common open space 
• additional open space: 

open space (min. 36 • additional open space: 
up to another 5% 

sf/unit) up to another.5% 
reduction in conunon 

reduction in common 
open space· 

open space 

Source: San Francisco Planning Department, January 2016. 
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Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

Eligibility Requirements. The Local Affordable Housing Bonus Program ("Local Program") would 
encourage construction of ·affordable housing by providing zoning modifications for projects that satisfy 
specified requirements. Local Program projects would b~ required to be all new construqon (vertical 
additions to existing buildings would not qualify) with a pre-Program density (not including bonus units) 
of three or more residential units and to provide a total of 30% income restricted units on site. Local 
Program projects subject to the City's Inclusionary Affordable Housing Ordinance would need to provide 
the required inclusionary units on-site, plus provide an additional 18% of the units as middle :income units 
(units which are affordable to households earning 140% of area mean :income ("AMI") for ownership 
projects and 120% AMI for rental projects). For Local Program projects not subject to the Inclusionary 
Affordable Housmg Ordinance, a total of 30% of the units would be required to be middle income units. 
The Local Program would be available in all zoning districts that regulate residential density by lot area, 
with the exception of RH-1 (House, One-Family) and RH-2 (House, Two-Family) districts, and also would 
be allowed in the Fillmore Neighborhood Commercial Transit District ("NGID") and the Divisadero 
NCTD. Local Program projects would be req~ed to meet certain unit mix requirements (40% two or more 
bedrooms or 50% two-bedroom or larger units). The Program requires nine-foot floor to ceiling heights on 
all residential floors. 

Projects would only be eligible for the Local Program if the Planning Department determines that they 
would not cause a Substantial adverse change in the significance of. a historic resource, create new shadow 
in a manner that substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities or oth~r public areas, or alter wind in a 
manner that substantially affects public areas. This determination would be made by the Planning 
Department as part of the broader environmental review process to which AHBP projects would be 
subject. Environmental review for AHBP projects would include an evaluation of the projects' potential for 
significant environmental impacts in all applicable resource areas, pursuant to CEQA and Chapter 31 of 
the San Francisco Administrative Code.11 

Finally, Lqcal Program projects would be required to comply with proposed AHBP Design Guidelines, 
described below. 

Development Bonuses. Projects m~ting the above requireillents would be eligible to receive a height 
bonus (increase) of up to 20 feet above the existing height limit, or two stories with the required 9-foot 
floor-to-ceiling heightl2 In addition, Local Program projects with active ground floors would be granted 
up to an additional 5 feet in height at the ground floor, for a total maximum height bonus of 25 feet. Local 
Program projects also would be eligible to receive a density bonus through the application of form-based 
density controls rather than by lot area (ie., by building volume rather than by units/square feet of lot 

11 In other words, historic resources, shadow, and wind would be only a few of the environmental topics reviewed; 
existing environmental review requirements would remain :in place. The environmental review simply would 
infonrithe determination of whether projects would be eligible for the Local Program. 

12 All ciiy parcels are subject to height and bulk limits, which set the maximum parameters for building height and 
bulk. For example,· many residential (RH-1, RH-2, RH-3, etc.) districts are within the 40-X height and bulk limits, 

. which mandate the maximum height of 40 feet, although most residential projects are also subject to the Planning 
Department's Residential Design Guidelin'es, design review, and other requirements that may further limit the 
possible height of development 
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area). Density of Local Program projects therefore would be limited by applicable requirements and 
limitations, including height (with the bonus), bulk, setbacks, open space requirements, exposure, and unit 
mix. 

Zoning Modifications. Up to three other modifications to rear yard, dwelling unit exposure, off-street 
loading, parking, and open space requirements, in the amounts listed in Table 1, would. be available to 
developers who pursue the Local Program. 

100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

filigibility Requirements. The 100 Percent Affordabl~ Housing Bonus Program ("100 Percent Affordable 
Program") would apply to new construction projects only (vertical additions to existing buildings would 
not qualify) with a base density of three or more units ·in which 100% of the total units are income 
restricted to 80% Alv.11 or below. The 100 Percent Affordable Program woi:tld be available throughout ihe 
City on any parcel zoned to allow residential uses, with the exception of RH-1 and RH:-2 districts. Projects 
would be eligible for the 100 Percent Affordable Program only if the Planning Deparbnent de!ermines that 
they would not result in signilicant historical resource, shadow, or wind :impacts. In addition,.100 Percent 
Affordable Program projects would be required ~o comply with the proposed AHBP Design Guidelines. 

Development Bonuses. 100 Percent Affordable Program projects would be entitled to a height bonus of 
up to· 30 feet or 3 stories above existing height limits, plus an extra 5 feet for active ground floor uses. 
These projects would be eligible to receive· a density bonus through application of form-based density 
controls. 

Zoning Modificatio.ns. Modifications in the amounts listed in Table 1 to rear yard, dwelling unit exposure, 
off-street loading, parking, and open space requirements would be available to developers who pursue the 
100 Percent Affordable Program. Projects in this program would be eligible to receive any or all of the 
offered zoning modifications. 

Analyzed State Density Bonus Program 

Eligibility Requirements. The Analyzed State Density Bonus Program(" Analyzed State Program") would 
apply to projec~ of five or more units that include various affordability levels, ranging from. 5% to 30% at 
various A.Mrs. (These affordability requirements mirror the requirements of the State Density Bonus Law.) 
The Analyzed State Program would apply in the same locations as the Local Program, i.e., all zoning 
districts that regulate residential density by lot area, with the exception of RH-1 and RH-2 districts, plus 
the Fillmore and Divisadero NCTDs. The Program requires 9-foot floor to ceiling heights on all residential 
floors and Analyzed State Program projects would be required to comply with proposed AHBP Design · 
Guidelines. 

Development Bonuses. Analyzed State Program projects would be eligible to receive a waiver of height 
restrictions up to '25 feet above existing height limits (a maximum of two stories given the required 
minimum 9-foot floor to ceiling height), subject to the requii:ements of a specified formula, and a density 
bonus of up to 35% above that allowed under existing zoning. 
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Zoning Modifications. Developers who pursue the Analyzed State Program would be eligible to select up 
to three concessions and fucentives (modifications to zoning c01;1trols), in the amounts listed in Table 1, to 
rear yard, dwelling unit exposure, off-street loading, parking, and open space requirements. 

Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program 

The Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program ("Individually Requested Program") would be 
available to projects that are consistent with the State Density Bonus Law, but that request a set of 
incentives, concessions, or waivers that are not offered through the Analyzed State Program. The 
Individually Requested Program is also for those seeking a bonus for land donations, condominium 
conversions, or mobile home parks (as specifically allowed by State Law),13 and for projects :in zoning 
districts not eligible for Analyzed State projects. 

Eligibility Requirements. The Individually Requested Program would apply to projects of five or more 
units fuat include various affordability levels, ranging from 5% to 40% at various AMis, as provided :in 
State Law. The Individually Requested Program would apply in all districts fuat allow .residential units 
and can accommodate five or :m.ore units. under existing zoning controls. Projects under fuis program 
would be required to comply wifu the AHBP Design Guidelines 

Development Bonuses. Individually Requested Program projects would be entitled to a density bonus of 
.up to 35% above that allowed under existing zoning, depending on the amount and type of restricted 
affordable units proposed. · 

Zoning Modifications. Developers who pursue the Individually Requested Program would be eligible to 
receive up to three concessions and :incentives as necessary to make the density bonus physically and 

· financially feasible. Project sponsors could aiso request a waiver of a development standard that physically 
precludes the development at fue density and with the ·concessions requested. 

AHBP Project Authorization 

The proposed legislation would also amend the Planning Code to add Section 328, which would establish 
a review and approval process for Local Program and 100 Percent Affordable Program projects. Jn 
addition to zonmg modifications offered under the Local Program and 100 Percent Affordable Program, 
the proposed Section 328 would allow the Planning Commission to make minor project modifications to 
ensure a project's consistency wifu the AHBP Design Guidelines .. 

All AHBP projects would be evaluated for consistency with the AHBP Design Guidel:ines. In recognition 
fuat some projects utilizing the AHBP woUld be taller or of differing mass fuan the surrounding context, 
the AHBP Design Guidelines would clarify how projects should both maintain their size and be designed 
toto be compatible with their neighborhood context. Specific design guidelines would address ground­
.floor design, tops of buildings, sidewalk articulation,. and architectural character. Also, the AHBP Design 
Guideilnes . .,.;.ould articulate existing design principles from neighborhood- or district-specific design 

13 Density bonuses for "land donations;' are regulated in· Government Code Section 65915(g), "condominim;n 
conversions" are defined in Government Code Section 65915.5, and "mobile home parks" are defined under 
Government Code Section 65915(b)(1)(C). 
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guidelines that would be applied to all AHBP projects. These fundamental design principles would 
address such fuings as building massing and articulation, ground floors, and streets. Finally, the AHBP 
Design Guidelines would include historic preservation guidelines to ensure that AHBP projects preserve 
materials, features, and forms of historic districts, as applicable, and are· compatible and differentiated. The 
draft AHBP Guidelines will be presented to the Planning Commission for adoption and forwarded to the 
BOS for approval. 

All projects eligible to take advantage of the AHBP, under any of the four programs, would require review 
underCEQA. 

AHBP General Plan Amendments 

In conjunction with the proposed AHBP ordinance, the Planning Deparb:nent has proposed minor 
amendments to the General Plan. These amendments would add language to the Housing Element, Urban 
Design Element, Olinatown Area Plan,."Downtown Area Plan, and Northeast Waterfront Area Plan and 
associated up.dates to the Land. Use Index to specifically reflect the goals and intent of the AHBP, which 
allow greater height and bulk for projects that provide affordable units on site. 

Generally, the proposed amendments would include the following language in the relevant sections of the 
General Plan: 

To encourage greater levels of affordability on-site, the City may adopt affordable housing policies to permit 
heights that are sevei·al stories taller and building mass that is larger ·than described here. Refer to the 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program Desi-gn Guidelines. 

The proposed amendments would add language to one Housing Bement Policy and descriptive text to 
t.wo other Housing Element policies to specifically reference and allow development incentives, such as 
additional height, density, and bulk, in exchange for higher levels of affordability. . The proposed 
amendments also include references to higher densities.on Map 6 bf the Housing Element and associated 
updates to the Land Use Index. 

AHBP Approvals 

As amendments to the Planning Code and General Plan, the propos!'!d AHBP and General Plan. 
. amendments would require review and recommendation by the Planning Comri:tlssiOn to the Board of 

Supervisors, and approval of an ordinance by the Board of Supervisors. 

SETTING 

San Francisco is a consolidated city and county located on the tip of the San Francisco Peninsula with the 
Golden Gate Strait to the.north, San Francisco Bay to the east, San Mateo County to the south, and the 
Pacific Ocean to the west. The Gty is one of nine counties adjacent to San Francisco and San Pablo Bays. 
Daly Gty and the Gty of Brisbane abut San Francisco to the south. San Francisco is approximately 49 
square miles :in size. The Gty is made up of numerous planning districts and several plan areas (areas 
which have undergone, or are in the process of, a comprehensive community planning effort). Altpough 
San Francisco is densely developed, there remain developable. vacant parcels, as well as underused 
parcels, which are currently zoned to allow housing :in various locations throughout the Gty. 
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ANALYSIS OF POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECT~ 

San Francisco Administrative Code Section 3Ll9(c)(1) states that a modified project must be reevaluated 
and that "[i]f, on the basis of such ·r~evaluation, the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) determines, 
based on the requirements of CEQA, that no additional .environmental review is necessary, this 
determination and the reasons therefore shall be noted in writing ,in the case record, and no further 
evaluation shall be required by this Chapter." 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 provides for fue use of an addendum to document fue basis of a lead 
agency's decision not to require a Subsequent or Supplei;nental EJR for a change to a project that has been 
analyzed in a cerfifi.ed E1R The lead agency's decision to ;use an addendum must be supported by 
substantial evidence that the conditions that would trigger the preparation of a Subsequent EJR, as 
provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, are not present 

The proposed AHBP, which would implement the density bonus provision$ referenced in the Housing 
Element, would_ not result ·in any new significant enviroru:i;i.ental impacts, substantially :increase the 
severity of previously identified effects, or necessitate implementation of additional or considerably 
different mitigation measures than fuose idenfifi.ed in the FEJR. The effects associated wifu the proposed 
program would be su'bstantially the same as fuose reported for the FEJR, and thus no supplen;i.ental or 
subsequent ElR is reqtrired. The following discussion provides the basis for this conclusion. 

2004 and 2009 Housing Element FEIR Conclusions 

The 2009 Housing El~ent adopted policies that, generally, encouraged housing and higher density 
housing along transit lines and other infrastructure, and in proximity to neighborhood· services, such as 
open space and childcare. The 2009 Housing Element policies also encouraged higher density through a 
community planning process anq, for affordable hm.~.sing projects, promoted the construction of 
multifamily housing. The 2004 and 2009 Housing Element FEJR identified less-fuan significant 
environmental impacts in the following environmental topiC areas: 

• Land Use and Land Use Planning; • Utilities and Service Systems; 
• Visual Quality and Urban Design; • Public Services; 
• Population and Housing; • Biological Resources; 

• Cultural and Paleontological Resources; • Geology and Soils; 

• Air Quality; • Hydrology and Soils; 
• Greenhouse Gas Emissions; • Hazards and Hazardous Materials; 

• Wind and Shadow; • Mineral and Energy Resources; and 
• Recreation; • Agricultural and Forest Resources. 

The FEIR found that significant effects related to encouraging new residential development along streets 
with noise levels above 75 dBA Lt1n can be avoided or reduced to a less-than-significant level with 
mitigation, and a mitigation measure addressing the issue was incorporated into the adopted Housing 
Element as an implementation measure.14 The FEJR found ajso that adoptj.on of the 2009 Housing Element 

i4 A-Weighted Sound Level (dBA): The sound pressure level in decibels as measured on a sound level meter using the 
internationally standardized A-weighting filter or as computed from sound spectral data to which A-weighting 
adjustments have been made. A-weighting de-emphasizes the low and very high frequency components of the 
soUn.d :in a manner sll:nilar to the response of the average human ear. A-weighted sound levels correlate well with 
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would potentially result :in significant ep.vlronmental effects on the transit network that could not be 
mitigated to a less-than-significant level with implementation of feasible mitigation measures. The policies 
in the 2014 Housing Element were substantially the same as those :in the 2009 Housing Element, and the 
adoption of the 2014 Housing Element did not change the conclusions :in the FEIR. · 

~004 ;rnd 2009_ Housing Element EIR Alternative C 

The 2004 and 2009 Housing Element EIR, in the Revised Alternatives Analysis, discussed and analyzed 
Alte:rI\ative C ("2009 Housing Element Intensified"), which :included potential policies (described herein as 
"concepts") that more actively encourage housing development through zoning accommodations than the 
policies :in the 20~9 Housing Element. These concepts were generated based on ideas and alternative 
concepts raised over the course of outreach for the 2009 Housing Element preparation process, but which 
were ultimately not included as policies in the 2009 Housing Element. 

Alte~_ative C :included concepts intended ~o encourage h011;sing by: 

1) Allowing for_ limited expansion of allowable building envelope for developments meeting the 
City's affordable housing requirement on site with units of two or more bedrooms; 

· 2) Requiring development to the full allowable building envelope in locations that are directly on 
Transportation Effectiveness Project ("TEP") rapid transit network lines; 

3) Giving height and/or density bonuses for developments that exceed affordable housing 
requirements in locations that are directly on TEP rapid transit network lines; 

4) Allowing height and/or density bonuses for 100 percent affordable housing in all areas of the City 
except :in RH-1 and RH-2 zones; and 

5) · Granting of administrative (ie., over the counter) variances for reduced parking spaces if the 
development is: 

a) in an RH-2 zoning district that allows for greater residential density (e.g., adding a second 
unit without required parking); 

b) :in an area· where additional curb cuts would restrict parking· :in areas with parking· · · 
shortages; or . 

c) on a Transit Preferential Street.15 

The 2004 and 2009 Housing Element· BIR analyzed the environmental impacts of implementing a more 
intensified housing development program than what was proposed under the 2009 Housing Element. The 
FEIR concluded that Alternative C would not result in any greater significant environmental impacts than 
those identified for the 2.009 Housing Element. Specifically, the FElR noted that Alternative C could result 

. in a. significant and unavoidable impact to the City's transit network - the same as the proposed 2009 
Housing Element - and that, with respect to noise, Alternative C could result in a significant impact that 
~ould be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-N0-1 -

subjective reactions of people to noise and are universally used for community noise evaluations. 
Day-Night Sound. Level (Ldn): The Leq of the A-weighted noise level over a 24-hour period with a 10 dB penalty 
applied to noise levels between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. 

15 The Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan contains Policy 20.1, whicch calls for "gi.ving priority 
to transit vehicles based on a rational classification system of transit preferential s_treetS (TI'S)." The.policy 
discussion elaborates that the TI'S classification system should consider the multi-modal functions of the street, the 
existing and potential levels of transit service and ridership, and the existing transit infrastructure. A map of Transit 
Preferential Streets is provided in Map 9 of the Transportation Element . 
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also, ilie same as for ilie proposed Ho-i:tsing Element. In sum, ilie significance of ilie environmental impacts 
associated with Alternative C were deterrrrined be similar to the significance of the impacts for the 2009 
Housing Element Th~ growfh projected in San Francisco over, ilie Housing Element BIR review period 
was driven by assumptions based on regional demand, and ilierefore ilie EIR concluded iliat ilie politjes 
contained within the Housing Element could incrementally affect ilie type of housing developed and, to 
some extent, the size of individual projects, but would not affect ilie overall number of units expected. 
Therefore, while some environmental impacts associated wiili Alternative C were determined to be eiilier 
incrementally more or incrementally less severe than ilie impacts .that were identified for the 2009 Housing 
Element, ilie difference in ilie severity of effects of Alternative C as compared to ilie 2009 Housing Element 
was not substantial. 

Changed Circumstances since Certification of FEIR 

Since certification of ilie FEIR, a number of revisions have been made to ilie Planning Code, General Plan, 
and oilier city policies and regulations (including ilie Inclusionary Housing Program, Standards for Bird­
Safe Buildings, and others) related to housing and development in San Francisco. Most changes to the 
Planning Code and oilier documents can be.found on the Planning DepartCnenfs website: http:Uwww.sf­
planning-.org/index.aspx?pag-e='2977. Those changes were independent from the adoption of ilie I:fousing . 
Element and have undergone independent review under CEQA. The revisions primarily pertain to 
neighborhood-specific issues, and none of iliem would result in changes iliat substantially deviate from 
the overarching goals and objectives iliat were articulated in ilie 2009 or 2014 Housing Element (Suclt as 
directing growfh to c~rtain areas of ilie City, promoting preservation of residential buildings, etc.) in a way 
that could render ilie conclusions reached in ilie FEIR as invalid or inaccurate. These revisions to ilie 
regulatory environment also would not be expected to affect ilie severity of impacts discussed in ilie FEIR. 
Furilier, no new information has emerged iliat would materially Change ilie analyses or conclusions set 
forili in the FEIR. Any additional draft amendments proposed for adoption, but not yet adopted, would be 
reviewed for environmental impacts prior to adoption. 

Changes to Housing Projections 

The FEIR contains population and housing projections that have since been updated. AB reported in the 
2014 Housing Element,16 ilie 2012 American Community Survey estimated San Francisco's population to 
be about 807,755. ABAG projects continued population growfh to 981,800 by 2030 or an overall increase of 
about 17 4,045 people who will need to be housed over ihe next 18 years.17 In comparison, ilie 2009 
Hansing Element projected San Francisco's popUlation at 934,000 by 2030. Household growth, an 
approximation of the demand for housing, currently ip.dicates a need for some 72,530 new units in the 18 
years to 2030. AB wiih the 2009 and 2014 Housing Elements, ihe proposed AHBP would not change the 
population and housing projections, as ihose projections are due to, and influenced by, births, deaihs, 
migration rates, and ,employment growili, and under current zoning ilie City can meet that demand. 
Rather, the AHBP would· influence ihe location and type of residential development that would be 
constructed to meet demand. 

1s 2014 Housing Element, Part I, p.14. 

17 Association of Bay Area Governments, Projections 2013, p. 75. 
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Approach to Analysis of AHBP Environmental Effects 
' . 

As discussed above, the Analyzed State Program and the Individually Requested Program (hereafter "the 
State Programs") implement the State Law. Adoption of the State Programs would codify procedures that 
articulate the City's preferences and priori.ties for implementing the State Law in San Francisco. Project 
sponsors of qualifying projects in San Francisco already are entitled to receive the density bonuses and 
concessions and incentives that would be offered by the State Programs. Th~ State Programs would make 
it easier for project sponsors to take advantage of the State Law, since State Program projects would not be 
required to receive exceptions or other allowances from applicable Planning Code requirements, such as 
through a conditional use, variance or Planning Code amendment. The two AHBP State Law avenues, 
however, would not be eXpected to substantially increase the number of projects that are developed · 
consistent with State Law, because the underlying financial feasibility of developing a particular parcel 
would not substantially change with adoption of the State Programs. Furthermore, Alternative C in the 
FEIR identified potential policies, .including increased heights and expanded building ei:velopes, that 
would allow more intense housing development in certain areas of San Francisco. Alternative C thereby 
reflected the potential for construction of relatively larger buildings with higher affordability levels in 
particular locations, such as along rapid transit corridors. Thus, because the State Law was already 
assumed as part of the baseline regulatory environment for both the Housing Element and Alternative C, 
impacts from implementation of the State Law through the State Programs were included in the analysis 
of the Housing Element in the FEIR. It is worth noting, however, that future proposed' projects seeking to 
take advantage of the State Programs, or any AHBP program, would be subject to additional project- . 
specific environmental review. 

The Local Program and 100 Percent Affordable Program (hereafter "the Local Programs") contain 
additional eligibility requirements that are more restrictive than the requirements for the State Law. These 
include the affordability, location, unit nUx, and environmental requirements. At the same time, the Local 
Programs have a lower threshold of eligibility regarding the pre-program density requirement (a 

. minimum of three units versus five) and the density bonus offered under the Local Programs is not 
capped at a certain ;percentage, as is the State Law. In contrast to the State Programs, the Local Programs 
were ,not specifically included or assumed as part of the existing regulatory environment in the FEIR. The 
Department reasonably assumes, however, that projects constructed under the Local Programs would be 
generally similar t9 those that qualify for State Law development bonuses and, a~ with the St~t~ prog[ams, 

· would not substantially deviate from the development that the FEIR concluded could proceed under the 
concepts described in Alternative C. 

Pursuant to CEQA, this document focuses specifically on the physical environmental effects that could 
result from implementing the proposed AHBP. The proposed program does not directly propose new 
housing development projects and thus, would not directly result in the construction of residential units. 
However, by allowing for anq articulating the City's preferences and priorities for density bonuses and 
establishing a defined menu of zoning modifications from which a developer could choo!le, the AHBP 
could encourage the production o~ a greater number of market-rate and affordable housing units at any 
given eligible site than would occur under existing land use controls. In other words, the program would 
allow for a greater number of residential units .to be included in a given development project. This 
construction would occur because the progrpm would make it more financially feasible for project 
.sponsors to develop or redevelop underutilized sites and include affordable housing. Nonetheless, as 
not~d above, the AHBP would not increase projected demand for housing, nor would it change the total 
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amount of residential growth (in terms of numbers of units) anticipated in the City. Rather, the program 
would influence the location, density, building envelope, and affordability of residential development that 
would be constructed to meet demand. 

The program characteristics that have the greatest potential to result in physical environmental effects are 
the height and density bonuses and the zoning modifications, as they woUid influenc;e the size of the 
building envelope and may necessitate deeper foundations and larger lot coverage. 

Anticipated Development of AHBP Projects 

It is uncertain how many additional new units (affordable or market rate) would be built by project 
sponsors choosing to take advantage of the proposed AHBP. It is also uncertain precisely which parcels in 
the City would be developed or redeveloped with AHBP projects as opposed to traditional residenti;;il 
projects. Nonetheless, the Planning Depar1ment has estimated a theoretical maximum number of ney.r 
units that would be built under the Program, based on the assumptions described below, and analyzed the 
distribution of sites throughout the City where such development would be most likely to occur. 

Selection of AHBP Option by Developer 

The Planning Depar1ment crafted the four proposed AHBP options to provide for a range of program 
types suiting different project site conditions, project types, and project sponsor needs. The Department 
anticipates that the Local Program would be the most popular choice by developers because it would 
provide the greatest benefits, in the form of the bonuses and zoning modifications offered, relative to the 
costs to qualify (i.e., provision of affordable housing). The .Analyzed State Program is anticipated to be the 
second most popular choice, for similar reasons, and if would be available to projects that do not meet the 
eligibility requirements for the Local Program.. In addition, Local Program and Analyzed State Program 
projects would benefit from a more streamlined entitlement process, without the need to justify the 
financial or site constraints that merit specific zoning modifications, relative to Individually Requested 
Program projects. Although sponsors of projects meeting the affordability and other requirements of the 
100 Percent Affordable Program would benefit from an additional 10-foot/one-story height bonus as 
compared to the Local Program and Analyzed State Program, the 100 Percent Affordable Program would 
be expected to attract a very small number of applicants on an annual basis due to the financing 
constraints for such projects. Most 100% affordable projects rely on some form of public funding, sources 
of which are very limited, and the AHBP would not increase public funding sources. The Individually 
Requested Program would be expected to attract a small number of projects due to the requirement to 
justify the financial and/or site constraints that merit the specifically requested zoning modifications, 
which are not required by the oilier three programs. Nonefueless, fue Planning Department's estimate of 
theoretical maximum number of new AHBP units takes into account 100 Percent Affordable and 
Individually Requested Program units. 

Development and Other Constraints 

· In order to determine the likely number of new units that would be constructed under the AHBP, the 
Planning Department began by identifying the constraints to development of projects eligible to take 
advantage of the proposed AHBP. As noted above, it is anticipated that most developers would choose 
either the Local Program or the Analyzed State Program (hereafter "Local or .Analyzed Programs"). 
Therefore these programs would be expected to incentivize the greatest number of residential units and 
the following discussion of development constraints focuses on these programs. 
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Location. Developers :would be able to take advantage of the Local Program only in locations subject to 
quantified density limits and that allow three or more units per p.arcel. These locations, which total 30,850 
parcels ("the study area"), constitute approximately 20 percent of all parcels in the City zoned for 
residential uses (see Figure 1). The Analyzed State Program would be available only in locations subject to 
quantified density limits and that allow five or more units per parcel; these p<!fcels are encompassed 
within the stu4y area. · 

Numerous areas C?f the City that benefit from more recent community plans are not subject to residential 
density limitS, such as areas within the Market Octavia Area Plan, the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans, 
the Balboa Park Pl8I1- Area and the Glen Park Plan Area. fu these areas, proposed developments are subject 
to form-based regulation, and are ineligible for the Local or Ana'lyzed Programs. Some individual parcels 
in areas with form-based zoning where residential use is permitted are expected to take advantage of the 
100 Percent Affordable Program, but for the reasons described above this would not constitute a 
substantial number of sites. 

In addition, projects seeking density bonuses under the Local, 100 Percent Affordable, and Analyzed State 
Programs would not be permitted in RH-1 and RH-2 districts,· which allow only one or two units per lot, 
respectively. RH-1 and RH-2 districts make up approximately 72% of~ existing land parcels and 50% of 
the City's developable acreage (meaning non-9pen space or land that is not federally owned). 

As illustrated in Figure 1, the study area :includes neighborhood commercial districts !llong Geary 
Boulevard, Van Ness Avenue, and Balboa, Fillmore, Divisadero, and Taraval streets. In addition, the study 
area includes some parcels along Van Ness Avenue and Mission, Third, Irving, and Judah. streets. 

The study area mcludes zoning districts. in which mix~-use development is already encouraged or 
permitted (e.g., C (Commercial) distri.cts, NC (Neighborhood CGmmercial), NCT (Neighborhood 
Commercial Transit) districtS, and RC (Residential-Commercial Combined) districts, among others). Thus, 
AHBP proje'cts would likely occur in zoning districts that have neighborhood-, city-, or regional-serving 
. coDimerdai uses in . areas close to major transit Imes (i.e., the Muni rapid netWork) anci on major 
automobile arterials. Figure 2 shows the location of the Muni rapid network in relation to the study area. 

Existing and Proposed Site Development The majority of parcels throughout San Francisco are already 
developed with existing buildings that are not anticipated to be redeveloped. A total of 13,800 parcels in 
the study area are currently developed to more than 30% of the permitted site capacity.is Even with the 
density and height bonuses offered to projects qualifying for the Local and Analyzed Programs, it is 
unlikely that the financial mcentives of the programs would be sufficient to'mcentivize redevelopment of 
~ose parcels. This standard assumption applies because the value of the existing us~s on those parcels 
most likely exceeds the relative value of the new development potential, less the cost of redeveloping the 
parcel. These costs include the monetary cost of project design, environmental review, entitlement 
processing, de~olition, and construction. Furthermore, becatise redevelopment entails an inherent 
uncertainty about whether the project would successfully receive entitlements, parcels already developed 
30% above the· permitted site capacity are unlikely to undergo the redevelopment process. 

18 The Plannlng Department divides the sqiiare footage of a builcling or builclings on a given parcel by the total square 
footage theoretically allowed on that same parcel under existing.zorring controls (ie., height limit, rear yard 
requirement, bulk controls, etc.) to calculate to what percent of zoned capacity the parcel is ~ently developed. 
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In addition to the above, the type and age of existing development is a factor in assessing the likelihood of 
a given parcel being redeveloped. Certain existing uses make redevelopment prohibitively costly or 
unlikely, either due to the nature of the existing uses or due. to existing Planning Code regulations or 
policies that discourage demolition and reconstruction. Within the study area, these uses include: · 
hospitals, San Francisco Housing Authority properties, single resident occupancy (SRO) hotels, schools, 
parcels containing rent-controlled residential units, parcels containing historic properties (those with 
Planning Department Historic Resource Status Code of A, signifying "Historic Resource Presenf'), 
churches, and parcels with existing residential units. These uses are strongly regulated and/or their 
redevelopment is discouraged, making them difficult to redevelop. As noted above, projects that would 
re~t in a significant impact to a historic resource would not be eligi"ble for the Local Programs. Parcels 
with. buildings constructed after 1990 are also less likely to be redeveloped due to the age and relative 
health of the existing building. 

In addition, parcels that are currently vacant but where buildings are either under co~truction or have 
received their entitlements are uclikely to be modified and reapprov.ed under the AHBP. Furthermore, 
projects that are moving through the entitlement process (so-called "pipeline projects") are very unlikely 
to be modified to be an entirely different project. This is because the sponsor's recent substantial 
investments in non-construction costs, including site acquisition, architectural design, engineering, legal 
fees, application fees, pursuit of entitlements, and carrying costs are s~ong incentives to stay the course 
and not risk the additional time and expense associated with project revisions to conform with the AHBP. 
Even· if some project sponsors of pipeline projects opt to modify their project to take advantage of the 
AHBP, the increased development capacity on those sites would be negligible in the context of this EIR. 
addendum analysis. Currently, there are only 26 pipeline projects in the project area. Individual AHBP 
projects will be subject to individual environmental review. 

Exclusion of parcels with the aforementioned site development characteristics from the study area leaves a 
remainder of 3,475 parcels. 

Other Considerations. To be eligi"ble for the Local or Analyzed Programs, project spoi:sors would be 
required to provide affordable housing units on site, including inclusionary units under Planning Code 
Section 415. Some developers, however, would not find it desirable, for financial or business reasons, to 
provide onsite affordable housing and would rather elect to pay the in-lieu fee under Planning Code 
Section 415. Historically, approximately 21 % of residential projects subject to Section 415 elect. to pay the 
in-lieu fee.19 

Lastly, on any given parcel, factors such as the shape of the parcel, topography, and other considerations, 
such as neighborhood opposition, would affect the likelihood of a given site being redeveloped. 

Theoretical Maximum Number of Bonus Units 

As noted, of the 30,850 parcels in the City in locations that would permit Local Program projects (and, to a 
lesser degree, Analyzed State Program projects), 3,475 parcels are free of the above-described development 
constraints that would make their redevelopment unlikely. 

19 According to the San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing, between 1992 and 2014, the inclusionary housing 
ordinance resulted in 1,787 onsite units, or 81 onsite units per year, on average. See http:// sf- . 
moh.org/modules/showdocumentaspx?documentid=8736, accessed January 7, 2016. 
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Planning Department staff then identified a subset of these 3,475 parcels that were either vacant or otrilt to 

5% or less of their zoned capacity. The number of parcels in the study area that contain existing buildings 
or are built to greater than 5% of their zoned capacity equals 3,235 parcels. Because the remaining 240 
parcels, or "soft sites," are either vacant or developed to less .fuai:t 5% of zoned capacity, and are therefore 
deemed to have the characteristics that make them the most likely to be of sufficient appeal to developers 
seeking to take advantage of the Local Program. 

Under existing density, height, and bulk controls, the 240 soft sites have the capacity to accommodate 
approximately 7,400 housing units, including· 890 affordable units.20 If. all 240 sites were developed 
consistent with the Local Program, . they could accommodate approximately 16,000 housing units, 
including 5,000 affordable units. If the 240 soft sites were developed consistent with the Analyzed State 
Program, they would have the capacity for up to 10,000 housing units, including approximately 1,500 
affordable units. Thus, it is assumed that the AHBP could incentivize the development of between 10,000 
and 16,000 housing units. For fu.e purpose of this analysis, fu.is addendum reasonably assumes that fu.is 
development would occur over a 20-year period.21 

It should be noted fu.at the theoretical maximum development of up to 16,000 bonus units does not take 
into account the "Other Considerations" described above. In addition, fu.is analysis assumes that 
developers of all 240 soft sites elect to participate in the Local Program and maximize the number of units 
built on those. lots. In reality, for some sites, the Local Program would not provide sufficient additional 
development potential compared to current zoning or the Analyzed State Program. Oh such sites, 
development under existing zoning or the Analyzed State Program would yield fewer units. 

As noted previously, ·:implementation of the AHBP, in and of itself, would not result in new devel~pment; 
instead, the program would create a procedure for complying with fu.e State Density Bonus Law, as well 
as establish additional incentives for including affordable housing above that required by the City's 
Inclusionary Housing Program. Future impacts to the environment, however, could occur as a result of 
specific development projects on individual sites. Individual projects would be subject to site-specific 
environmental review. 

Consistent With the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element FEIR, fu.is addendum does not attribute any 
difference in environmentai impacts to affordable housing as compared to market-rate housing; thus, fu.e 
addendum analyzes the buildout of all residential units on the· soft sites, regardless of their affordability 
level. 

The above-desc:ribed fueoretical maximum development of AHBP units is a reasonable basis for assessing 
the physical environmental impacts of the program for CEQA purposes. In addition, it provides a basis for 
understanding the effectiveness of the program at meeting its goal of incentivizing affordable housing 
production pursuant to Implementing Program 39b of the 2014 Housing Element. 

20 Tirls assumes that all required inclusionary affordable units would be provided onsite. 

21 Twenty years, or approxbnately so, is commonly used as aforecasthorizon for growth projections in planning and 
CEQA documents. For example, the 2009 Housing Element projected population growth over a 21-year period. 
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Land Use and Land Use Planning 

2009 Housing Element 

The FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would result in less-than-significant iinpacts related to 

land use and land use planning. The 2009 Housing Element would not conflict :with applicable land use 
plans, policies, or r~gulations, including, but not limited to, fue San Francisco General Plan (General Plan)~ 
the Sa:n Francisco Countywide Transportation Plan, and the San Francisco Bicycle Plan. Individual 
development projects would be reviewed for consistency and compliance with applicable land use plans, 
policies, or regulations. The 2009 Housing Element would not physically divide established communities 
by promoting the construction of physical barriers to neighborhood access, such as new freeways, or by 
removing existing means of access, such as bridges or roadways. The 2009 Housing Element would not 
have a substantial impact upon the existing character of San Francisco. Individual development projects 
would undergo design review to ensure that new construction is compatible with the neighborhoods in 
which the projects are located. . In addition, individual development projects would be reviewed for 
compliance with San Francisco Planning Code (Planning Code) regulations to ensure that the proposed 
land uses are permitted in the zoning districts in which the projects are located. 

As discussed in the FEIR, Alternative C would promote taller and denser buildings than would !he 
2009 Housing Element. The FEIR concluded !hat these taller and denser. buildings could result in 
incrementally greater iinpacts related to land use and land use planning, but fuese iinpacts would be less 
than significant; 

Modified Project (AHBP) 

The AHBP would promote housing along or near transit corridors and on sites in established 
neighborhoods th.rough.out San Francisco. The AHBP includes Planning Code amendments that would 
allow qualifying projects to exceed existing height limits, resulting in buildings th.at could be taller and 
denser than what is currently permitted under existing regulations. 

Plans, policies, and regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect 
are those !hat directly address environmental issues and/or contain targets or standards th.at must be met 
in order to maintain or iinprove characteristics of fue City's physical environment. Examples of such 
plans, policies, or regulations include the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's 2010 Clean Air Plan 
and the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board's San Francisco Basin Plan. The AHBP would 
not directly conflict with. any plan, policy, or regulation adopted for fue purpose of avoiding or mitigating 
an environmental effect. Individual development projects proposed under fue AHBP would be evaluated 
by City decision-makers for !heir consistency with such plans, policies, or regulations, and conflicts would 
need to be addressed prior to the approval of any entitlements. 

The AHBP would not physically divide established communities ~y calling for the construction of physical 
barriers to neighborhood access, such as freeways, or the removal of existing means of access, such as 
bridges and roadways. AH.BP projects would generally be constructed on vacant or underutilized sites 
along or near transit corridors and in established residential neighborhoods. New freeways would not 
need to be constructed to provide access to and from these projects, and existing bridges and roadways 
would not need to be removed to accommodate the development of these projects. 
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The AHBP would not have a substantial impact on the existing land use character of San Francisco. The 
AHBP would promote housing :in zon:ing disrricts that ~ently allow residential and neighborhood­
serving commercial Uses. AHBP projects would introduce new residential and neighborhood-serving 
commercial uses to .established neighborhoods :in which such land uses already exist Therefore, AHBP 
projects would be largely compatible with the existing land use character of the neighborhoods :in which 
they would be located. AHBP projects could be taller and denser than both non-AHBP projects and 
existing development. However, the :increased height and density would not affect the land use character 
of a neighborhood :in which an AHBP project is located, because new residential uses would be compatible 
with existing residential uses whether they are housed :in a three-story building with fewer units or a five­
story building with more units. The physical enviromri.ental impacts associated with taller buildings are 
discussed under the topics of Aesthetics and W:ind and Shadow, and the physical environmental impacts 
a.Ssociated with denser buildings are discussed under the topics of Population and Housing, Re~eation, 
Utilities and Service SysteJ:?S, and Public Services. 

For these reasons, the AHBP would result :in less-than-significant impacts related to land use and land use 
plann:ing. The AHBP would not result :in more severe imp?-cts than the 2009 Housing Element or 
Alternative C, would not result :in new significant impacts beyond those identified :in the FEIR, and would 
not require new mitigation measures. ·Furthermore, there is no new :info:n:ii.ation that would alter the 
FEIR' s conclq.sions regarding impacts related to land use and land use planning. 

Aesthetics . 

2009 Housing Element 

The FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would result :in less-than-significant impacts on · 
aesthetics. The 2009 Hous:ing Element would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, would 
not damage scenic resources that contribute to a scenic public setting, and would not degrade the existing 
visual character of San Francisco. As discussed in the FEIR, future development would be required to 
comply with existing regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding such impacts. The FEIR also found 
that the 2009 Holl.sing Element would not create new sources of substantial light and glare that would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views or would substantihlly affect other people or properties. New 
exterior lighting associated with future d~velopment would be foeused on specific areas rather than 
illuminating large areas that are cur±ently not ilJ.umirui.ted. Furthermore,. all.future development would be 
required to comply with Planning Commission Resolutio;n No. 9212, which prohibits the use of highly 
reflective or mirrored glass in new consrruction. 

As discussed in the FEIR, Alternative C would promote taller buildings than would the 2009 Housing 
Elemen,t. The FEIR concluded that these taller buildings could result in :incremenfally greater impacts 
related to aesthetics, but these impacts would be less than significant. 

Modified Project (AHBP) · 

The AHBP would allow qualifying projects to exceed existing height limits in certain locations throughout 
San Francisco, resulting in buildings that could be taller than what is currently permitted under existing 
regulations. For this reason, adoption of the AHBP could indirectly affect the visual character of the areas 
in which AHBP projects are located. 
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CEQA was amended in 2013 to add Public Resources Code ("PRC') Section 21099 regarding the analysis 
of aesthetics and parking impacts for certain urban·· infill projects in transit priority areas.22 
PRC Section 21099( d) provides that, II aesthetics and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use 
residential, or employment center project on an infill site located wiihin a transit priority area shall not be 
considered significant impacts on the environment" Accordingly, aesihetics and parking ate no longer to 

be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental"effects for 
projects that meet all of the following three criteria: 

1) The project is in a transit priority area; 

2) The project is on an infill site; and 

3) The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center. 

Since ·the AHBP would promote housing on infill sites along or near transit corridors throughout 
San Francisco, most, if not all, .AHBP projects would meet all three of the criteria listed above. Pursuant to 
PRC Section21099, .AHBP projects that meet the three criteria listed above would not result in significant 
impacts related to aesthetics. In addition, implementation of the .AHBP Design Guidelines and Planning 
CoIDIIri.ssion Resolution No. 9212 would ensure that AHBP projects would be architecturally and visually 
compatible with the neighborhoods in which they are located. Since AHBP projects would likely be 
scattered throughout the City and not concentrated in any one neighborhood or partirular block, adoption 
of the AHBP would not have significant impacts related to aesthetics. Buildings that are somewhat taller 
or denser than their surrounding context are common and expected in urban environments. 

For these reasons, adoption of the .AHBP would result in less-than-significant impacts related to aesthetics. 
The AHBP would not result in more severe imJ?acts than the 2009 Housing Element or Alternative C, 
would not result in new significant impacts beyond those identified in. the FEIR, and would not require 
new mitigation measures. Furthermore, there is no new information that would alter the FE1R' s 
conclusions regarding impacts related to aesthetics. 

Population and Housing 

2009 Housing Element 

The FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would result in less-than-significant impac~ related to 
population and housing. As noted above, population growth in San Francisco and the region is primarily 
a result of births, deaths, migration,. and employment growth. The growth projections in the FEIR were 
not driven by assumptions regarding proposed development. The purpose of the 2009 Housing Element 
is to provide ways for housing supply to meet housing demand and need; if housing supply were the 
basis for the growth projections, there would be no need for a hqusing element. For. this reason, the 
2009 Housing Element would not induce a substantial amount of population growth above the level · 
anticipated in regional growth projections generated by the Association of Bay Area Governments. 

22 :A "transit priority area'' is defined ju as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A. 
"major transit stop" is defined ju Section 21064.3 of the California Public Resources Code as a rail transit station, a 
ferry terminal served by eith.er a bus or rail transit service, or the jutersecfion 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. 
A map of transit priority areas in San Francisco can be found at http:!/sfmeasfplanning-.org/CEOA %20Update­
SB%207 43%20Surrrrnary.pdf. 
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Implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would not displace substantial numbers of existing housing 
units or people. Individual development projects would be subject to regulations that limit the demolition 
and merger of existing housing units, which would reduce the need .to construct replacement housing. 

As discussed jn. the FEIR, Alternative C would promote taller and denser buildings than would the 
2009 Housing Element These taller and denser buildings could result in incrementally greater impacts 
related to population and housing, but these impacts would be less than significant 

Modified Project (AHBP) 

The AF.IBP would not directly induce population growtli. above that anticipated by regional growth 
projections due to births, deaths, migration and employment growth; rather, it would be a new 
mechanism for providing housing supply- particularly afforda~le housing- to meet demand. The AF.IBP 
would promote housing in certain areas of San Francisco and could influence the design or types of 
buildings in which projected population growth is housed. Jn addition, the AF.IBP would not indirectly· 
induce ~ubstantial population growth by calling for the extension of roads, utilities, or other infrastructure. 
The AHBP would promote housing along or near transit corridors and in established neighborhoods that 
are f.!]ready served by roads, utilities, and other infrastructure. Individual projects proposed under the 
AHBP would be evaluated for their impacts on demand for roads, utilities, and other infrastructure. 

The AF.IBP would not displace substantial numbers of existing housing units or residents by calling for the 
demolition of existing housing stock. Individual AHBP projects that involve the conversion or demolition 
of existing housing units would be subject to local policies an9. regulations that protect existing housing 
stock.· These policies and regulations include, but are not limited to, the Housing Element of the General 
Plan; Pfuming Code Secti.on317: Loss of Dwelling Units through Demolition, Merger, and Conversion; 
San Francisco Adrrrin:istrative Code (Administrative Code) Chapter 41: Residential Hotel Unit Conversion 
and Demolition Ordinance; Administrative Code Chapter 41A: Residential Unit Conversion Ordinance; 

and Administrativ_e .C::ode 01:aJ?.!~r 41S::: Time-Share Conversion Ordinance. Required compliance with 
these policies and regulations would ensure that AHBP projects would not displace substantial numbers 
of existing housing units or residents, thus minimizing the demand for replacement housing and the 
environmental impacts associated with the construction of replacement housing. 

The AHBP would not directly displace businesses, but AHBP projects that involve demolition of existing 
buildings could displace businesses. The physical effects of business displacement would be considered 
on an individual basis as part of the environmental review process for each project, because such impacts 
are project-specific and location-specific. Without individual development proposals to evaluate, it would 
be speculative to conclude that the AHBP would result in significant overall impacts related to business 
displacement 

Although businesses are not afforded _the same type of protection as residents where displacement is 
concerned, the City operates several programs to assist displaced businesses. The Office of Economic and 
Workforce Development runs the Invest in Neighborhoods program, which helps displaced businesses 
find relocation sites and, under certain circumstances, can provide funding for specific construction 
improvements, such as fac;:ade upgrades. The Small Business Dev~opment Center offers pro bono legal 
advice and technical assistance, and the Office of Small Business. provides one-to-one case management 
assistance with licensesr permits, and financing. In addition to these ~ting programs, the AHBP 
includes additional protection for businesses that could be displaced. SpoIISors of AHBP projects that 
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involve demolition of existing buildings and displacement of businesses would be required to notify the 
affected businesses prior to the start of environmental review, which would provide the affected 
businesses with more time (anywhere from one to two years) to develop and implement relocation plans. 
The addition of this notification requirement, in conjunction with the existing programs, would reduce 
impacts on businesses that could be displaced as a result of the development of AHBP projects. 

For these reasons, the AHBP would result in less-than-significant impacts :i;elated to population and 
housing. The AHBP would not result in more severe impacts than the· 2009 Housing Element or 
Alternative C, would not result in new significant impacts beyond those identified in the FEJR, and would 
not require new mitigation measures. Furthermore, there is no new information that would alter the 
FEIR' s conclusions regarding impacts related to population and housing. 

Cultural.and Paleontological Reso.urces 

2009 Housing Element 

The FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element could result in a substantial adverse change to a 
historic resource if it promoted inappropriate alterations to or demolition of an exiSting building that is a 
historic resource, inappropriate new construction in a historic district, or demolition by neglect:23 The 
FEIR also found that assessing such impacts on historic resources would be most appropriate during the 
review of individual development projects proposed under the 2009 Housing Element. Such impacts 
woUld be offset through required compliance with existing federal, state, and local regulations that protect 
historic resources. 

The FEIR. also found that the 2009 Housing Element would not result in a substantial adverse change to an 
archeological resource, would not destroy a paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature, 
and would not disturb human remains. Individual development projects ·that could have potential 
lln.pacts on archeological resources, paleontological resources, or human remains would be subject to 
existing regulations that protect such resources. These regulations include, but are not limited to, the 
National Histpric Preservation Act and the California Public Resources Code. In addition, the Planning 
Department has established procedures to assess impacts on archeological resources as well as mitigation 
measures to reduc.e potentially significant impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

As discussed in the FEIR, Alternative C would promote a la:i:ger number of development projects as well 
as taller and denser buildings than would the 2009 Housing Element. The FEIR concluded that this 
increased amount of development, combined with potentially taller buildings, in or adjacent to existing 
historic districts could result in incrementally greater impacts on cultural and paleontological resources, 
but these impacts would be less than significant 

Modified Project (AHBP) 

The AHBP would not directly alter or encourage the alteration of existing historic resources. However, 
individual development projects proposed under the AHBP could result in direct effects on historic 

23 CEQA defines "substantlai adverse change" as "demolition, destruction, relocation or alteration," activities that 
would impair the significance of a historical resource either directly or indirectly. Demolition by neglect is the 
gradual deterioration of a building when routine or major maintenance is not performed and/or when a building is 
allowed by the owner to remain vacant and open to vandals. 
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resources through demolition or alteration of existing builclings or through new construction in existing 
historic districts. AHBP projects wotild be evaluated for their potential impacts on historic resources 
during the environmental ·review process. In order to be eligible for the Local and 100 Percent Affordable 
programs, project sponsors must demonstrate that their projects would not result in a substantial adverse 
Change in a historic resource. If the Planning Department determines that a project would result in a 
substantial adverse change in a historic resource, th.en the project would not be eligible for the Local and 
100 Percent Affordable programs. The project would need to be modified in order to avoid causing such a 
change, or the project could not be approved under these programs. Given this constraint, projects 
proposed under the Local and 100. PercentAffordable programs would result in: less-than-significant 
impacts on historic resources. 

AB discussed in the project description, there is an existing State Density Bonus Law that allows 
developers to seek density bonuses ill exchange for provicling affordable housing; this existing law does 
not require projects to avoid causing substantial adverse changes ill historic resources. The AHBP would 
not change the existing law, but it would provide developers with two avenues (the Analyzed State 
Program and the Individually Requested Program) for seeking density bonuses in exchange for providing 
affordable housing; these two State Programs would be consistent with. the existing law (i.e., they would 
not require projects to avoid causing substantial adverse changes ill historic resources). Projects proposed 
under either of the State programs could result ill potentially significant impacts on historic resources . 

. These 'impacts would be evaluated on: a project-by-project basis, because impacts on historic resources are 
project-specific and focation-specific. Without individual development proposals to evaluate, it would be 
speculative to conclude that either of the State Programs would result_m significant overall impacts on 
historic resources. The AHBP would not result :in impacts that would be more severe than those ·that 
could result from development proposed under the existing State Density Bonus Law. 

The AHBP would not directly place or encourage housing ill areas of San Francisco that could be 
underlain by soils· contailling archeological resources, paleontological resources (i.e., fossils), or human 
remaJ;ns. However, individual development projects proposed under the AHBP could be located.in such 
areas. Required compliance with existing federal, state, and local regulations and procedures would 
ensure that AHBP projects would not result in a substantial adverse change to an archeological resource, 
would not destroy a paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature, and would not disturb 
human remains. 

For these reasons, the AHBP would result in less-th.an-significant impacts on cultural and paleontological 
resources. The AHBP would not result :in more severe. :impacts than the 2009 Housing Element or 
Alternative C, ·would not result in new significant impacts beyond those identified in the FEIR, and would 
not require new mitigation measures. Furthermore, there is no new information that would alter the 
FEIR.' s conclusions regardfug impacts on cultural and paleontological.resources. 
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Transportation and Circulation 

2009 Housing Element 

The FEJR concluded fuat fue 2009 Housing Element would result in less-fuan-signifi.cant impacts on traffic; 
pedestrians, bicycles, loading, emergency access, and construction-related traffic. However, fue FEIR 
concluded that fue 2009 Housing Element would result in a significant and unavoidable transit impact, 
because policies in fue 2009 Housing Element that encourage transit-oriented residential development 
could result :in a mode shift toward transit Such a shift co?Id result in an exceedance of fue San Franc;isco 
Municipal Railway's capacity utilization standard of 85 percent The FEJR identified two mitigation 
measures to address fuis impact. The first mitigation measure called for fue City to implement various 
transportation plans and programs fuat would reduce congestion and decrease transit travel times.24 Since 
fue certification of the FEJR, fue Transit Effectiveness Project and fue Van Ness Avenue Bus Rapid Transit 
Project have been approved and are being implemented. The second mitigation measure called for fue 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency to increase capacity by providing more buses. At fue 
time fuat fue FEIR was certified, the feasibility of these mitigation measures could not be estaplished: For 
this reason, fue FEIR concluded fuat fue 2009 Housing Element's impact on transit would be significant 
and unavoidable. 

As discussed in fue FEIR, Alternative C would promote taller and denser buildings fuan would the 
2009 Housing Eleinent. In addition, Alternative C would encourage reduced -parking requirements for 
future development and increased density along existing transit lines, resulting in fewer vehicle trips but 
more transit trips. The FEIR concluded fuat effects on fue roadway network from future development 
under .Alternative C would not b_e expected to exceed 2025 cumulative conditions. As with the 
2009 Housing Element, Alternative C would result in a potentially significant imp8;ct on transit but would 
have no impact on pedestrians, bicycles, loading, emergency vehicle access, or consti:iclion-related traffic. 

Modified Project (AHBP) 

The AHB1:" would promote housing along _or near transit corridors and on' sites in established 
neighborhoods throughout SanFrancisco, which is consistent with many local plans, policies, and 
regulations, including the General Plan, fue San Francisco Countywide Transportation Plan, and the City's 
Transit First Policy. This type of transit-oriented development would help encourage residents to move 
away from the use of private automobiles and toward alternatives modes of transportation, such as transit, 
bicycling, and walking. This mode shift would help reduce impacts on traffic, pedestrians, bicycles, 
loading, emergency access, and construction-related traffic. Although this mode shift is consistent with 
fue 2009 Housing Element policies, it has the potential to increase fue demand for transit service to the 
degree that the San Francisco Municipal Railway's capacity utilizati.on of 85 percent woµld be exceeded.25 

On November 17, 2015, fue San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopted the Transportation Sustainability 
Fee ("TSF") (Ordinance No. 200-15, effective December 25, 2015) to replace the Transit Impact 

24 The FEIR noted that various lransportation plans were adopted, but not implemented, or proposed. Adopted 
plans/programs included SF Park, SF Go, the San Francisco Bicycl.e Plan, the Transbay Terminal, Cal!rain 
Eleclrifi.cation, and High Speed Rail project, and the Central Subway. Proposed plans included congestion pricing, 
SFMTA's Transit Effectiveness Project, the Van Ness Avenue and Geary Boulevard Bus Rapid Transit projects, and 
the San Francisco Better Streets Plan. 

75 Capacity utilization is the number of passengers on board a transit vehicle relative to the total capacity. 
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Development Fee.26 The TSF applies to new commercial projects, market-rate residential projects with 
more than 20 units, and certain :institutional projects. Developers of such projects would pay a fee that 
.would fund various transit improvements, including additional buses and tra:ins, the reengineering of 
streets and transit stops, and upgrades to bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. Tj:te AHBP could reasonably 
result :in a higher number of market-rate residential projects with more than 20 units than under existing 
zon:ing regulations. Therefore, more projects would be subject to the TSF, and more revenue would be 
generated to mitigate transit impacts. 

For these reasons, the AHBP would result :in less-than-significant impacts on traffic, pedestrians, bicycles, 
load:ing, emergency access, and construction-related traffic, but it would result :in a significant and 
unavoidable impact on transit. The AHBP would not result in more severe impacts than the 2009 Housing 
Element or Alternative C, would not result in new significant impacts beyond those identified :in the FEIR, 
and would not require new mitigation measures. Furthermore, fuere is no new :information fuat would 
alter the FEIR' s conclusions regarding impacts on transportation and circulation. 

Noise 

2009 Housing Element 

The FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would result :in a less-fuan-significant impact related 
to a sub.stantial temp9rary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels due to policies that discourage 
demolition and encourage maintenance of the City's existing housing stock. rn·addition, all construction 
activities are required to comply with the regulations set forth :in fue SanFrancisco Noise Ordinance 
(Noise Ordinance). 

The FEIR concluded thaf the 20p9 Housing Element would not resmt in the exposure of persons to or 
generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels, because potential impacts 
resulting from groundborne vibration or groundbome noise due to construction activities would be 

· reduced to less-than-significant levels· through compliance with federal, state; and local regulations. The 
FEIR also found that the 2009 Housing Element would not result in a substantial permanent :increase m 
ambient noise levels :in the project vicinity above levels existing at the time of that the Notice of 
Preparation of an EIR was published. · 

Lastly, the FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would result :in a significant but mitigable 
impact related. to the exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise levels in excess of established 
standards. The FEIR concluded that by encourag:ing future growth along transit corridors ~th:in the City, 
such growth could be located :in areas with existing ambient nois(! levels exi::eed:ing 60 dBA Lan, which is 
the maximum satisfactory exterior noise level for residential areas.27, 28 Interior noise levels for residential 
uses are addressed through compliance with the noise standards set forth in Title 24 of the California Code 
of Regulations, as implemented during the design and review phase for individual development projects . 

. 26 Sfil\ Francisco Board of Supervisors, Orclinance No. 200-15, adopted November 17, 2015. Available at 
http:Uwww.sfbos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/ordin~ces15/o0200-15.pdf, accessed January 13, 2016. 

XI The standard method used to quantify environmental noise involves evaluating the sound with an adjustment to 
reflect the fact that human hearing is less sensitive to low-frequency sound than to mid- and high-frequency sound. 
This measurement adjustment is called" N' weighting, and the data are reported in A-weighted decibels ( dBA). 

28 Lan is the average equivalent sound level during a 24-hour day, obtained after the addition of 10 dB to sound levels 
during nighttime hours (from 10:00 p.m. until 7:00 a.m.). 
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However, some areas of the City may be especially noisy. FEIR Mitigation Measure M-N0-1: Interior and 
Exterior Noise, requires the preparation of a noise analysis for new residential development projects 
located on streets with noise levels above 75 dBA Lan. The noise analysis shall include,. at a minimum, (1) a 
site survey to identify potential noise-generating uses within two blocks of the project site and (2) at least 
one 24-hour noise measurement with maximum noise level readings taken at least every 15 minutes prior 
to completion of the environmental review. The analysis shall demonstrate with reasonable certainty that 
Title 24 standards, where applicable, can be met. FEIR Mitigation Measure M-N0-1 also requires that 
open space for new residential uses be protected, to the maximum extent feasible, from existing ambient 
noise levels that could prove annoying or disruptive to users of the open space. Implementation of this 
measure could involve designing the project in a way that uses the building itself to shield on-site open 
space from noise sources, constru~g noise barriers between on-site open space and noise sources, and 
appropriately usirig both common and private open space in multi-unit residential buildings. Since the 
certification of the FEIR, this mitigation measure has been implemented as part of every proposed 
residential project that (1) is located on a street with ambient noise levels above 75 dBA Lc1n and/or 
(2) includes open~a~e. 

As discussed in the FEIR, Alternative C would promote taller and denser buildings than would the 
2009 Housing Element. The FEIR concluded that these taller and denser buildings could result in 
incrementaTiy greater noise and vibration impacts during both the construction and operational phases, 
but these impacts would be less than significant with implementation ·of F~IR Mitigation Measure M-NO­
L 

Modified Project (AHBP) 

The AHBP would promote housing in areas of San Francisco that could have existing ambient noise levels 
exceeding 60 dBA Lan. Individual development projects proposed wder the AHBP would be required to 
comply with the noise standards set forth in Title 24 as well as the provisions of the Noise Ordinan~. As 
discussed above, AHBP projects that are located on streets with ambient noise levels above 75 cl.BA Lan or 
that include open space would be required to implement FEIR Mitigation MeMnre M-N0-1.. Required 
compliance with existing noise regulations and implementation of FEIR Mitigation MeasureM-N0-1 
would ensure that new noise-sensitive receptors occupying AHBP projects would not be substantially 
affected by existing noise levels. No additional mitiga_tion measures to address noise impacts on noise­
sensitive receptors are necessary. 

Construction of AHBP projects would result in temporary site-specific increases in noise and vibration 
levelS. Once construction has been completed, noise and vibration produced by construction equipment 
and construction vehicles would cease. In addition, all construction activities in San Francisco are 
required to comply with the Noise Ordinance, whiq prohibits construction between the hours of 8:00 p.m. 
and 7:00 a.UL Construction of AHBP projects would. generate vibration that could damage adjacent or 
nearby buildings. The DBI is responsible for reviewing building· permit applications to ensure that 
proposed construction activities, including pile driving, shoring, and underpinning, comply with all 
applicable proced~es and requirements and would not materially impair adjacent or nearby buildings. 

V ebicle traffic is a primary source of noise and vibration throughout San Francisco. Like the 2009 Housing 
Element, the AHBP would promote housing in some areas along or near major transportation corridors 
that have higher ambient noise and vibration levels than other areas of San Francisco. Although AHB_P 
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projects could be taller and denser than development anticipated under the 2009 Housing Element, AHBP 
projects would not include substantially more units such. that there would be a noticeable increase in 
traffic noise and vibration. Vehicle traffic generated by AHBP projects would result in localized increases 
in noise and vibration levels, but these increases would not be substantial given the elevated noise and 
vibration levels that already exist along major transportation corridors. 

AHBP projects would include mechanical equipment, such. as heating and ventilation systems, that could 
produce operational noise and potentially disturb adjacent and nearby noise-sensitive receptors. The 
operation of this mechanical equipment is subject to the provisions of the Noise Ordinance. Compliance 
With the Noise Ordinance would mirrimize noise from building .operations. 

For these reasons, the AHBP would result in less-fuan..signifi.cant noise and vibration impacts. The AHBP 
would ·not result in more severe impacts than the 2009 Housing Element or Alternative C, would not result 
in new significant impacts beyond those identified in the FEIR, and would not require new mitigation 
measures. Furthermore, there is no new information that would alter the FEIR' s conclusions regarding 
noise and vibration impacts. 

Air Quality 

2009 Housing Element 

The FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would result in less-than-significant impacts on air 
quality. As discussed in the FEIR, the 2009 Housing Element wo:iid not increase the overall citywide 
populatioll. from 2009 to 2025 above the level assumed in the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy, which. was the 
applicable air quality plan at the time the FEIR was prepared. During this 16-year perlod, the number of 
vehicle-miles-traveled would increase at a lower rate than the rate of population growth, meaning that air 
pollution from vehicles would not outpace the population growth anticipated in the Bay Area 2005 Ozone 
Strategy. For these reasons, the 2009 Housing Element would not conflict with or obstruct implementation 
of the applicable air quality plan and would not violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially 
to an existing or projected air quality violation. In addition, all construction activities associated with 
individual development projects would be subject to the provisions of the Construction Dust Control 
Ordinance. 

The FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial air 
pollutant concentrations. fucreased housing development along or ~ear transit corridors could increase 
concentrations of certain air pollutants, including PMz.s, N02,. and toxic air contaminants, on some 
roadways within S~ Francisco. At the same time, increased density and associated shifts from private 
automobiles to alternative modes of transportation, such as transit, bicycling, and walldng, ·could reduce 
the overall expected growth of vehicle trips and vehicle-miles traveled. Jn addition, Article 38 of the 
. San Francisco Health Code contains requirements for air qucility assessment and mitigation when new 
residential exposures exceed actjon levels for acceptable air pollutant concentrations. 

The FEIR also concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would result in less-than-significant impacts 
related to carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations. To support this conclusion~ CO concentrations were 
calculated based on simplified· CALINE4 screening procedures develop.ed by the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD). Based on the modeling, under future 2025 cumulative traffic 
conditions, none of the 10 worst-performing intersections included in the model wou;ld ex:ceed 
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CO standards. Thus, it was assumed that if CO levels at the 10 worst-perfomring :intersections do not 
exceed the CO thresholds, then the rema:in:ing 50 :intersections analyzed in the traffic study would not 
exceed the CO thresholds. 

Lastly, the FEJR concluded that the 2009 Hous:ing Element would result :in less-than-significant impacts 
related to objectionable odors, because residential uses generally do not create objectionable odors. 

As discussed :in the FEI:R, Alternative C would promote taller and. denser build:ings than would the 
2009 Housing Element. In addition, Alternative C would encourage :increased density along existing 
transit lines, resulting :in fewer vehicle miles traveled but more transit trips. The FEIR concluded that 
overall air quality impacts associated with taller and denser transit-oriented development under 
Alternative C would be incrementally reduced when compared to the impacts under the 2009 Housing 
Element. The air quality impacts under Alternative C would be less than significant 

Modified Project (AHBP) 

The AHBP would not directly contribute to air pollutant emissions, but individual development projects 
proposed under the AHBP would contribute to air pollutant emissions during their construction and 
operational phases. AHBP projects would be subject to state, regional, and local plans, polici175, and 
regulations related to the protection of air quality. These plans, policies, and regulations include, but are 
not .limited to, the BAAQMD's ·-zo10 Clean Air Plan, the San Francisco· Construction Dust Control 
Ord:inance, and Article 38 of the San Francisco Health Code: The Construction Dust Control Ord:inance 
requires that all site preparation work, demolition, or other construction activities that have the potential 
to create dust or to expose or disturb more than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of soii' comply with 
specified dust c~:mtrol measures. Such measures include watering all active construction areas sufficiently 
to prevent dust from becoming airborne, wet sweeping or vacuuming the streets, sidewalks, paths, and 
intersections where work is in progress at the end of the workday, and covering inactive stockpiles of 
excavated material, back£ill material, gravel, .sand, road base, and soil. Pursuant to Article 38, any project, 
AHBP or otherwise, located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone (APEZ) would be reqillred to provide an 
enhanced ventilation system to protect its residents from exposure to toxic air contaminants. In addition, 
any project, AHBP or otherwise, located in an APEZ may be subject to mitigation measures that are 
necessary to reduce construction-related air quality impacts to less-than-significant lev~. Required 
compliaJ:1ce with these plans, policies, and regulations would ensure that AHBP projects would not violate 
an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, or expose 
sensitive receptors to substar).tial air pollutant concentrations. 

Residential uses generally do not create objectionable odors. Land uses that commonly create 
\ . 

objectionable odors :include wastewater treatment plants, oil re.fineries, land.fills, and composting facilities. 
S:ince AHBP ·projects would not include these types of land uses, AHBP projects would not create 
objectionable odors. 

For these reasons, the AHBP would result in less-than-sigrrificant impacts on air quality. The Alf!3P 
would not result :in more severe impacts than the 2009 Housing Element or Alternative C, would not result. 
in new significant impacts beyond those identified in the FEIR, and would not require new mitigation 
measures. Furthermore, there is no new :information that would alter the FEIR' s conclusions regard:ing 
impacts on air quality. 

Case No. 2014.1304E; 2014-001503GPA ·Addendum to Environmental Impact Report 
30 

Affordable Housing Bonus Program January 14, 2016 

554 



... I ... · .. :. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

2009 Housing Element 

. The FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would not generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, 
either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment and would not conflict 
with any applicable plan, poli,cy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. 
Moreover, implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would not conflict with Assembly Bill (AB) 32 or 
San Francisco's Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emif!sians. 

As discussed in the FEIR, Alternative C would promote taller and denser buildings than would the 
2009 Housing .Element. In addition, Alternative C would encourage increased density .along existing 
transit lines and more energy-efficient buildings. The· FEIR concluded that overall GHG impacts 
associated with taller, denser, and more energy-efficient transit-oriented development under Alternative C 

would be incrementally reduced when compared to the impacts under the 2009 Housing Element. The 
GHG impacts under Alternative C would be less than significant. · 

Modified Project (AHBP) 

Adoption of the AHBP would not directly generate GHG emissions, but individual development projects 
proposed under the AHBP would generate GHG emissions during their coristruction and operational 
phases. The AHBP would promote housing along or near transit corridors and ·in established 
neighborhoods where jobs. and other services are easily accessilile by public transit or are witlrin walking 
distance. This type of transit-oriented development would encourage the use of alternative modes of 
transportation (transit, bicycling, walking) and help reduce GHG emissions from the use of private 
automobiles, which is one of the primary sources of GHG emissions. In addition, AHBP projects would be 
sllbject to state, regional, and local plans, policies, and regulations related to the reduction of 
GHG emissions. These plans, policies, and regulations include Executive Order S--3-05, Assembly Bill 
(AB) 32,_ the Bay Area Air Quality_Management District's 2010 Cle(ln Air_f'.lan, S~Franciscds Strategies to -· 
Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions, <Utd fue SanFrancisco Green Building Ordinance. Required compliance 
with these plans,· policies, and regulations ·would ensure that AHBP projects would not result in 
cumulatively considerable contributions to GHG emissions. To the degree that AHBP projects are 
concentrated closer to public transit and in taller and denser .buildings (i.e., fewer bUildings in fewer 
locations), GHG emissions would be reduced when compared to developlI).ent patterns anticipated under . 
the 2009 Housing Element. 

For these reasons, the AHBP would result in less-than:-signilicant impacts related. to GHG emissions. The 
AHBP would n<;>t result in more severe :impacts than the 2009 Housing Element or Alternative C, would 
not result in new significant impacts beyond fuose identified in the FEIR, and would not require new 
mitigation measur~s. Furthermore, there is no new information that would alter the FEIR' s conclusions 
regarding impacts related to GHG emissions. 

Wind and Shadow 

2009 Housing Element 

The FEIR ~oncluded that the 2009 Housing Element would result in less-than-significant'wind and shadow 
impacts, because the 2009 Housing· Element would not directly result in the c:onstruction of .projects that 
would alter wind or create new shadow. In addition, wind and shadow impacts are project-specific; 
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.individual development projects would be subject to the Planning Deparlment' s procedures requiring . 
modification of any new building or addition that would exceed the Plamrlng Code's w.ind hazard 
criterion and would be evaluated for their shadow impacts under CEQA and for compliance with 
Planning Code Sections 146, 147, and 295. · 

As discussed in the FEIR, Alternative C would promote taller buildings than would the 2009 Housing 
Element The FEIR concluded that these taller buildings could result .in incrementally greater wind and 
shadow impacts, but required compliance with Plamrlng Code wind and shadow regulations would 
reduce these impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

Modified Project (A!IBP) . 

The AHBP would not direct:1y result in the construction of any new development and thus would not alter 
wind or create new shadow. However, individual development projects propose4 under the AHBP could 
alter wind or create new shadow in their respective vicinities. The AHBP would allow qualify.ing projects 
to exceed existing height limits in certain locations throughout San Francisco, resulting_ in buildings that 
could be taller than the existing scale of development or taller than what is currently permitted under 
existing regulations. AHBP projects would be evaluated for their wind and shadow impacts during the 
environmental review process and for compliance with Planning Code wind and shadow regulations 
during the entitlement process. In order to be eligible for the Local and 100 Percent Affordable programs, 
project sponsors must demonstrate that their projects would not alter wind in a manner that substantially 
affects public areas or create new shadow in a manner that substantially affects outdoor recreation 
facilities or other public areas. If it is determined that a project would result in a significant wind or 
shadow impact, then the project would need to be modified in order to avoid causing sucli. an impact. If 
modifications are not feasible, then the project· would not be eligible for the Local and 100 
Percent Affordable programs. Given these constraints, projects proposed under the Local and 100 
Percent Affordable programs would result inless-than-signilicant wind and shadow impacts. 

As diseussed in the project description, there is an existing State Density Bonus Law that allows 
developers to seek density bonuses in exchange for providing affordable housing; this existing law does 
not require projects to avoid altering wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas or creating 
new shadow in a manner that substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. The 
AHBP would not change the existing law, but it would provide developers with two avenues (the State 
Analyzed Density Bonus Program and the Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program) for 
seeking density bonuses in exchange for providing affordable housing; these two State programs would be 
consistent with the existing law (i.e., they would not require projects to avoid creating new shadow in a 
manner that substantially affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas). Projects proposed 
under either of the State programs could result .in pot~tially significant wind and shadow impacts. These 
impacts wo'uld be evaluated on a project-by-project basis, because wind and shadow impacts are project­
specific and location-specific. Without individual development proposals to evaluate, it would be 
speculative to conclude fuat either of the State programs woUid result in significant overall w:iii.d. and 
shadow impacts. The AHBP would not result in impacts that would be more severe than fuose fuat could 
result from development proposed under the existing State Density Bonus Law. 

For these reasons, fue AHBP would result in less-than-significant wind and shadow impacts. The AHBP 
would not result in more severe impacts than the 2009 Hous.ing Element or Alternative C, would not result 
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ID new significant impacts beyond those identified ID the FEIR, and would not require new mitigation 
measures. Furthermore, there is no new information that would alter the FEIR' s conclusions regarding 
wind and shadow impacts. 

Recreation 

2009 Housing Element 

The FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would result ID less-than-significant impacts related to 
the IDcreased use of existing·parks or recreational facilities, the need to construct new or expand existing 
recreational facilities, and the physical degradation of existing recreational resources. While the FEIR 
concluded that the 2009 Housing Element contains policies that could resUlt in an increase in demand for 
existing recreational facilities ID certain areas, the 2009 Housing Element also contaffis policies that could 
reduce the need for . constructi9n or expansion of recreational facilities by encouraging quality-of-life 
elements ID residential developments such as on-site usable open space. The 2009 Housing Element 
IDcludes measures to ensur~ community plan areas are adequately served by recreation facilities, thereby 
IDdirectly promoting the . construction or expansion of recreational facilities. The need for new or 
expanded recr_eational facilities and their associated impacts would be detenrrlned during the evaluation 
of specific community plan proposals. 

AB discussed in the FEIR, Alternative C w9uld promote taller and denser buildings than would the 
2009 Housing Element, potentially resulting ID an IDcrease in demand for and the use of recreational 
facilities in certam areas of San Francisco: The FEIR concluded that these taller and denser buildings could 
result ID IDcrementally greater impacts related. to recreation, but these impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Modified Project (AHBP) 

AB noted above, the AHBP would promote housing ID certam areas of San Francisco ~ut would not 
IDcrease the overall citywide population above-the level of future growth projected in the 2009 HofilIDg 
Element. For this reason, AHBP projech> would not IDcrease ·the oyerall demand .for recreational facilities 
above the level analyzed ID the FEIR, but there could be localized fluctuations ID demand for certain 
recreational facilities depending on ·where AHBP projects are constructed. In November2000, 
San Francisco voters approved Proposition C, which extended the life of tl:ie Open Space Fund through 
Fiscal Year2030-2031. The Open Space Fund is used to' finance property acquisitions and capital 
improvement projects for the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. A percentage of property· 
tax revenues is set aside for the Open Space Fund, and such revenue would IDcrease with the development 
of AHBP projects. 

Jn addition, AHBP projects would be subject to Planning Code requirements for usable open space. 
Although AHBP projects would be eligible for certain modifications or waivers from these requirements, _ 
they would not be entirely exempt from complying with these requirements. The granting of open space 
modifications or waivers available to AHBP projects would not significantly increase demand for 
recreational facilities such that new open space or recreational facilities would be required. Most of the 
City's recreational facilities are located on properties zoned for public use (P Districts); the AHBP does not 
apply to sites in P Districts and would not reclassify any P Districts. Lastly, the AHBP would not convert 
existing recreational facilities to other uses or otherwise physically degrade recreational resources. 
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For these reasons, the AHBP would result in less-than-significant :irb.pacts related to recreation. The AHBP 
would not result in more severe impacts than the 2009 Housing Element or Alternative C, would not result 
in new significant impacts beyond those identified in the FEIR, and would not require new mitigation 
measures. Furthermore, there is no new information that woUid alter the FEIR' s conclusions regarding 
impacts related to recreation. 

Utilities and Service Systems 

2009 Housing Element . 

The FEJR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would result in less-than-significant impacts on 
utilities and service systems. The 2009 Housing Element would not exceed wastewater treatment 
requirements, would not exceed the capacity of the wastewater treabnent provider, and would not require 
fue construction of new or expansion of existing wastewater treabnent or stormwater drainage facilities. 
Such impacts would be offset through required compliance with existing regulations that address 
wastewater and sto:i:mwater discharges. In addition, the 2009 Housing Element would not increase water 
demand above the level assumed for planning purposes in the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission's 
(SFPUC's) Water Supply Availability Study that was prepared for the FEIR. Lastly, the 2009 Housing 
Element would not exceed the permitted capacity 0£ the City's designated landfill. Any incremental 
increases in waste 'at landfills would be offset through required compliance With existing regulations that 
address the generation and disposal of solid waste. 

As discussed in the FEIR, Alternative C would promote taller and denser buildings than would the 
2009 Housing Element. The FEIR concluded that these taller and denser buildings could result in similar 
but incrementally greater :inipacts on utilities and service systems, but these impacts would be less than. 
significant. 

Modified Project (AHBP) 

The AHBP would not directly generate stormwater or wastewater, but individual development projects 
proposed under the AHBP would generate stormwater and wastewater during their construction and 
operational phases. All storm.water and wastewater generated by AHBP projects would flow to the City's 
combined stormwater/sewer system and would be treated to standards contained in the City's National 
Pollutant Discharge Elirniriation System (NPDES) Permits for the Southeast Treabnent Plant and the 
Oceanside Treabnent Plant prior to discharge into San Francisco Bay and the Pacific Ocean, respectively. 
The NPDES standards axe set and regu1ated by the SanFrancisco Bay Area Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB). Therefore, AHBP projects would not conflict with RWQCB requirements and 
would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements. In addition, AHBP projects would be subject to 
local regulations that include, but are not limited to, the Green Building Ordinance and the Stormwater 
Management Ordinance. Required compliance with these regulations would reduce stormwater and 
wastewater flows from AHBP projects, thereby ensuring that AHBP projects would not exceed the 
capacity 9f the wastewater treabnent provid,er and would not require the construction of new or 
expansion of existing wastewater treatment and stormwater drainage facilities. 

The AHBP would not directly consume water, but individual development projects proposed under the 
AHBP would consume water during their construction and operational phases. As noted above, the 
AHBP would promote housing in certain areas of San Francisco but would i:tot increase the overall 
population beyond the future growth projected in the 2009 Housing Element For this reason, AHBP 
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projects would not :increase the overall demand for water above the level assumed for planning purposes 
:in the SFPUC' s Water Supply Availability Study prepared for the FEIR In addition, AHBP projects would 
be subject to local regulations that include, but are not limited to, the Green Building Ordinance; the Green 
Landscaping Ord:inance, and the Residential Water Conservation Ordinance. Required compliance with 

. these regulations would reduce water consumption by AHBP projects, thereby ensuring that AHBP . 
projects would not exceed the available water supply and would not require new or expanded water 
supply resources or entitlements. 

·The AHBP would not directly generate solid waste, but :individual development projects proposed under 
the AHBP would generate solid waste dur:ing their construction and operational phases. The AHBP 
would promote housing :in certain areas of San Francisco but would not increase the overall citywide 
population above the level of future growth projected :in the 2009 Housing Element. .For this reason, 

. AHBP projects would not increase the overall amount of solid waste generated above the level analyzed in 
the FEIR. In addition, AHBP projects would be subject to local regulations that include, but are not limited 
to, the Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance, the Construction and Demolition Debris 
Recovery Ordinance, and the Green Building Ordinance. Required compliance with these regulations 
would promote the composting and recycling of solid waste and reduce the amount of solid waste sent to 
the City's designated landfill, thereby ei:tsuring that AHBP projects would not exceed the permitted 
capacity of the City's designated landfill .. 

For these reasons, the AHBP would result in less-than-sigrrificant :impacts on utilities and service systems. 
The AHBP would not result :in more severe impacts than the 2009 Housing Element or Alternative C, 
would not result iri. new significant impacts beyond those identified in the FElR, and would not require 
new mitigation measures. Furthermore, there is no new information that would alter the FEIR' s 
conclusions regarding :impacts on utilities and service systems. · 

Public Services 

2009 Housing Element 

The FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would result in less-than-significant impacts on fire 
protection, police protection, schools, or other public services, such as libraries or public health. facilities. 
The San Francisco Fire Department and the San Francisco Police Department regularly redeploy. their 

· resources based on need to ensure that response times and service ratios do not fall below acceptable 
levels. New development projects are required to pay development impact fees to fund school and library 
facilities and operations, which would help offset potential impacts on school and library services. The 
2009 Housing Element would not increase the overall citywide population above regional growth 
projections for which pu°!Jlic health facilities have accounted,. which would reduce the need to construct 
new or expand existing facilities. · 

As discussed in the FEIR, Alternative C would promote taller and denser buildings than would the 
2009 Housing Element. The FEIR concluded that these taller and denser buildings could result in similar 
but incrementally greater impacts on public services, but these impacts would be less than significant. 

Modified Project (AHBP) 

As noted above, the AHBP would promote housing :in certain areas of San Francisco but would not 
increase the overall citywide population above the level of future. growth projected in the 2009 Housing 
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Element. For this reason, AHBP projects would not increase the overall demand for fire protection or 
police protection above the level analyzed in the FEIR. There could be localized fluctuations in demand 
for fire protection. and police protection depending on where AHBP projects are constructed, but as 
discussed above, both the Fire Department and the Police Department regularly redeploy their resources 
based on need to ensure that response times and service ratios do not fall below acceptable levels. The 
AHBP would promote housing on sites :in established neighborhoods ihat already receive fire protection 
and police protection, potentially allow:ing the Fire Department and ihe Police Department to maintain 
response times and service ratios at or close to their current levels and reducing the need to construct new 
or expand existing facilities. 

As discus.sed in the FEIR, the San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD) assigns students to schools 
based on a lottery system. This lottery system ensures that student enrollment is distributed to facilities 
that have 'sufficient capacity to adequately serve the educational needs of students. Directing growth to 
certain areas of San Francisco generally would not affect ihe school system, because students are not 
assigned to schools based on location. AHBP projects could affect school services if ihey create additional 
demand for school services that cannot be accommodated by the SFUSD' s existing capacity, thereby 
requiring ihe need to construct new or expand existing facilities. At ihe time of the preparation of the 
FEIR, SFUSD facilities had a capacity of about 63,8P5 students, and about 56,446 students were enrolled in 
these facilities. More recently, approximately 58,400 students were enrolle~ in SFUSD facilities duriitg the 
2014-2015 school year. Pursuant to California Education Code Section 17620(a)(l), the governing board at 
any school di$trict is authorize?- to levy a fee, charge, dedication, or other requirement aga:inst any 
construction within the boundaries of the district for the purpose of funding the construction or 
reconstruction of school facilities. AHBP projects would be subject to a development impact fee, and ihe 
payment of this fee would help fund school facilities and operations and offset potential impacts on school 
services. 

The AHBP would promote housing :in certain areas of San Francisco but would not increase ihe overall 
citywide population above the level of future growth projected in the 2009 Housing Element. For this 
reason, AHBP projects would not increase ihe overall demand for libraries or public.healih facilities, but 
there could be localized fluctuations :in demand for libraries and public health facilities depending on 
where AHBP projects are constructed. In November 2000, San Francisco voters approved a bond measure 
to fund the Branch Library Improvement Program (BLJP). Among other objectives, ihe BLJP calls for the 
renovation of 16 existing branch libraries, ihe demolition and replacement of three branch libraries with 
newly constructed facilities, and the construction of a new branch library in ihe emerging Mission Bay 
neighborhood. In addition to ihe·BLlP, AHBP projects would be subject to a development impact fee to 
fund library facilities and operations. The payment of this fee, as well as· property tax revenue from AfIBP 
projects, would help fund library facilities and operations and offset potential impacts on library services. 
The AHBP would promote housing on sites in established neighborhoods ihat are already served by 
public health facilities, potentially a~ow:ing such facilities to maintain response times and service ratios at 
or close to their current levels and reducing the need. to co~truct new or expand existing facilities. 

For these reasons, the AHBP would result m less-than-significant impacts on public services. The AHBP 
would not result in more ·severe impacts than the 2009 Housing Element or Alternative C, would not result 
in new significant impacts beyond those identified in the FEIR, ·and would not require new mitigation 
measures. Furthermore, there is no new information that would alter the FEIR' s conclusions regarding 
impacts on public services. 
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Biological Resources 

2009 Housing Element 

I .. 

The FEIR.. concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would result in less-than-si~cant impacts on 
biological xesources. The 2009 Housmg Element would not have a substantial adverse effect on any . 
candidate, sensitive, or special-status species, riparian habitat, other sensitive natural communities, or 
federally protected wetlands, and would not interfere with the movement of sp~cies. Some 2009 Housing 
Element 

1
policies would promote housing in certain areas of the City, consequently mcreasing the amount 

of new housing being constructed ill those .areas and resulting in impacts on biological resources {e.g., tree 
removal, construction on or near riparian habitat or sensitive natural communities, interference with 
migration, etc.). However, increasmg density could accommodate more of the City's fair share of the 
Regional Housing Needs Allocation in fewer. buildings,: resulting in fewer construction sites and 
decreasing the potential for disturbance of or mterference with biological resources. The FEIR also found 
that the 2009 Housing Element would not conflict. with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources or conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan, because the 
2009 Housillg Element does not contain any policies that would directly or illdirectly conflict with any 
policies protecting biological resources or any adopted habitat conservation plans. . 

.AB discussed in the FE~, concluded that Alternative C would promote a larger number of development 
projects as well as taller buildings than would the 2009 Housillg Element. The FElR concluded that . \ 
increased amount of development, combined with potentially taller buildings could result ill greater 
impacts on biological resources, but required compliance with federal, state, and local regulations that 
protect biological resources would reduce these impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

Modified Project (AHBP) 

The AHBP would not directly place housing in areas of San Francisco that are in or near riparian habitat or 
sens~tive natural comnmnities ... However, ~dividual development projects proposed under the AHBP . 
could.be in or near such areas. In addition, the AHBP would allow qualifying projects to exceed eristing 
height limits iii certain locations throughout San Francisco, resulting in buildings that could be taller than 
what is cr:irrently permitted under existing regulations. Multi-story buildings are potential obstacles that 
can illjure or kill birds in the event of a collision. AHBP projects would be evaluated for their impacts on 
biological resources and would be required to comply with applicable federal, state, and local regulations 
that prated bfological resources. These regrllations illclude, but are not limited to, the federal Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act, Sections 3503 and 3503.5 of the California Fish and Game Code, the San Francisco Urban 
Forestry Ordinance, and San Francisco Planning Code Section 139: Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings. The 
AHBP would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan, because the AHBP 
does not contain any policies that would directly or indirectly conflict with any policies protectmg 
biological resources or any adopted habitat conservation plans.' · 

For these reasons, the AHBP would result in less-tha:fi..significant impacts on biological resources. The 
AHBP would not result in more severe impa~ than the 2009 Housmg Element or Alternative C, would 
not result in new significant impacts beyond those identified in the FEIR, and would not require new 
mitigation measures. Furthermore, there is no new information. that would alter the FEIR' s conclusions 
regarding impacts on biological resources. 
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Geology and Soils 

2009 Housing Element 

The FElR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element ·would result :in less-than-significant impacts on 
geology and soils. Individual development projects would be developed :in a seismically sound manner 
because they would be required to comply with build:ing regulations for seismic safety that are enforced 
through the City's :interdepartmental review process. Compliance with these regulations would ensure 
that people or structures would not be exposed to substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 
:injury, or death :involv:ing rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong seismic ground shaking, seismic­
related ground failure, landslides, unstable soil, or expansive soils. The FEIR also found that the 
2009 Housing El~ment would :i;esult in less-than-significant impacts related to soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil, because these :impacts are site-specific. Individual development projects would b.e evaluated for 
their impacts related to. soil erosion or the loss of topsoil and would be required to comply with applicable 
regulations related to the prevention of erosion and the discharge of sediment into construction site runoff. 
Lastly, the FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would not substantially change the topography 
or any unique geologic or physical features of development sites, because all permit applications for 
excavation and grading would be reviewed by City agencies for consistency with policies related to land 
alteration. 

As discussed :in the FEIR, Alternative C would promote taller and denser buildings than would the 
2009 Housing Element The FEIR concluded that these taller and d~er buildings could result :in greater 
impacts on geology and soils, but required compliance with federal, state, and local regulations that 
address geologic hazards would reduce these impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

Modified Project (AHBP) 

The AHBP would allow qualifying projects to exceed existing height limits in certain locations throughout 
San Francisco, resulting :in buildings that could be taller than what is currently permitted under existing 
regulations. Taller huild:ings m~y require. deeper and more substan~ foundations to support the 
additional building loads. Moreover, individual development projectS proposed under the AHBP could 
be located :in· or near areas that are susceptible to geqlogic hazards (e.g., ea.rip.quake faults, landslide or 
liquefaction zones, unstable or expansive soils). AHBP projects would be required to comply With the 
seismic safety standards se~ forth :in the San Francisco Building Code. The Department of Building 
Inspection is the City agency responsible for review:ing building permit applications, structural drawings 
and calculations, and geotecbnical reports and ensur:ing that projects comply with the seismic safety . 
standards and other applicable requirements of the Building Code. Project compliance with the Building 
Code. would ensure that people or structures would not be exposed to substantial adverse effects, 
:including the risk of loss, :injury, or death :involv:ing rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong seismic 
ground shaking, seismic-related ground failure, landslides, unstable soil, or expansive· soils. AHBP 
projects would be evaluated for their impacts related to so:ii erosion or the loss of topsoil and would be 
required to comply with applicable regulations related to the prevention of erosion and the discharge of 
sediment :into construction site runoff. All permit applications"for excavation and grading activities would 
be reviewed by City agencies for consistency with policies related to land alteration. 

"For these reasons, the AHBP would result -:in less-than-significant impacts related to geology and soils. 
The AHBP would not result :in more severe impacts than the 2009 Housing Element or Alternative C, 
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would not-result in new significant impacts beyond those identified in the FEJR, and would not require _ 
new mitigation measures. . Furthermore, fuere is no new information that would alter the · FEIR.' s 
conclusions regarding impacts on geology and soils. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

2009 Housing Element 

The FEIR concluded that th~ 2009 Housing Element would result in less-than-signilicant ~pacts on 
hydrology and water quality. The 2009 Housing Element would_not violate ;my water quality standards 
or waste discharge requirements, would not alter existing drainage patterns or substantially. increase the 
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in substantial erosion, siltation; or flooding, 
and would not create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. Individual . 
development projects would be required to comply with applicable regulations related to erosion 
prevention and stormwater management, treatment, and discharge. · 

Tue FEIR also concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would not substantially deplete groundwater 
supplies or substantially interfere wifu groundwater recharge, would not result in significant impacts 
related to placing housing in areas at risk of .flooding, and would not expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of injury, loss, or death involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, mudflow, or the failure of 
a darn or levee. 

As discussed in the FEIR, Alternative C would promote taller aitd denser buildings than would the 
2009 Housing Element. The FEIR concluded that these taller and denser buildings could result in greater 
impacts on hydroiogy and water quality, but these impacts would be less than significant. 

Modified Project (AHBP) 

The AHBP would not directly result in the con.Structiori of housing in area8 of San Francisco that are prone 
to flooding or are at risk of inundation by seiche, tsunami, mudflow, or the failure of a darn or levee. 
However, individual development projects proposed under the MIBP could be located in such areas. 
These projects would be required to comply with applicable regulations related to minimizing fue risk of 
loss, injury, or death from hydrologic hazards. These regulations include, but are not limited to, the 
San Francisco Floodplain Management Ordinance and the San Francisco Building Code. Groundwater 
could be encountered during construction of AHBP projects. Dewatering of excavated areas during 
construction would lower groundwater levels, but these effects would be temporary. Once dewatering · 
has been completed, groundwater levels would return to normal. Wastewater and stormwater generated 
by .ABBP projects would flow to the City's combined stormwater/sewer system and would be treated to 
standards contained in the City's National Pollutant :Pischarge Elimination System Permit for the 
Oceanside Treatment Plant and the Southeast Treatment Plant prior to discharge into the Pacific Ocean 
and SanFrancisco Bay, respectively. Required_ compliance with the SanFrancisco Stormwater 
Management Ordinance would ensure that AHBP projects would not create or contribute runoff water 
which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned· stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. 

For these reasons, fue AHBP would result in less-than-significant impacts on hydrology and water.quality. 
The AHBP would not result in more severe impacts than the 2009 Housing Element or Alternative C, 
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would not result in new significant impacts beyond those identified in the FEIR, and would not require 
new mitigation measures. Furthermore, there is no new information that would alter the FEfil' s 
conclusions regarding impacts on hydrology and water quality. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

2009 Housing Element 

The FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would result in a less-than-significant :impact related 
to hazards and hazardous materials. The 2009 Housing Element would not transport, use, or dispose of 
hazardous materials and would not release hazardous materials into the environment. However, the 
construction of individual development projects would result in the emission of exhaust from construction 
equipment and vehicles as well as the demolition of older buildings that may contain asbestos;. lead-based 
paint, or other hazardous building materials. In addition, the operation of individual development 
projects would involve the use of relatively small quantities of hazardous materials sum as batteries, 
household cleaning products, and paint for routine ·purposes. Most of these materials are consumed 
through use, resulting in relatively little waste. Existing federal, state, and local regulations and programs 
address emissions from. construction equipment and vehicles, the abatement of hazardous building 
materials during demolition and construction activities, and the transportation and disposal of hazardous 
materials. · Individual development projects, including those that would be on sites on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 or would handle hazardous 
materials within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school, would be required to comply with 
these existing regulations and programs. 

The FEIR also concluded· that the ~009 Housing Element would not impair· implementation of or 
physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plfill: or expose 
people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving fires. In San Francisco, fire 
safety is ensuied through compliance with the provisions. of the Building: Code and the Fire Code. The 

. building permit applications for individual development projects would be reviewed by the Department 
of Building Inspection and the Fire Department for compliance with all regulations related to fire safety. 

As discussed in the FEIR, Alternative C w'ould promote residential development in commercial areas, near 
transit lines, or. in other areas where hazardous materials are used. The FEIR concluded that residential 
development in such areas could result in greater impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials 
when compared to the impacts under the 2009, but required compliance with federal, state, and local 
regulations that address hazards and hazardous materials would reduce these impacts to less-than­
significant levels. 

Modified Project (AHBP) 

The AHBP would not directly result in the construction of housing on sites that are included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. However, individual 
development projects proposed under the AHBP could be located on such sites. All AHBP projects, 
including those located on hazardous materials sites or those that would handle hazardous materials 
within one-quarter mile of ari existing or proposed school, would be required to comply with applicable 
federal, state, and local regulations and programs related to the abatement of hazardous materials, the 
emission of exhaust from construction equipment and vehicles, and the transportation and disposal of 
hazardous materials. Required compliance with such regulations and programs would ensure that AHBP 
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projects would not emit hazardous materials into th~ environment and would not create a significant 
hazard to the public or the enviroriment through the routine transport, use, or clispos_al of hazardous 
materials. Required compliance with fire safety regulations would ensure that AHBP projects would not 
impair implementation of or physically mterfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan or expose people or structures to a significant .risk of loss, injury, or death involving :fu:es. 

For these reasons, the AHBP would result in less-than-significant impacts related to hazards and 
hazardous materials. The AHBP would not result in more severe impacts than the 2009 Housing Element 
or Alternative C, would not result in new significant impacts beyond those identified in the FEIR, and 
would not require new mitigation measures. Furthermore, there is no new information that would alter 
the FEIR' s conclusions on impacts ~egarcling hazards and hazardous m~terials. 

Mineral and Energy Resources 

2009 Housing Element 

The FEIR concluded that the 2009 Housing Element would result in a less-than-significant impact on 
minerai and energy resources. The 2009 Housing Element would not result in the loss of availability of a 
known mineral resource, the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site, or 
'the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy. 

As discussed in the FE:i:R, Alternative C would promote taller and denser buildings than would the 
2009 Housing Element The FEIR concluded that these taller buildings could result in incrementally 
greater impacts on mineral and energy resources, but these :impacts would be less than significant. 

Modified Project (AHBP) 

All land ~ San Francisco is designated Mineral Resource Zone 4 (MRZ-4) by the California Division of 
Mines and Geology (CDMG) under the Surface Mining and R~clamation Act of 1975.29 This designation 
indicates that there is inadequate information ·available for· assignment to any other MRZ. Thus, the 
AHBP-eligible development sites are not designated areas of significant mineral deposits or locally 
important mineral resource recovery sites and the AHBP would not result in the loss of availability of slich 
resources: Furthermo_re, the AHBP would not encourage activities that result in the use of large amounts 
of fuel, water, or energy, or use these in a wasteful manner, because illdividual development projects 
proposed under the AHBP would be required to comply with state and local ordinances that regulate srtch 
activities. In California, energy consumption for the heating, cooling, ventilation, and lighting of buildings 
is regulated by Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. As part of the building permit application 
process, project sponsors are required to submit documentation demonstrating project compliance with 
Title 24 standards. In addition, projects in San Francisco are subject to the requirements of the 
San Francisco Green Building Ordinance. 

For these reasons, the AHBP · would result in less-than-significant :impac~ on mineral and energy 
resources. The AHBP would not result in more severe impacts than the 2009 Housing Element or 
Alternative C, would not result in new significant impacts beyond those identified in the FEIR, and would 
not req_ull:e new mitigation measures. Furthe_nnore, there is no new informatj.on that would alter the 
FEIR' s conclusions regarding impacts on mineral and energy resources. _ · 

:19 California Division of Mines and Geology, Open File Report 96-03, 1996, and Special Report 146 Parts I and II, 1986. 
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Agriculture and Forest Resources 

2009 Housin& Element 

The FEIR concluded ~at 'the 2009 Housing Element would result in a less-than--signilicant impact related 
to conflicts with existing zoning for agricultural use. Implementation of the 2009 Housing Element would 
not include any changes to the City's zoning districts and would not conflict with existing zoning for 
urban agricultural uses. 

As discussed in the FEIR, Alternative C would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use but 
would promote taller and denser buildings than would the 2009 Housing Element. These taller buildings 
could block sunlight for longer periods of time and result in incrementally greater impacts on agriculture 
resources (community gardens), but these impacts would be less than significant. 

Modified Project (AHBP) 

San Francisco is not zoned for agricultural use and is not subject to a Williamson Act contr'.'lct.30 The 
AHBP would not conv:ert farmland to non-agricultural use and would not collflict with existing zoning 
related to agricultural use. The AHBP would not directly block sunlight to community gardens, bu,t after 
they have been constructed, individual development projects proposed under' the. AHBP could block 
sunlight to community gardens. These projects would be evaluated for their specific shadow impacts on 
community gardens as part of their ·individual environmental review and entitlement processes. 

At the ti.me of the preparation of the FEIR, the topic of forest resources was not part of the Environmental 
Checklist Form (CEQA Guidelines, AppeDclix G). For this reason, the FEIR did not analyze impacts on 
forest resources. In 2010, the topic of forest resources was added to the Environmental Checklist Form. · 
San Francisco does not contain forest land or timberland as defined .in Public · Resources Code 
Section 12220(g) and Public Resources Code Section 4526, respectively. The AHBP would not convert 
forest land or timberland to non-forest use and would not conflict with existing zoning related to forest 
use. 

For these reasons, the AHBP would result in less-than-significant impacts on agriculture and forest 
resources. The AHBP would not result in more severe impacts than the 2009 Housing Element or 
Alternative C, would not result in new significant impacts beyond those identified in the FEIR, and would 
not require new mitigation measures. Fur.thermore, there is no new information that would alter the 
FEIR' s conclusions regarding impacts on agriculi:ure and forest resomces. 

30 Califurnia Department of Conservation, San Francisco Bay Area Important Farmland 2010. Available online at 
ftp:Uftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp{fly;lMJ?/pdf/re~onal/2010/bay area fmmp2010.pdf, accessed January 6, 2016. 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 

The 2004 and 2009 Housing Element FEfil identified fue following mitigation measure to mitigate the 
potentially significant impact related to interior and exterior noise to a less-than-significant level This 
measure was adopted as Implementation. Measures 17 and 18 in the 2009 Housing Element, which are 
continued as Implementation Measures 17and18 in the 2014 Housing Element. 

~itigation Measure M-N0-1: Interior and Exterior Noise 

For new residential development located along streets with noise levels above 75 dBA Ldn1 as shown in 
Figure V.G-3 of fue 2004 and 2009 Housing Ele~ent FE.m, the Planning Department shall require the 
following: 

f. · The Planning Department shall require the preparation of an analysis that includes, at a minimum, 
a site survey to identify potential noise-generatfug uses wifhi? two blocks of the project site, and 
including at least one 24-hour noise measurement (with maximum noise level readings taken at 
least every 15 minutes), prior to completion of the environmental review. The analysis shall 
demonstrate with reasonable certainty. that Title 24 standards, where applicable, can be met, and 
that there are no particular circumstances about the proposed project site that appear to warrant 
heightened concern about noise levels in the vicinity. Should such concerns be present, the 
Department may require the completion of a· detailed noise assessment by person(s) qualified in 

acoustical analysis and/or engineering prior to the first project approval action, in order to 
demonstrate that acceptable interior noise levels consistent with those in the Title 24 standards can , 
be attained; and 

2 To minimize effects on development in noisy areas, for new residential uses, the Pl~g 
Department shall, through its building permit review process, in conjunction with noise analysis 
required above,· require that open space required under the Planning Code for such uses be 
protected, to the maximum feasible extent, from existing ambient noise levels that could prove 
annoying.or disruptive to users of the open space. Implementation of this measure could involve, 
among other things, site design that u~es the building itself to shield on-site open space from the 
greatest noise sources, construction of noise barriers between noise sources and open space, and 
appropriate use. of both common and private open space in multi-family dwellings, and 

implementation would also be undertaken consistent with other principles of urban design. 

CONCLUSION 

I c:io hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local requirements. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Resolution No. 19494 
HEARING DATE: 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103·2479 

OCTOBER 15, 2015 
Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Date: 
Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Initiated by: 
Staff Contact: 

October 15, 2015 
2014-001503GP A 

Affordable Housing Bonus Program 

John Rahaim, Director of Planning 
Menaka Mohan - (415) 575-9141 
menaka.mohan@sfgov.org 
Paolo Ikeoze - (415)-575-9137 
Paolo.Ikezoe@sfgov.org 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

Reviewed by: Kearstin Dischinger 
kearstin.dischinger@sfgov.org 

Recommendation: Approval to Initiate 

INITIATING CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO THE GENERAL PLAN IN ASSOCIATION WITH 
LEGISLATION TO ADOPT THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING BONUS PROGRAM TO UPDATE THE 
HOUSING ELEMENT, URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT, CHINATOWN AREA PLAN, DOWNTOWN 
AREA PLAN AND NORTHEAST WATERFRONT AREA PLAN TO CLARIFY THAT PROJECTS IN 
THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING BONUS PROGRAM MAY REQUEST DENSITY, HEIGHT AND 
BULK INCENTIVES FOR THE PROVISION OF GREATER LEVELS OF ONSITE AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING. 

PREAMBLE 

WHEREAS, Section 4.105 of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco mandates that the 
Planning Department shall periodically recommend to the Board of Supervisors for approval or rejection 
proposed amendments to the General Plan; 

WHEREAS, in compliance with State law, the San Francisco Planning Department is seeking to establish 
a local ordinance implementing the State Density Bonus Law; 

WHEREAS, the Housing Element of the City's General Plan includes an implementation measure calling 
for the establishment of an affordable housing bonus program; 

WHEREAS, the Affordable Housing Bonus Program reflects the goals of the Mayor's Executive Directive 
13-01- Accelerate Housing Production and Protect Existing Housing Stock; 

WHEREAS, the affordable housing bonus program reflects the goals of Proposition K (2014), which call 
for 33% of all new housing to be affordable to low- and moderate-income households; 

www.sfp[anning.org 
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Resolution No. 
Hearing Date: October 15, 2015 

CASE NO. 2014-001503GPA 
Affordable Housing Bonus General Plan Amendments 

WHEREAS, the proposed General Plan Amendment makes conforming amendments in association with 
legislation to adopt the Affordable Housing Bonus Program to various· elements of the General Plan, 
including the Housing Element, Urban Design Element, Chinatown Area Plan, Downtown Area Plan 
And Northeast Waterfront Area Plan to clarify that in order to encourage greater levels of affordability 
on-site, the City may adopt affordable housing policies to permit heights that are several stories taller 
than detailed in some p.,;rts of the San Francisco General Plan. 

WHEREAS, the Affordable Housing Bonus Program is generally consistent with the existing General 
Plan, and is highlighted as an Implementation Measure in the recently adopted 2014 Housing Element. 
Staff re.commends adoption of the draft Resolution of Intention to initiate limited conforming proposed 
amendments to the General Plan, amending the Housing Element, Urban Design Element, Chinatown 
Area Plan, Downtown Area Plan And Northeast ·waterfront Area Plan. 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, the Planning 
Commission adopts a Resolution of Intention to initiate amendments to the General Plan of the 
City and Coilnty of San Francisco, in qrder to update the Housing Element, Urban Design Element, 
Chinatown Area Plan, Downtown Area Plan And Northeast Waterfront Area Plan of the General Plan. 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that pursuant to Planning Code Section 306.3, the Planning 
Commission authorizes the Department to provide appropriate notice for a public hearing to consider the 
above referenced General Plan amendment in a draft ordinance approved as to form by the City Attorney 
contained in Attachment 2, as though fully set forth herein, to be considered at a publicly noticed hearing 
on or after November ,5, 2015. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was ADOPTED by the City Planning Commission on 
October 15, 2015. 

Jonas Ionin 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: Wu, Fong, Richards, Antonini, Johnson 
NOES: 

ABSENT: Hillis, Moore 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PL.ANNINO DEPARTMSO" 

569 

2 



570 



I (o .s v~1 
. ' I 



------/ 

( .. 
\~/ 

AGENDA 
The State of Housing Affordability 

Program Overview 
• Mixed lncome·Housing 

. • .100% Affordable Housing 

Further Refinements anticipated for: 
• Mixed ·Income Program 

Proposed Actions: 
• Gen-eral Plan Amendment 

• 1 OOo/o Affordable Housing Program · 
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THE STATE OF HOUSING AFFORDABILITY 

Some key facts: 

• 43% of San Francisco households pay more than 30o/o of income 
on housing 

• "Churn" of residents (in/out of City) is disproportionate v~ income 

Key drivers: 

0 Reversal of decades of sprawl /attractiveness of urban core of regions 

• High incomes of new technology workers 
' 

• Under-production of housing v job creation in SF and Region 
0 Erosion of rent control protections (almost 1/2 of housing supply) 

• Other deductions from rental stock (short-term rentals; absentee owners, etc.) 
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HIGH COSTS OF MARKET RATE HOUSING 

AVERAGE RENT FOR A 
ONE-BEDROOM APARTMENT 
IN SF: $3,490* 

AVERAGE RENT FOR A 
TWO-BEDROOM APARTMENT 
IN SF: $4,6.30* 

very-'IOW.:rftcorne···. $900 ······. ··.· · Very~lo.WinCome· ... ·.·$f,ooo< i · 
.. . .... :. " ... : .. :. ·,, . . . . . ·. . ' . . . ' ... : .. 

Low-income $1,425 Low-income $1,600 
Moderate"'irlcome .· $2,125 ··• .•. · . Moderate.;incorne $2,400 ·. ·· .. · ···· 

Middle-income $2,500 Middle-income $2,800 
*as of 1/6/16 . 
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROGRAMS 

New Housing: 

• lnclusionary requirements 

• 1 OOo/o Affordable Projects (tax credits) 

• OCll (TIF su.pported; limited) 

• (Arguably) increasing regional supply of market rate 

• State density bonus 

Existing Housing: 

• Rent control (eroding affordability) 

• Enhanced tenant protections 

~ Acquisitions (Community land trust model) 
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROGRAMS 

Veo/r'-iP~tl,-pW .. · ..... ···· . ·.·· .. · .. . . i i · ... > ·• ·· .. · .· •.• .. ··<I.·· ri . ii ) 
0 

.··•·• 
and.i:Mo~~~ate . ·· .. · :~3p;259 . : ·· 7;J 87 < · •·· ... · · ·45.~,446 . ~ .86 Yo· 
locome\· .. · ·.· . : . : · .··· · ·· ·· · · · · .. · .. • · ....... •··.. . .. ·· .. ·. · ... · · · · 

' 2··0··00 ' ' ' .. ·'· .·· .· ...... ,, ; ' ', · .. · .. · .· 

Low to 
Moderate · · 3,286 959 4,245 8o/o 
61 %-120o/o AMI 

M:iddlelricome · . . . . ',,• 

·a···· ' ' ,' < •..••.. ··•· .··· ... :·· .··• I' ····.•.··•·· .. · ···•··. ' ' " ' : ' 0 o. . ... 3,000. ..· 3,000 ..... . 5 Yo 

ill Roughly 13, 180 of these units will service households earning 30% of the AMI or below. Aifo~·;;:;;;bL~ Hou::i:1g Ec,•·· 1,;s 0 rogr.'m 6 

I1l Most of the existing units for 120% AMI and below are affordable to households earri.:ing no more than 80% AMI. 
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PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 

·."To encourage greater levels of 
affordability on-site, the City may ado~t 
affordable housing policies to permit 
heights that are several st9ries taller and 
building mass that is larger than described 
here." 
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MIXED INCOME PROGRAMS 

Will receive: 
• Up to 2 extra stories 
• Up to 35o/o increase in 

density 

Will receive: 
· 2 extra stories 
• Form based density 

with 40o/o 2BR 
requirement 
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POSSIBLE UNDER CURRENT ZONING 

----

Up to 8 hon1es in a 40' building are allowed under current zonrng. 
_ ..... 

MAXIMUM ALLOWED HEIGHT 
UNDER THE AHBP-WITH 
30% AFFORDABLE HOMES 
CURRENT HEIGHT LIMIT 
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POSSIBLE UNDER AHBP 

Under the AHBP, 13 homes could be built in a 65' building. 

--- · MAXIMUM ALLOWED HEIGHT 
·UNDER THE AHBP-WITH 
30% AFFORDABLE HOMES 

--- CURRENT HEIGHT LIMIT 
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1 OOo/o AFFORDABLE - SUBSIDIZED HOUSING 

) 

/ 

Will receive: 
• 3iextra stories 
• Form based density 

Not in RH-1 or RH-2. 
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PlANN COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS, , MIXED INCOME PROGRAMS 

• Parcels with Residential Units or a 
r I I. Rent ControLUnit Not Eligible 
~/ 

,.r- \ 
\....__.,! 

• Require a Conditional Use Permit 

• Preserving Sma'll Business and 
Neighborhood Commercial Corridors 

. REFINEMENTS PROPOSED TODAY 
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PLANNING COMMISSION RECO'MNIENDATIONS MIXED INCOME PROGRAMS 

• Geography of Local Affordable 
Housing Bonus Program 

• Establishing a small business REFINEMENTS THAT BENEFIT . 
I 

I 

relocation fee FROM COORDINATION 

Neighborhood Specific AMI 
·~-' ·AND FURTHER STUDY 

• 

P.~tfcr( oh~2 I-k>us:11g 2c rH ... S· F='(1::·c!rar;1 19 



PROPOSED MIXED INCOME PROGRAM 

• Today's changing context 
c • Pending Charter Amendment & 

Raising the lnclusionary Requirement 
• Pending Controller's Office study . 
• Requests for Changes from 

• Board of Supervisors 
/ 

; .\ 
\__; 

• Stakeholders + Community, 
• Commissions 
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PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 

, "To encourage greater levels of 
'~ affordability on-site, the City may adopt 

affordable housing policies to permit 
heights that are several stories taller and 
building mass that is larger than described 

· here." 
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AHBP - 100°/o AFFORDABLE 

• Projects with 100 percent 
affordable units will receive: 
• Up to three stories above 

existing height regulations 

• Density regulated by form 
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KATHRYN R. DEVINCENZI 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 

22 IRIS AVENUE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94118-2727 

Telephone: (415) 221-4700 

BY HAND June 13, 2016 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
c/o Land Use and Transportation Committee 
The Honorable Malia Cohen 
The Honorable Aaron Peskin 
The Honorable Scott Wiener 
Room 250, City Hall 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: Case Number 160347 
General Plan Amendment Affordable Housing Bonus Programs 
Hearing Date: June 13, 2016 

The proposed general plan amendment is overly broad and intended to support all four 
versions of the new affordable housing programs but I understand that all four will probably not 
be advanced. The general plan amendment should be rejected in its current form and should be 
substantially revised and tailored to the compromise version or to the amended version of the 
ordinance that may ultimately be advanced. 

For example, as stated in my February 25, 2016 letter to the Planning Commiss~on which· 
is attached, the Local AHBP conflicts with State law as it would use the unlawful standard of 
demonstrating to the satisfaction of the environmental review officer that a local project does not 
cause a significant impact. However, State law requires use of the fair argument standard to 
determine the significance of an environmental impact under CEQA. 

In addition, the proposed generai plan amendment would have potentially significant 
impacts that must be analyzed in an environmental impact report and is otherwise objectionable 
for the reasons set forth in my February 25, 2016 letter, which is attached hereto and incorporated 
by reference as though fully set forth. 

Thank you for your consideration of these matters. 

Very truly yours, 

~~;(. (}~«-
Kathryn R. Devincenzi 

Attachment: February 25, 2015 letter to San Francisco Planning Commission 
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BY HAND 

KATHRYN R. DEVINCENZI 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 

22 IRIS AVENUE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94118-2727 

Telephone: (415) 221-4700 

February 25, 2016 

President Fong and Commissioners 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
Room 400, City Hall 
San Francisco, CA 94102 · 

Re: Case Numbers 2014-001503GPA and 2014-001503PCA 
Affordable Housing Bonus Program General Plan Amendment and Planning Code 
Amendment 
Hearing Date: February 25, 2016 

1. The AHBP Conflicts with State Law As to the Legally Required Standard of 
Review and the Number and Types of Impacts Subject to CEQA Review. 

The proposed Local AHBP at page 11 provides that a Local project must "Demonstrate to 
the satisfaction of the Environmental Review Officer that the Local Project does not" (A) cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of an historic resource, (B) create a new shadow in 
a manner that substantially affects outdoor recreatioi:t facilities or other public areas and (C) alter 
wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas. However, the California Environmental 
Quality Act, Public Resources Code sections 21,000 et seq. (CEQA), requires that other 
potentially significant impacts be evaluated in an EIR such as impacts on noise, traffic, water 
supply, air quality, sewage treatment capacity, utilities, visual impacts, land use, and historic 
resources. Also, under CEQA an impact is deemed significant and must be studied in an EIR if 
there is a fair argument that a substantial adverse impact could result as to any of the matters set 
forth above. The satisfaction of the Environmental Review Officer is a subjective standard 
weaker than the fair argument standard required by CEQA and the limitations on impacts 
analyzed is contrary to State law. The same unlawful provisions are contained in to the 100 
Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Program at page 18. Also, the proposal fails to comply with 
the CEQA requirement that if a project under the AHBP would rely upon environmental review 
conducted for a prior project, the prior project and environmental review document must be 
identified. 

2. The General Plan Amendments Would Have Potentially Significant Adverse 
Visual Effects and Other Impacts that Must Be Analyzed in an EIR Before 
They May Be Approved. 

The City would act at its own risk if it were to approve the proposed general plan 
amendment and Affordable Housing Bonus Program because they rely primarily on the adequacy 
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of the Final Environmental Impact Report for the 2009 Housing Element (FEIR); and the legal -
sufficiency of that EIR is now being considered by the California Court of Appeal and has not 
been finally decided. 

The General Plan Amendments proposed in connection with the Affordable Housing 
Bonus Program and the proposed Affordable Housing Bonus Program could have potentially 
significant visual impacts and. other impacts that were not considered in the Final Environmental 
Impact Report for the 2009 Housing Element or the environmental review for the 2014 Housing 
Element, which relied on the FEIR for the 2009 Housing Element. These impacts must be 
analyzed in an EIR before the proposed General Plan Amendments and Affordable Housing 
Bonus Program can be approved. 

Housing Element Policy 11.3, "Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially 
and adversely impacting existing residential neighborhood character," previously stated "In 
existing residential neighborhoods, this means development projects should defer to the 
prevailing height and bulk of the area," but would be changed in the proposed amendmentto 
state "while r~cognizing that the City may maintain neighborhood character while permitting 
larger overall building mass for projects including more affordable units on-site." 

Housing Element Policy 11.5, "Ensure densities in established residential areas promote 
compatibility with prevailing neighborhood character," would also be weakened by the 
amendment that "Outside of RH-1 and RH-2 neighborhoods, the City may maintain 
neighborhood character while permitting larger overall building mass for projects including more 
-affordable units on-site." 

On page 4, lines 4-7, the proposed general plan amendment would change Table I-58 of 
the Housing Element (on page I. 72) Generalized Permitted Housing Densities by Zoning 
Districts by adding language to the Table stating "To encourage greater levels of affordability on­
site, the City may adopt affordable housing policies to permit greater densities that are higher 
than shown here." But Table I-58 includes numerical average units per acre for RH-1 and RH-2 
areas of 15 to 33 units that are not supposed to be affected by the proposed affordable housing 
program under consideration. Also, on page 3, lines 22-25 and page 4, lines 1-2, the proposed 
general plan amendments would add the same new language to a legend on Map 6 of the 
Housing Element (page I.70) which contains numerical density standards in average units per 
acre. Significant adverse visual and other impacts could result from these amendments for the 
reasons stated in the comments on the FEIR for the 2009 Housing Element which are 
incorporated herein by reference. Also, the Addendum fails to consider adverse impacts on RH-1 
and RH-2 districts and provides no information indicating that adverse visual and other impacts 
on these areas would be insignificant. 

Significant adverse impacts could also result from the proposed amendment to Policy 7.7 
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of the Housing Element to "provide development incentives for higher levels of affordability, · 
including middle income households," because the previous Housing Element policy language 
employed only incentives such as smaller units and low cost construction types. 

The Housing Element EIR stated that the previous policy language would render the 
adverse visual and land use impacts from taller and bulkier buildings less than significant, but the 
proposed amendments would substantially change these policies so that the visual and land 
impacts from taller and bulkier buildings would be potentially significant and must be analyzed 
in an EIR. The Housing Element EIR also relied upon the Residential Design Guidelines to 
mitigate effects, but the City is now proposing new weakened specific design guidelines and 
weakened historic district design guidelines. In addition, adverse impacts on traffic, water 
supply, air quality, noise, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, city services and other physical 
conditions could result from these amendments for the reasons set forth in the comments on the 
FEIR for the 2009 Housing Element, which are incorporated by reference herein. 

Objective 3 of the Urban Design Element calls for "Moderation of Major New 
Development to Complement the City Pattern, The Resources to be Conserved And The 
Neighborhood Environment," but would be weakened by the new provision " ... to encourage 
greater levels of affordability on-site, the City may adopt affordable housing policies to permit 
projects [sic] heights that are several stories taller and building mass that is larger than described 
here." This change would also modify Map 4 for Height and.Bulk Districts and Map 5 for Bulk 
of Buildings and refer to Affordable Housing Bonus Program Design Guidelines. The adverse 
visual and land use and other physical effects from these changes must be analyzed in an EIR. 

The new policy that "To encourage greater levels of affordability on-site, the City may 
adopt affordable housing policies to permit heights that are several stories taller than described 
here" would modify the Van Ness Avenue Plan and the Northeastern Waterfront Plan including 
Policy 10.26, "Restrict development south of Broadway to the Height and Bulk districts shown 
on Map 2" and Map 2. This change would also modify Policy 30.18 concerning heights no 
greater than 40 feet along the Embarcadero. This provision may conflict with the successful 
ballot initiative that requires voter approval for any increase in height limits on the Waterfront. 
Also, the same language would amend the Chinatown Area Plan and the Downtown Area Plan 
with the addition oflanguage permitting "building mass that is larger than described here." 

The General Plan Land Use Index would also be modified to reflect the amendments set 
forth above. None of these changes to Housing Element policies, area plans or the Land Use 
Index can be lawfully passed without complying with the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act that their potentially significant adverse visual and land use impacts 
be analyzed in an EIR. 

Also, Housing Element Policy 11.4 is "Continue to utilize zoning districts which conform 
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to a generalized residential land use and density plan and the General Plan" and states that the 
City's zoning districts conform to Map 6 and the accompanying table illustrating the land use and 
density patterns shown on the map. The Policy recognizes .that the parameters contained in the 
Planning Code under each zoning district can help ensure that new housing does not overcrowd 
or adversely affect the prevailing character of existing neighborhoods and states. that proposed 
zoning map amendments "should conform generally to these [sic] this map" and to the other 
objectives and policies of the General Plan. However the proposed general plan amendments at 
pages 3-4 would add to Map 6 and the accompanying Table 1-58 the language "To encourage 
greater levels of affordability on-site, the City may adopt affordable housing policies to permit 
general densities that are higher than shown here." The adverse impacts of such amendments 
were not analyzed in the FEIR for the Housing Element and must be analyzed in an EIR before 
the proposed AHBP could lawfully be approved.· 

The FEIR for the Housing Element clearly based its conclusions that impacts on land use 
and visual quality would be insignificant on the Claim that Housing Element policies would not 
directly result in changes to zoning or height and bulk designations and new housing would be 
required to comply with the Planning Code, Residential Design Guidelines and urban Design 
Element. The FEIR also claimed that Housing Element Policies 11.3 and 11.5 "could reduce any 
potential impacts to character by directly or indirectly encouraging the preservation of 
neighborhood character" and also concluded that cumulative impacts on land use would be 
insignificant on the same basis. (FEIR pp. V.B-59-60, 50.) 

Similarly, the FEIR for the Housing Element relied on existing zoning controls and 
Residential Design Guidelines as support for its conclusion that project and cumulative impacts 
on scenic vistas and visual character would be insignificant. FEIR pp. V.C-18, 23, 27-29. The 
EIR recognizes that "Promoting increased density could result in taller and bulkier buildings, 
thereby affecting·the overall visual character of the area." Yet the proposed AHBP materially 
changes the height and bulk regulations that were the basis for the finding that visual and land 
use impacts of Housing Element amendments would be less than significant. An EIR must be 
prepared in accordance with CEQA requirements to analyze the proposed changes to the General 
Plan, area plans and the proposed AHBP because they are substantial changes which could result 
in new or substantially more severe significant impacts on visual quality, scenic vistas and land 
use than were previously analyzed in the EIR for the Housing Element. Alternatives and 
mitigation measures which could reduce the new or more severe effects must also be analyzed. 

3. Areas Outside the Plan Areas Have Not Received a Planning Process 
Notifying Them That Their Neighborhoods Could Receive Increased Height, 
Bulk or Density. 

Furthermore, Housing Element Policy 1.4 is to "Ensure community based planning 
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processes are used to generate changes to land use controls," but there was no community based 
planning process for the increases in height and bulk contained in the proposed AHBP. The 
neighborhood organizations were excluded from the Mayor's Working Group that drafted the 
original proposal, and the neighborhoods not subject to Area Plans received no legitimate 
planning process notifying them of the possibility that construction in their neighborhoods would 
result in increased heights, bulk and density; one public meeting after the measure had been 
drafted and introduced was inadequate. Subjecting areas outside the plan areas to increased 
heights, bulk and density without a legitimate planning process would be inconsistent with 2014 
Housing Element Policies. 

4. The AHBP Lacks Specifications As to Size Of Units, and the 30% Affordable 
Units Could Be Made Very Small So that the 70% Market Rate Units Can Be 
Made Larger and More Valuable. 

The AHBP needs to be amended to specify sizes of the affordable and middle income 
units to guarantee that they will not be very small. As now written, the affordable and middle 
income units can. be very sm8.ll, and the bulk of the project retained for the more lucrative 70% 
market rate units. 

5. Environmental Impacts Resulting from Incentives for Construction of 
Middle Income Housing Were Not Analyzed in the FEIR for the Housing 
Element. 

Housing Element Policy 7.7 recognizes that in the City "Affordable housing programs, 
including City subsidized affordable housing and inclusionary housing, are provided to 
households making 120% of median income or below." 

The AHBP adds a new affordable housing income category of 120-140% AMI which was 
not analyzed as affordable housing in the FEIR for the Housing Element. That FEIR considered 
the impacts of achieving the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) which limited the 
Moderate Income category to 120% of AMI and defined income· of greater than 120% of AMI as 
Above Moderate, or middle income. That FEIR did not consider the impacts of incentivizing the 
construction of 15,000 new housing units for middle income persons by 2020, which is the goal 
of the AHBP. The impacts ofincentivizing construction of such units could cause potentially 
significant impacts on visl!ftl quality, land use, water supply, sewage treatment capacity, utilities, 
noise and air quality that must be studied in an EIR before the proposed general plan 
amendments and AHBP can be adopted. 

According to the Webinar, at 140% of AMI, a single person could earn $100,000 and a 
family of four could earn $143,000. Whether this income level should be given affordable 
housing benefits in these proposals should be subjected to widespread community debate. 
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6. The State Density Bonus Law Applies As a Matter of Law, and None of The 
Proposed AHBP Alternatives Are Required by Law. 

The State Density Bonus Law applies as a matter of law, and the City concedes that it is 
implementing it on a project by project basis through Special Use District rezoning for affordable 
housing projects. The City claims the purpose for the State Density Bonus Program is to avoid 
project by project negotiations, but the City has been engaging in such through Special Use 
Districts. 

The Baker report states that the Local Density Bonus Program would produce more 
affordable housing than is mandated by the State Density Bonus law, so there is no legal 
requirement that the Local Program be adopted or that housing production exceed the State 
standard. In addition to the two extra stories, the parking requirements are less in the Local 
program than the State program. Page 32 of the proposed AHBP ordinance states that the 
minimum parking ratios set forth in the State Density Bonus Law are greater than those allowed 
in San Francisco, so the State's minimum parking ratio requirement would not apply to the 
Individually Requested State Density Bonus Program. There should be community debate on 
whether the two-story bonus provided by the Local program should be enacted, since it is not 
legally required or whether there are alternatives to incentivize construction·of middle income 
units that would not have such adverse visual and other impacts. 

7. The ABHP Should Be Amended to Prohibit Use of Affordable Units for 
Short-Term Rentals. 

Residents of affordable units should be prohibited from renting the affordable units as 
short-term rentals. 

8. Property Owners Should Not Be Allowed to Rent or Sell Affordable Units to 
Their Relatives. 

Relatives of property owners should not be allowed to occupy affordable housing units in 
properties owned by their relatives. 

9. The Incentives Provided by the Proposed Ordinance Would Degrade the 
Diverse Character of Neighborhood Commercial Districts. 

The incentives provided by the proposed AHBP ordinance would provide incentives for 
the demolition of older structures in Neighborhood Commercial Areas. Rents will b~ higher in 
the newly constructed structures, and independent businesses will be unable to afford them. 
Chain stores will proliferate in the new structures, adversely degrading the diverse character of 
our neighborhood commercial areas and displacing small businesses. 
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Conclusion 

The conflicts between State law and the provision of the proposed AHBP must be 
eliminated and its potentially significant impacts evaluated in a:n EIR under CEQA. Due to the 
lack of a planning process for residential neighborhoods and the manifold flawsin the propposals, 
the proposasl should be rejected. 

Very truly yours, 

Kathryn R. Devincenzi 

Attachments: Excerpts from Housing Element and FEIR for Housing Element 
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V. Quantified Objectives. Estimates of the maximum number of units, by income level, to be 

constructed, rehabilitated, and conserved over the planning period of the element.6 

The proposed Housing Elements are each organized into two main parts. Part I of each Housing Element 

consists of the Data and Needs Analysis section, which provides a statistical baseline for determining 

appropriate housing objectives, policies and implementation strategies. This ·section includes San 

Francisco population and employment trends, housing· data, and inventories of land available for 
increased housing development. Part I also functions to provide a foundation for the proposed changes to 

the objectives and policies contained in Part II of each Housing Element. In order to have an adequate 

housing element, the document must contain an updated Data and Needs Analysis (Part I). Therefore, all 

housing element proposals analyzed in this EIR will include the most rece:nt Data and Needs Analysis 
conducted for the 2009 Housing Element update. 

Regional Housing Need 

As discussed above, the ABAG, in coordination with the HCD, determined the Bay Area's regional 

housing need based on regional trends, projected population.job growth, and existing needs. The City's 

fair share of regional housing need is calculated for each established planning horizon. The housing needs 

determination effort seeks to alleviate a tight housing market stemming from forecasted household and 
employment growth as well as to allocate regional household and employment growth to jurisdictions 

with established or planned transit infrastructures. The RHNA determination includes production targets 
for housing to serve various household income categories. For more information on ABAG's calculation 

of the RHNA, see the ABAG website at www.abag.ca.gov. 

San Francisco's fair share of the regional housing.need for January 1999 through June 2006, the planning 

period for the 2004 Housing Element, was calculated as 20,372 units, or 2,717 units per year. The RHNA 
for the 2004 Housing Element is presented in Table N-1. The 1996 through 2006 RHNA is not the basis 

for this BIR. 

Table IV-1 

Ve Low <50% 25.7% 
Low 50-79% 10.4% 
Moderate 80-120% 27.7% 
Above Moderate >120% 36.1% 
Total 100% 

Source: City and County of San Francisco, Planning Department, .Housing Element, May 2004, at page 80. 

6 Ibid. 
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The proposed 2009 Housing Element presents an updated calculation of San Francisco's fair share of the 

regional housing need. This updated calculation of San Francisco's share of the regional housing need is 

for January 2007 through June 2014 and shows a need for 31,193 housing units, or 4,159 units per year. 

The RHNA for the 2009 Housing Element is presented in Table fV-2. 

Table IV-2 
2009H ousm~ .El em en tR ' IH eID.ona ousmog: ee s _ oca ion N d AU f 

Hourehoid Income· Categorv Pei-centru!e of A.Ml . :No. <)flJnits- · PercentaQe 
Extremely Low <30% 3,294 10.5% 
VervLow 31-50% 3,295 10.6% 
Low I 51-80% 5,535 17.7% 
Moderate 81-120% 6,754 21.7% 
Above Moderate > 120% 12,315 39.5% 
Total -- 31,193 100% 

Source: City and County of San Francisco, Planning Department, Part I: Data and Needs Analysts, June 2010, at 
oaf!e 41. 

2004 Housing Element Court of Appeal Decision 

Prior to 2004, the City last updated its Housing Element in 1990, when it adopted the 1990 Residence 

Element. The BIR prepared to evaluate the 1990 Residence Element concluded that reaching the housing 

goals in the 1990 Residence Element could be achieved without any significant adverse effects to the 

environment. According to the BIR, meeting the housing goals in the 1990 Residence Element would 

reduce traffic congestion and thus improve air quality because people who work in the City would have 

shorter commutes. 

The City's 2004 Housing Element was adopted on May 13, 2004, and deemed in compliance with state 

housing element law by the HCD. The San Francisco Planning Department prepared an Initial Study for 

the 2004 Housing Element, which examined several new policies that were proposed for addition to the 

2004 Housing Element. The Initial Study concluded that although proposed revisions were meant to 

promote increased housing production, no environmental impacts would result from the adoption of the 

2004 Housing Element because fl?.e element did not specify any development, rezoning, or area plans. The· 

Initial Study stated that any environmental impact analysis would be conducted in connection with the 

approval of any future development projects, area plans, or rezoning. The Planning Department then 

prepared a Negative Declaration, which concluded that revisions to the Housing Element would not have 

a significant effect on the environment. 

Subsequent to adoption of the 2004 Housing Element, the California Court of Appeal found the Negative 

Declaration prepared for the 2004 Housing Element by the City to be inadequate and determined that an 

BIR should be prepared (per San Franciscans for Livable Neighborhoods v. City and County of San 

Francisco [June 22, 2007, Al12987] [unpublished opinion]). In response to this directive, the Planning 

Department has prepared this EIR assessing the environmental impacts of the changes from the 1990 

Residence Element to the 2004 Housing Element. 
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In 2000, almost 70 percent of all households in the City were comprised of one or two people and 

household sizes are expected to remain proportionally the same as previous decades; however, the 

proportion of single person households is growing. The 2008 ACS estimates the median household 

income at just under $73,798 or about a 34 percent increase since 2000. 

Table IV-4 presents empl?yment growth in the City between 2000 and 2030. The number of jobs in the 

City decreased by 89,410 between 2000 and 2005 and approximately 195,010 jobs are expected between 

2005 and 2030. 

TableIV-4 
San Francisco Em fo ent Trends and Pro· ections, 2000-2030 

642,500 553,090 748,100 
Source: John Rahaim, Director of Planning, San Francisco Planning Department, 
correspondence with Michael P. Carlin, Deputy General Manager al the San Francisco 
Public Utilities Commission, Jul 9, 2009. 

The median age within the City was estimated to be 40.4 years old in 2008, ari increase from the median 

age of 36.5 in 2000. In 2000, residents 14 years and younger constituted only 12 percent of the City's 

population. The number of these residents is expected to grow, almost doubling to 184,700 in 2010 and 

making up 23 percent of the total population. 

F. APPROACH 

As discussed above, the Court of Appeal mandated that the City prepare an EJR for the 2004 Housing . 

Element. Since preparation for the 2004 Housing Element EJR began, the City also completed the 

proposed 2009 Housing Element, as required by state housing element law. Because the proposed 2009 

Housing Element must also undergo environmental review under CEQA, this EJR evaluates both the 

2004 and the proposed 2009 Housing Element in the same EIR. This subsection outlines the proposed 

Housing Elements that are evaluated in this BIR. This approach facilitates a streamlined process in which 

the potential environmental impacts of implementing both housing element options are analyzed at 

similar levels of detail, meeting the requirements of CEQA and the Planning Department's 

responsibilities under the court's decision. 

Proposed Housing Elements Analyzed in this EIR 

As previously discussed, in order to be in compliance with state housing element law, a housing element 

must include an updated Data and Needs Analysis; therefore, each proposed Housing Element utilizes the 

most recent data on citywide housing found in the Draft 2009 Housing Element Part I Data and Needs 

Analysis. Further, in order to meet the project objectives of having a housing element that substantially 

complies with state housing element law, the proposed Housing Elements must me~t the most recent 

regional housing needs assessment. Therefore, both project options will be analyzed for their ability to 

meet the 2007-2014 RHNA. This BIR analyzes the foilowing two Housing Element proposals: 
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Table IV-8 
Policies With Potential for Physical Environmental Impacts1 
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Policy 2.1: Set allowable densities in established 
residential areas at levels which will promote 
compatibility with prevailing neighborhood character 

Policy 2.2: Encourage higher residential density in areas 
adjacent to downtown, in underutilized commercial and 
industrial areas proposed for conversion to housing and 
in neighborhood commercial districts where higher 
density will not have harmful effects, especially if the 
higher density provides a significant number oftmits 
that are pennanently affordable to lower income 
households . 
Policy 1.2: Facilitate the conversion of underused 
industrial and conunercial areas to residential use, 
giving preference to pennanently affordable housing 
uses. 

Policy 1.4: Locate in-fill housing on appropliate sites in 
established neighborhoods. 
Policy 12.5: Relate land use controls to the appropriate 
scale for new and existing residential areas. 
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Policy 1.1: Encourage higher residential density in Policy 1.1: Focus housing growth- and the infrastructure 
area.S adjacent to downtown, in underutilized necessary to support that growth- according to 
commercial and industrial areas proposed for community plans. Complete planning underway in key 
conversion to housing and in neighborhood opportunity areas such as Treasure Island, Candlestick 
commercial districts where higher density will not Park and Hunter's Point Shipyard. 
have harmful effects, especially if the higher density 
provides a significant number of units that are 
affordable to lower income households. Set allowable 
densities in established residential areas at levels which 
will promote compatibility with prevailing 
neighborhood scale and character where there is 
neighborhood support. 
Policy 1.2: Encourage housing development, Policy 1.3: Work pro actively to identify and secure 
particularly affordable housing, in neighborhood opportunity sites for permanently affordable housing 
commercial areas without displacing existing jobs, 
particularly blue-collar jobs or discouraging new 
employment opportunities. 

Policy 1.3: Identify opportunities for housing and Policy 1.6: Consider greater flexibility in number and size 
mixed-use districts near downtown and fonner of units within established building envelopes in 
industrial portions of the City. community based planning processes, especially if it can 

increase the number of affordable units in multi-family 
structures. 

Policy 1.4: Locate in-fill housing on appropriate sites Policy 1. 7: Consider public health objectives when 
in established residential neighborhoods. designating and promoting housing development sites. 
Policy l.6: Create incentives for the inclusion of Policy 1.8: Promote mixed use development, and include 
housing, particularly pennanently affordable housing, housing, particularly permanently affordable housing, in 
in new commercial development projects. new commercial, institutional or other single use 

development projects. 
Policy 11.6: Employ flexible land use controls in Policy 4.6: Encourage an equitable distribution of growth 
residential areas that can reirulate inannropriate!y sized according to infrastructure and site capacity. 
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Table IV-8 
Policies With Potential for Physical Environmental Impacts1 
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development in new neighborhoods, in downtown 
areas and in other areas through a Better 
Neighborhoods type planning process while 
maximizing the opportunity for housing near transit. 

Policy 10.3: Support state legislation and programs that 
promote environmentally favorable projects. 
Policy 12.1: Encourage new housing that relies on transit 
use and environmentally sustainable patterns of 
movement. 
Policy 12.2: Consider the proximity of quality of life 
elements, such as open space, child care and 
neighborhood serves, when development new housing 
units. 
Policy 13.1: Support "smart" regional growth that locates 
new housing close to jobs and transit.· 
Policy 13.3: Promote sustainable land use patterns that 
integrate housing with transpmtation in order to increase 
transit, pedestrian and bicycle mode share. 
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. " . . . . . . . • Policy 2.1: Set allowable densities in established Policy 1.1: Encourage higher residential density in Policy 1.4: Ensure community based planning processes 

residential areas at levels which will promote areas adjacent to downtown, in underutilized are used to generate changes to land use controls. 
compatibility with prevailing neighborhood character. commercial and industrial areas proposed for 

conversion to housing and in neighborhood 
commercial districts where higher density will not 
have harmful effects, especially if the higher density 
provides a significant number of units that are 
affordable to lower income households. Set allowable 
densities in established residential areas at levels which 
will promote compatibility with prevailing 
neighborhood scale and character where there is 
nei!lhborhood suooort. 
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TableIV-8 
Policies With Potential for Physical Environmental Impacts1 
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Policy 2.2: Encourage higher residential density in areas -rPolicy 1.6: Create incentives for the inclusion of Policy 1.10: Support new housing projects where 
adjacent to downtown, il1 underutilized commercial and housing, particularly permanently affordable housing, households can easily rely on public transportation, 
industrial areas proposed for conversion to housing and in new commercial development projects. walking and bicycling for the majority of daily trips. 
in neighborhood commercial districts where higher 
density will not have harmful effects, especially ifthe 
higher density provides a significant number of units 
that are permanently affordable to lower income 
households. 
Policy 1.3: Create incentives for the inclusion of 
housing, particularly permanently affordable housing, in 
new commercial development projects. 

Policy 1.7: Encourage and support the construction of 
quality, new family housing. 

Policy 1.6: Consider greater flexibility in number and size 
of units witl1in established building envelopes in 
community based planning processes, especially ifit can 
increase tl1e number of affordable units in multi-family · 
structures. 

Policy 1.5: Allow new secondary units in areas where 
a> their effects can be dealt with and there is neighborhood 
..... ,, support, especially if that housing is made permanently 
U'1 affordable to lower income households. 

Policy 1.8: Allow new secondary units in areas where 
their effects can be dealt with and there is 
neighborhood support, especially if that housing is 
made pennanently affordable to lower income 
households.· 

Policy 7 .5: Encourage the production of affordable 
housing through process and zoning accommodations, 
and prioritize affordable housing in the review and 
approval processes. 

Policy 7.3: Grant densitY bonuses for construction of 
affordable or senior housing. 

Policy 2.3; Allow flexibility in the number and size of 
units within pennitted volm1rns oflarger multi unit 
structures, especially if the flexibility results in creation 
of a significant number of dwelling units that are 
pennanently affordable to lower income households. 
Policy 12.5: Relate land use controls to the appropriate 
scale for new and existing residential areas. 
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Policy 4.4: Consider granting density bonuses and 
parking requirement exemptions for the construction of 
affordable housing or senior housing. 
Policy 4.5: Allow greater flexibility in the nun1ber and 
size of units within established building envelopes, 
potentially increasing the nmnber of affordable units in 
multi-family structures. 

Policy 11.6: Employ flexible land use controls in 
residential areas that can regulate inappropriately sized 
development in new neighborhoods, in downtown 
areas, and in other areas through a Better 
Neighborhoods type planning process while 
maximizing the opportunity for housing near transit. 

Policy 11.S:Ensure densities in established residential 
areas promote compatibility with prevailing 
neighborhood character. 
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Table IV-8 
Policies With Potential for Physical Environmental Impacts1 

· · ;C-O,i-res·pondinl!.i990.Residence:El~m:e-ntPolicy· ·1;·.i:; ....... _>'" ·,., :,zoo4'-Hiiushil!! Element·:· , .. _ · :'._ -~ . ,< ".. .. 
.. ··· ··:; 20D~J"Housinl! Element:. . ' ' ~'.·· . . '" 

Policy 2.1: Set allowable densities in established Policy 11.7: Where there is neighborhood support, 
residential areas at levels which will promote reduce of remove minimum parking requirements for 
compatibility with prevailing neighborhood character. housing, increasing the amount of lot area available for 

housing units. 
Policy 11.8: Strongly encourage project sponsors to 
take full advantage of allowable building densities in 
their housing developments while remaining consistent 
with neighborhood character. 
Policy 11.9: Set allowable densities and parking 
standards in residential areas at levels that promote the 
City's overall housing obj((ctives while respecting 
neighborhood scale and character. 

J The intent of this list is to list all policies of Housing Element Alternatives A, B, and C with the potential to have physical impacts on the environment, Any policies not 
listed here that also may have physical impacts on the errvironment are likely to have substantially the same impacts as the policies included herein. 

c 1 
2 The Housing Elements contain additional themes beyond what is presented in this table. However, those themes, which include (but are not limited to) Homelessness, - Housin~ Condition, Seismic Safety, and DisTJlacement, do not have associated policies that would result in TJOtential environmental impacts. -

San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element 

Final EIR 

IV. Project Description 
. ·e IV-36 



City and County of San Francisco March2011 

review conducted for those planning efforts will address the compatibility of those plans with the existing 

land use character. 

As discussed previously, the 2009 Housing Element does not, overall citywide, promote increased 

reside~tial densities more so than the 1990 Residence Element. The 2009 Housing Element promotes 

increased densities mostly as a strategy to be pursued during community planning processes. Any such 

community planning process would be required to undergo a separate environmental review pursuant to 

CEQA, and would be required to address the potential for the proposed land use controls of that 

community planning effort affect land use character. Furthermore, incremental increases in residential 

density in those areas that permit residential uses would not substantially change the existing land use 

character. Additionally, new residential uses would be required to be developed in accordance with the 

residential design guidelines or other applicable design guidelines, as well as Planning Code density 

requirements. 

Although the 2009 Housing Element promotes housing in certain areas of the City, including within 

commercial developments and near transit, the proposed 2009 Housing Element would not change 

allowable land uses. As shown in Figures V.B-1 and V.B-2, much of the City is located in proximity to a 

variety of land uses including commercial districts and mixed use districts. Therefore, policies that 

promote additional residential development within mixed-use areas would not result in substantial 

changes to land use character. 

Furthermore, new housing would need to comply with the previously discussed regulations, the governing 

land use plan, and the Urban Design Element of the General Plan. Finally, compliance with Chapter 35 of 

the City's Administrative Code further reduces any potential Incompatibilities between residential and 

industrial uses. In addition, the following 2009 Housing Element policies could reduce any potential 

impacts to character by directly or indirectly encouraging the preservatiori of neighborhood character. 

Similar to the 2004 Housing Element discussed above, overall, the 2009 Housing Element contains 

policies and measures that would increase the City's housing supply in a manner that does not present 
! 

conflicts with existing land use character. The 2009 Housing Element would not result in changes to 

allowable land uses or height and bulk designations and future development would be required to comply 

with the previously discussed land use regulations. Therefore, the 2009 Housing Element would have a 

less than significant impact with respect to conflicts with existing land use character. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The geographic context for the cumulative impacts associated with land use issues is the City and County 

of San Francisco. Cumulative impacts occur when impacts from a proposed project that are significant or 

less than significant combine with similar impacts from other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable 

projects in a similar geographic area. Changes to the existing land use environment in the area could 

occur through the conversion of vacant land and low density uses to higher density uses, or though 

conversion of existing land use (e.g., from commercial to residential). However, it is assumed that future 

development would be consistent with policies in the adopted General Plan as well as zoning 
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requirements. Any new development is also anticipated to require CEQA review and design review, as 

well as other state and local regulations such as San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 35, which 

would reduce potential land use conflicts. For this reason, cumulative impacts to land uses as a result of 
incompatible uses and changes to land use character would be less than significant. The contribution of 

the Housing Elements to such cumulative land use impacts is less than significant and is thus not 

cumulatively considerable because overall the Housing Elements promote compatibility with the 

surrounding land uses. This cumulative impact would be less than significant. 

It is also anticipated that any new development will be reviewed for consistency with adopted land use 

plans and policies by the City, such as CEQA, the Planning Code, and the California Subdivision Map 
Act, all of which require findings of plan and policy consistency prior to approval of entitlements for 

development. For this reason, cumulative impacts associated with inconsistencies of future development 
with adopted plans and policies would be less than significant. In addition, the contribution of the 

Housing Elements to such cumulative impacts would be less than significant. As a result, the proposed 
Housing Elements.would not contribute to any impacts as~ociated with plan or policy inconsistency. This 

is considered to be a less than significant cumulative impact. 

MITIGATION AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures are warranted by the proposed Housing Elements. 

Improvement Measures 

No improvement measures are warranted by the proposed Housing Elements. 
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Overall, the 2004 Housing Element includes policies that would maintain consistency with existing 
neighborhood and land use character though the encouragement of in-fill development in a manner that 
does not present conflicts with the existing character of the vicinity. Furthermore, the 2004 Housing 
Element would not directly result in changes to zoning or height and bulk designations. New housing 
Would be required to comply with the previously discussed regulations, the governing land use plan, the 
City's Residential Design Guidelines, 'and the Urban Design Element of the General Plan, which is 
concerned with the physical character and environment of the City with respect to development and 
preservation. Finally, Chapter 35 of the City's Administrative Code further reduces incompatibilities 
between residential and industrial uses. Therefore, the 2004 Housing Element would have a less than 

significant impact with respect to conflicts with existing land use character. 

2009 Housing Element Analysis 

Implementation of the 2009 Housing Element could result in impacts related to existing character if new 
housing is out of scale with development in an existing neighborhood or if new development is so 
different it would change the existing character of an area. The following 2009 Housing Element policies 
promote residential development in certain areas of the City and promote increased residential densities. 
The potential for these policies to affect land use character is addressed below. 

Im pad 2009 Housii.ng Element 

Direct growth to certain Policy 1.1: Focus housing growth-
areas of the City. and the infrastructure necessary to 

. support that growth- according to 
community plans. Complete 
planning underway in key 
opportunity areas such as Treasure 
Island, Candlestick Park and 
Hunters Point Shipyard. 

Policy 1.3: Work proactively to 
identify and secure opportunity sites 
for permanently affordable housing. 

Policy 1.6: Consider greater 
flexibility in the number and size of 
units within established building 
envelopes in community based 
planning processes, especially if it 
can increase the number of 
affordable units in multi-family 
structures. 

San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element 
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CorrespoI11.ding 1990 Residence 
Element Policy 

Implementation Measure 1.1.2: 
Pursuit of housing development 
opportunities in neighborhood and 
area plans. 

Policy 1.1: Promote development 
of permanently affordable housing 
on surplus, underused and vacant 
public lands. 

Policy 2.5: Allow flexibility in the 
number and size of units within 
permitted volumes oflarger multi-
unit structures, especially ifthe 
flexibility results in creation of a 
significant number of dwelling 
units that are permanently 
affordable to lower income 
households. 
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Impact 2004 Housing Element 
Corresponding 1990 Residence 

Element Policy 

residential areas at levels which will 
promote compatibility with prevailing 
neighborhood scale and character 
where there is neighborhood support. 

Policy 11.8: Strongly encourage Policy 12.5: Relate land use 
project sponsors to take full advantage controls to the appropriate scale for 
of allowable building densities in their new and existing residential area. 
housing developments while 
remaining consistent with 
neighborhood character. 

As shown above, 2004 Housing Element Policy 2.1 and corresponding 1990 Residence Policy 3.1 are the 

same. 2004 Policy 2.4 clarifies that sound existing housing should be retained in commercial and 

industrial areas, while 1990 Residence Element Policy 3.6 generally states that conversion of housing 

should be restricted. Preserving existing housing units is a strategy to ensure that the City meets its 

housing needs, and therefore reduces development pressure which might otherwise result in new 
construction that could potentially affect a scenic vista. Furthermore, the 2004 Housing Element includes 

policies that advocate for residential development that maintains existing neighborhood scale and 
character and would be expected to also reduce the potential for new construction that is substantially 

larger than the existing neighborhood scale; thereby reducing the potential for such new construction to 
affect a scenic vista. 

As discussed above, the existing land use plan for the City that includes allowable height and bulk 

districts is intended to reflect the City's scenic vistas and are meant to accommodate development at the 
maximum height and bulk limits without adversely affecting the scenic vista points identified in the 

General Plan and depicted in Figure V.C-2. Given that the proposed 2004 Housing Element would not 

modify allowable building height and bulk, the 2004 Housing Element policies would not directly or 

indirectly result in new development that could affect a scenic vista. Furthermore, new development 

would be required to comply with the Urban Design Element of the San Francisco General Plan, 

including policies 3.3, 3.4, 3.5, 3.6, 3.7, 3.8, and 3.9, as listed in the beginning of this section. These 

policies are designed to guide new development such that it minimizes impacts on the City's 
environment, including potential impacts to scenic resources. Additionally, new development would be 

required to comply with City's Planning Code requirements for height and bulk of buildings as well as the 

Residential Design Guidelines. Overall, the 2004 Housing Element would have a less than significant 

impact with respect to an adverse effect on a scenic vista because it would not change allowable height 

and bulk designations which are intended to accommodate maximum development without adversely 
affecting the City's scenic vistas, as identified in General Plan. 
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Impact 2009 Housing Element 
Corresponding 1990 Residence 

Element Policy 

Policy l l.3: Ensure growth is 
accommodated without substantially 
and adver~ely impacting existing 
residential neighborhood character. ' 

Policy 11.5: Ensure densities in Policy 2. l: Set allowable densities 
established residential areas promote in established residential areas at 
compatibility with prevailing levels which will promote 
neighborhood character. compatibility with prevailing 

neighborhood character. 

As shown above, both the 1990 Residence Element and the 2009 Housing Element recognize the need for 

the preservation of existing housing. 2009 Housing Element Policy 2.2 wou~d, overall, encourage 

retention of existing housing. Compared to 1990 Residence Element Policies 3.1 and 3.2, 2009 Housing 

Element Policy 2.2 provides a stipulation that unit merging can occur in cases where the merger supports 

the need for family housing. 2009 Housing Element Policy 2.4 advocates for continued maintenance of 

units occupied by those who cannot afford regular maintenance, seniors, and for those properties 

neglected or abandoned. This policy further ensures that existing housing is retained. However, this 

policy does not represent a substantial policy shift from 1990 Residence Element Objective 5 and Policies 

5.1 and 5.2. 2009 Housing Element Policy 2.5 encourages the improved seismic stability of the existing 

housing stock. This policy does not represent a substantial policy shift from 1990 Residence Element 

Objective 4 and Policy 4.3. The 2009 Housing Element also includes polices similar to the 1990 

Residence Element that would ensure that new development fits within the existing neighborhood 

character. Neighborhood character can consist of many factors, including overall scale of the 

neighborhood. Overall, the 2009 Housing Element does not promote increased density more so than the 

1990 Residence Element. 

The existing land use plan for the City that includes allowable height and bulk districts is intended to 

reflect the City's scenic vistas and are meant to accommodate development at the maximum height and 

bulk limits without adversely affecting the scenic vista points identified in the General Plan. Given that 

the proposed 2009 Housing Element would not modify allowable building height and bulk, the 2009 

Housing Element policies would not directly or indirectly result in new development that could affect a 

scenic vista. Furthermore, new development would be required to comply with the Urban Design Element 

of the San Francisco General Plan, including policies 3.3, 3.4, 3.5, 3.6, 3.7, 3.8, and 3.9, as listed in the 

beginning of this section. These policies are designed to guide new development such that it minimizes 

impacts on the City's environment, including potential impacts to scenic vistas. Additionally, new 

development would be required to comply with City's Planning Code requirements for height and bulk of 

buildings as well as the Residential Design Guidelines. Therefore, the 2009 Housing Element would have 

a less than significant impact with respect to adverse affects to scenic vistas. 
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Impact 2004 Housing Element 
Corresponding 1990 Residence 

Element Policy 

Policy 11.9: Set allowable densities Policy 2.1: Set allowable densities in 
and parking standards in residential established residential areas at levels 
areas at levels that promote the which will promote compatibility with 
City's overall housing objectives prevailing neighborhood character. 
while respecting neighborhood scale 
and character. 

As shown above, the 2004 Housing Element and the 1990 Residence Element both promote infill housing 

in established residential neighborhoods, promoting residential development that is compatible with 

surround land uses. The 2004 Housing Element policies 11.1, 11.8, and 11.9 address new housing with 
·respect to neighborhood scale and character, reflecting the desire for new development contributes 

positively to existing neighborhood character. 

· Although the 2004 Housing Element includes policies that promote increased density for new 

development which could result in taller and bulkier buildings that may affect visu&l character, the 2004 
Housing Element also promotes consistency with neighborhood character and encourages infill residential 

development. In order to result in a significant impact on visual character, the project would need to result 

in a substantial, demonstrable adverse effect. Visual character and design issues are, for the most part, 

subjective. The 2004 Housing Element does not contain policies that would directly or indirectly result in 

a demonstrable adverse impact. New residential development would be required to comply with the 
previously discussed regulations, including height and bulk regulation in the Planning Code and Section 

311 of the San Francisco Planning Code, the Residential Design Guidelines, and the Urban Design 

Element of the San Francisco General Plan. Therefore, the 2004 Housing Element would have a less than 

significant impact with respect to degradation of existing visual character. 

2009 Housing Element Analysis 

As discussed under Impact AE-1, the 1990 Residence Element promotes increased density on a broader, 
citywide, scale to a greater extent than the 2009 Housing Element. Some policies in the 2009 Housing 

Element could promote density near for affordable housing projects and as a strategy ·to be pursued 

through community planning processes. Promoting increased density could result in taller and bulkier 

buildings, thereby affecting the overall visual character of the area. Nonetheless, the 2009 Housing 

Element, when compared to the 1990 Residence Element, does not ag!p"essively promote density morv so 

than the 1990 Residence Element. Therefore, when taken as a whole, the 2009 Housing Element would 

have less of a potential to result in impacts related to neighborhood character as a result of promoting 

increased density for new development. 

Section V.A (Land Use and Land Use Planning) addresses the potential for the 2009 Housing Element to 

introduce land uses that could result in changes to land use character. The analysis in this section found 

that the 2009 Housing Element policies that direct growth to certain areas of the City (including 

predominately commercial and industrial areas) would have a less than significant impact on land use 
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character because the 2009 Housing Element would not change allowable land uses or increase allowable 

building height and bulk. Similarly, as the 2009 Housing Element would not result in changes to the 

physical land use controls or to allowable uses, the 2009 Housing Element would not be expected to 

result in substantial changes to the City's existing visual character. Additionally, the following 2009 

Housing Element policy would further consider neighborhood character when developing new housing, 

thereby reducing the potential for new development to degrade the existing visual character. 

Impact 2009 Housing Element 
Corresponding 1990 Residence 

Element Policy 

Respect existing Policy 11.1: Promote the Policy 12.4: Promote construction of 
neighborhood construction and rehabilitation of well designed housing that conserves 
character. well-designed housing that existing neighborhood character. 

emphasizes beauty, flexibility, and 
innovative design, and respects 
existing neighborhood character. 

As shown above, the differences between 2009 Housing Element Policy 11.1 and 1990 Residence 

Element Policy 12.4 are not significant and would not represent a shift in policy. 1990 Residence Element 

Policy 12.4 provides guidelines for development that are intended to preserve neighborhood character. 

The 2009 Housing Element recognizes the diversity in architectural styles throughout the City. 2009 

Housing Element Policy 11. l would ensure that future· development would be consistent with existing 

neighborhood character. Moreover, as with the 2004 Housing Element, there would be no direct or 

indirect substantial adverse change to visual character attributable to the 2009 Housing Element policies. 

Overall, the 2009 Housing Element would promote measures that would increase the housing supply in a 

manner that does not present conflicts with existing visual character. Development associated with new 

residential units would be required to comply with the previously discussed regulations and requirements. 

Therefore, the 2009 Housing Element would have a less than significant impact with respect to 

degradation of existing visual character. 

Tmpact AE-4: The proposed Housing Elements would not create a new source of substantial light or 
glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area or which would substantially 
impact other people or properties, (Less than Significant) 

Implementation of the 2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing Element could result in impacts related· 

to light and glare if new housing would introduce new sources of light or glare that are unusual for an 

urban area. New housing C?Uld introduce new sources of light and glare if reflective glass or if bright, 

decorative or security lighting is used. However, for infill development that would replace open parking 

lots or yards, softer lighting that generates less glare than the present security lighting would typically be 

used. Additionally, residential exterior lighting tends to be focused on specific areas, rather than lighting a 

wide area such as a surface parking lot or undeveloped parcels. City Resolution 9212 prohibits the use of 

highly reflective or mirrored glass in new construction. New development would be required to comply 
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with this resolution; thus, impacts related to glare would be less than significant under both the 2004 and 

2009 Housing Elements. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The geographic context for cumulative aesthetic impacts is the entire City of San Francisco. Cumulative 

impacts occur when impacts that are significant or less than significant from a proposed project combine 

with similar impacts from other past, present; or reasonably foreseeable projects in a similar geographic 

area. This would include the demolition of existing structures or new construction in the project area or 

immediately adjacent to the project boundaries resulting from past, present and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects combining with similar impacts from the 2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing 

Element. The cumulative effect of development within the City could contribute to impacts related to 

aesthetics. As discussed throughout this BIR, growth would occur regardless of implementation of the 

proposed Housing Elements. Furthermore, any new development within the City would be subject, on a 
project-by-project basis, to independent CEQA review as well as policies in the San Francisco General 

Plan, governing area plans, design guidelines, planning codes and zoning maps (including development 

standards), and other app.licable land use plans that are intended to reduce impacts to aesthetics. The 2004 
Housing Element and 2009 Housing Element policies would not directly or indirectly affect aesthetics. 
New development could affect such resources, but would be evaluated on a project-by-project basis. In 

addition, the 2004 Housing Element and 2009 Housing Element are public policy documents and would 

not result in direct significant impacts. 

Changes to the existing visual environment in the City could occur through an increase in residential 

density and building heights proposed by new housing construction. New construction encouraged to be 

developed to maximum allowable densities and to the full building envelope, could result in increases to 
the height of the building that previously occupied the lot, or in the case of a vacant lot, add new elements 

to the site. New housing could block or obstruct views, damage scenic resources, degrade visual 

character, or introduce light and glare. However, it is assumed that future housing development would be 

consistent with the relevant sections of the San Francisco Planning Code, Urban Design Element of the 

San Francisco General Plan, and Planning Commission Resolution 9212. For this reason, cumulative 

impacts on aesthetics would be less than significant. The Housing Elements would not contribute to 

cumulative aesthetics impacts because they would not directly result in new construction; therefore, 

cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 

MITIGATION AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures are warranted by the proposed Housing Elements. 

Improvement Measures 

No improvement measures are warranted by the proposed Housing Elements. 
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Regional Housing 
Needs !tssessment for 

Saa Francisco, 
2{HJ7.June 2014 

This 1ccrion ex;imines <he c:ype. amount .md ~ffordabiliry of new housing construction nced.:d 

in San Francisco, as determined by the Associadon of Bay Area Governmems, through June 

2014. lt is based, in part, on the data prcsemed in the pr-.:ccding Sections 

A. REGIONAL HOUSING NEED ASSESSMENT 

The Association of Bay Art:".! Govcrnm<::ms (A BAG). in coordin.ttion wirh the California Stace 

Dqxirtm<=m of Housing and Communky Devdopmem (HCO), determine me Bay Ands 

n:gion;i.l housing need based on regional m:nds, projected job growth and. existing needs. San 

fr-Jndsco'~ fair share of rhe regional homing need for January 2007 through June 2014 was 

calculard a.s 31. l 90 unirs, or about 4, l60 units per year (Tabfe I-39). This goal seeks to 

alleviate a tighi housing market stemming from.forecast household md employment growth as 

well as allocaring regional household md employment growrh co jurisdictions with esrablished 

or planned transit inframucmrci. More important. rhe regional housing needs assc:ssment 

(RHNA) ·den:rmlnadon includes production rargcts a<ldn:ssing housing nt:1:ds of a range of 

household income c:ztegories. A toral of 'lbout l 8,880 unirs or 61 % of rhe R.HNA ra:rger must 

~c affordable to households making l 21JOJil of th<'.: area media income (Al'v!I) .or less. 

l/ery Low { 31 · 50% AMI J 3 295 10.6% 1. 

Low ( 5 t · 80% AMI l 5.535 I T 7% i 
tvlode<ate (81 • 120% AMI ) 6, 754 21 7% I 
Abcve Moderate ; over 120% AMI ) 12,3 15 39 5 I 

439 

738 

901 

1,642 

- - ._ .... - __ ....::::_ __ · ___ ~ _ _L ____ 4_ ... 3 ____ _ 

3:·~~93 . : 1~::~ .. --1 ·· 
1.199 

TOTAL UNITS 4,159 

141 
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Tne Dep;mmenr of Housing and Urban Devdopmenr derenninc:s the annual. area median 

income (A.t'vlll for the San Francisco Primary Metropolitan Si:.\tistica1 A.rel, which includes 

rhc .aunties of San Francisco, Marin and San Mateo. For 2008, the area median income for a 

srngk person household was over $66,000 and $94,300 for a household of four people (Table 

l-40) 

-~~~~t~~~- . ~;,~T ::i-i-~~:;;1~:;_ 
Median (100% of AMI) $66,000 ' $75,450 $34,850 . $94.300 : $101.lL"O 

• W •• , .. •• ·---·--~·-·•••H•- - • • _.. • ·~ ·- ...... ,_.__,_, ____ • -.--~------.-·"···~··--···-• !.. ·•··--... -...... __.... 

Moderate(l20%otAM!) . $79200 : $90.550 \ $101,800 \ $113.150 · $122,200 

\l)tJllJ ·t l~Jrur~t rn l·fou·~g. .md Lthiin •)c<r-dopn:e1n iHt :ll) 

The median income i.n San Frana.:;co, however, is lower ~han the area medhn incom;;. 'lbis i.~ 

due in p:m w higher m.:dian income> in. San Mateo and Marin. counties and th<: conu:mra­

tions of lower-income families in the Ciry. For example, in 2007, Marin Coumy's medhn 

household income of $83,7.32 and San Marco's $94,5 [7 were quite higher th:rn the Ciry's 

median household income of $68.023.' Roughly 40% of an San Francisco households mak~ 
Im r.h.w 80% of rhe San Francisco PMS.I\ area median incon~e, and fo..!! under tli.c Department 

of Housing and Urban Oevdopmcm (HUD)'s low and very low income categories (Table 

1-4 l}. 

Al! SF Households 

Median Income for SF. 2007 

In order fll account for this income: variance, the M:i.yor's Office of Housing publish~ a [0° 

cal A.Ml <trn<lard (lable 1-42): San Francisco's lnclu.5lon.1ry Afford-able Housing Progr.un 

regulates h<>using ,lSsisrnncc- based on· rhe San Francisco Area Median Income (SFf,.1\·il). 

n11Qsehold hicllflllf 
Stanilanls by Housel1ald 
Size, 2008 

IBcame Distribution, 
San Francisca, 2:001 
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Extremely low 
Income 

(30%of 
HUD Area Median 
Income) 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Studio 

1 Bedroom 

28edroom 
~·· 

3 Bedroom 

4 Bedroom 

$19,800 

$22,650 

$25,450 

$28,300 

$30,550 

$545 

. $700 

$778 

$840 

$50,000 

$57,000 

$64,000 

$72,000 

$78,000 
• - -·-------....-.• -·- --- -· ----- /••-· ----- • ~ -·---- "i .- ... --. 

Very Low Income 

(50%of 
HUD Area Median 
Income) 

Low Income 

(80% of 
HUD Area Median 
Income) · 

Median lnr.;ome 

(100% of 
HUD Area Median 
Income) 

Moderate Income 

(120% of 
HUD Area Median 
Income) 

Alfartlallle Housing 
Guidelines, San 
Franciseo, 2!lG8 

2 

3 

4 

5 

2 

3 

4 

5 

3 

4 

5 

2 

3 

4 

1· 

Studio 

1 Bedroom 

2 Bedroom 

3 BedrOOfTl 

4 Bedroom 

Studio 

1 Bedroom 

2 Bedroom 

3 Bedroom 

4 Bedroom 

Studio 

$33,000 

$37,750 

$42,450 

$47,150 

$50,950 

$52,800 

$60,350 

$67,900 

$75,450 

$81.500 

$66,000 

$908 

$1,038 

$1,167 

$1,297 

$1.401 

$1,452 

$1,660 

$1,857 

$2.075 

$2,241 

$1,815 

i. 

$84,000 

$97,000 

$109,000 

$121,000 

$131,000 

$133,674 

$154,752 

$176.035 

·$197,113 

$213,070 

$181, 193 
·-·---------------------- - --------------

1 Bedroom 

2 Bedroom 

3 Bedroom 

4 Bedroom 

Studio 

1 Bedroom 

2 Bedroom 

3 Bedroom 

$75.450 

$84,850 

$94,300 

$101,850 

$79,200 

$90,550 

$101,600 

Si 13.ISO 

$2,075 

$2.333 

$2,593 

$2.801 

$2,178 

$2.490 

$2,800 

$3.112 

$237,072 

$265,114 

$286,397 

$228,71 t 

$263.308 

$29$,109 

$335 115 
------,----·---··-.-.----------------·----------

5 4 Bedroom $122200 $3,361 $359,723 

f&te i1f"..t\41;t"""· m: ~.j,.,_.,-J. ·~\ Uw !Cf;~ ·\1:.z. ~lcdhu hlct~ 1A.\li) lihw' :tu 1b' l.tn M;t1~-'l•{\:I i-f!, 0 Mq(111--).m, .\J;.".l tH.\ff.A, .\!fo-nihly h<111:"ing 
..:~p~:mc .(f~ ~..tkuJ.,u,._,J lJ.4(;t.f un l,.i1'ii ~.!ff.fl.~ 1noni1J1 1n.:mn~ t!--MR F111 \I.uki.1 Rcnu) M~-sunum purch:i~ pri'L.t: ts: rht. i..f~1t.:ht~~ (11kt fr"m 
~,m Ft~m.:h;,.o\ lud~inn~ H1n(')111gPrc~·uu Utd 1Jl('(lrpnr~r....,. mimdfh f:., .. uid tUC"i•nc11 .•. d .. ~ poet-. 
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Regional Housing 
Needs Assessment for 

San Francisco, 
2015-J une 2022 

. :.'· .. 

l, •• 

This section examines the type, amount and affordability of new housing construction needed 

in San Francisco, as determined by the Association of Bay Area Governments, through June 

2022. It is based, in part, on the data presented in the preceding Sections. 

A. REGIONAL HOUSING NEED ASSESSMENT 

The Association of Bay Area Governments CABAG), in coordination with the California State 

Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD), determine the Bay Areas 

regional housing need based on regional trends, projected job growth and existing needs. San 

Francisco's fair share of the regional housing need for January 2015 through June 2022 was 

calculated as 28,870 units, or about 3,850 units per year (Table I-38). This goal seeks to 

alleviate a tight housing market stemming from forecast household and employment growth as 

well as allocating regional household and employment growth to jurisdictions with established 

or planned transit infrastructures. More important, the Regional Housing Needs Assessment 

(RHNA) determination includes production ·targets addressing housing needs of a range of 

household income categories. A total of about 17,610 units or 61% of the RHNA target must 

be affordable to households mal<lng 120% of the area media income (AMI) or less. 

Very Low ( 0-50% AMI ) 6,234 21.6% 831 
----

Low ( 51-80% AMI ) 4,639 16.1% 619 
-----'---;-------r-~----r·~-------

Moderate (81-120% AMI ) 5,460 18.9% 728 
-------- ------------

/.'ibove Moderate ( over 120% AMI ) 12,536 43.4% 1,671 

TOTAL UNITS 28,869 100.0% 3,849 

SOl!RCE- !\BAG. Planning Dcponmcnt 

630 1.41 
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The Department of Housing and Urban Developmenr determines the annual area median 

income (AMI) for the San Francisco Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area, which includes the 

counties of San Francisco, Marin and San Mateo. In 20 l 4, the area median income for a single 

person' household was almost $68,000 and $97,100 for a household of four people. 

Very Low ( Q-50% AMI ) $20.400 $23,300 $26,200 $29, 150 $31,450 
. ----·--- ---------· ----
Low ( 51-80% AMI ) $48,225 $55,175 $62,075 $68,925 $74,450 
---------·-·----
Moderate (81-120% AMI) $71,350 $81,575 $91,775 $101,950 $110,100 

Above Moderate (over 120% AMI) $98,550 $112,675 $126,725 $140,800 $152,050 

SOURCE: Dcparcmcnr ofHuuo;1ng nnd Urblln Ik'Vl!lupmenr (HUD) 

The median income in San Francisco, however, is lower than the area median income. This is 

due in part to higher median incomes in San Mateo and Marin counties and the concentra­

tions of lower-income families in the city. For example, in 2012, Mari.n County's median 

household income of $90,962 and San M'.1-teo's $87,75 l were quite higher than the city's me­

dian household income of $73,802. 1 Roughly 43% of all San Francisco households make less 

than 80% of the San Francisco PMSA area median income, and fall under the Department of 

Housing and Urban Development (HUD)'s low and very low income categories (T;ble 1-40). 

Median Income for SF, 2012 

SOURCE: Census Burcnu. 2012 Amcricnn Community Survey 

In order to account for this income variance, the Mayor's Office of Housing publishes a local 

AMI standard (Table I-4l). San Francisco's Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program regu­

lates housing assistance based on the San Francisco Area Median Income (SFAMI). 

l Figures cited ,\re in .!O l l mBation-:i.dju.'>tc.d dollar.~. 

631 

Household Income 
Stamlards by Household 
Size, 2014 

Income Distribution, 
San Francisco, 2012 



Low Income 

(70% of HUD Area 
Median Income) 

Median Income 

(90% of HUD Area 
Median Income) 

·----·---· 

Moderate Income 

(110% of HUD Area 
Median Income) 

Moderate Income 

(120% of HUD Area 
Median Income) 

Moderate Income 

(150% of HUD Area 
Median Income) 

Homeownership Affordable 
Housing Guidelines, San 

Francisco, 2014 

Studio $47,550 $1,308 $162,631 

2 1 Bedroom $54,400 $1.496 $188,062 

~ 2Bedroom $61,200 $1,683 $213,721 
·~~_J__-3_B_e_d_ro_o_m __ +--$6_7_,9_5_0~--t-~-$-1-,8-69-~-r---$-23_9_,3_8_0 ___ _ 

--~-I --4Bedroom -$-73_,4_0_0____ $2,019 _ __. ___ $2-58-,44--~---

Studio $61, 150 $1,682 $226,943 
------t--------+----------;-- -----+-

2 1 Bedroom $69,950 $1,924 $261,692 

3 2 Bedroom $78,650 $2, 163 $296,669 

4 3 Bedroom $87,400 $2.404 $331,418 

5 4 Bedroom $94,350 $2,595 $357,758 

Studio $74,750 $2,056 $291 .483 
-------+-···---- -- -

2 1 Bedroom $85,450 $2,350 $335,322 . 

3 2 Bedroom 

4 3 Bedroom 

5 4 Bedroom 

Studio 

2 1 Bedroom 

3 2 Bedroom 

----~-~ ___ 3 Bedroo~- __ 

5 t 4 Bedroom 

1 Studio 
-----···- - --·- -------
2 1 Bedroom 

3 2 Bedroom 

4 3 Bedroom 

$96.150 

$106,800 

$115,350 

$81,550 

$93.250 

$104,900 

$2,644 

$2,937 

$3,172 

$2,243 

$2,564 

$2.885 

$116.500 I $3,204 ---+----· ---· 
$125,800 I $3,460 

$101,950 $2,804 

$116,550 $3,205 

$131,100 $3,605 

$145,650 $4,005 
----- ---------+-------t----

5 4 Bedroom $157 ,300 $4,326 

Source: U.S Department of Housing .:1.nd Urban Development (HUD) 

$379,389 
-----·---

$423,228 

$457,295 

Note: Im:oml!S c\11: based on the: 2012 A.n.'n. Median Income (A.Ml) limits for rbc San Fcancist.o HUD Metro FMR Are,i. (HMFA). Monthly housing 
c»pl!nsc.'\ arc. c:ilculatcd based on 33% of gross munrhly income. (FMR =fair M:irkcc Rents) Maximum purcha..~c pncc is· the nffurdablc price from San 
Frana'ico','i lndusiua:uy Hott.'ilug Program .md incorpomtc.'i monthly fi.t~ <lnd trutcs imo sale.~ p.rkr 
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3:00 p.m. 

Regular Meeting· 

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Fong, Wu, Antonini, Johnson, Richards 

COMMISSIONER ABSENT: Hillis, Moore 

THE MEETING WAS CALLED TO ORDER BY PRESIDENT FONG AT 3:06 P.M. 

STAFF IN ATTENDANCE: John Rahaim - Planning Director, Wayne Farrens, Maia 
Small, Menaka Mohan, and Jonas P; Ionin- Commission Secretary 

SPEAKER KEY: 

+ indicates a speaker in support of an item; 

- indicates a speaker in opposition to an item; and 

= indicates a neutral speaker or a speaker who did not indicate support or 

opposition 

A. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE 

The Commission will consider a request for continuance to a later date. The Commission 

may choose to continiie the item to the date proposed below, to continue the item to 

another date, or to hear the item on this calendar. 

1. 201 l.0671X (R 

SUCRE: (415) 575-9108) 

1395 1 lND STREET/790 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE - located on the north side 
of 22nd Street at Texas Street and on the west side of Pennsylvania Avenue between 
22nd and.25th Streets, LotS 011 & 013 in Assessor's Block 4167 - Request for a· 
Large Project Authorization (LPA), pursuant to Planning Code Section 329, for 
the new construction of a three-story industrial building (measuring approximately 
47,575 gross square feet) on Pennsylvania Avenue, and a four-to-eight-story 

634 L/1 {\/'){\1 L 
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2. 

(respectively measuring 40-ft from existing grade on Pennsylvania Avenue, and 33-
ft above curb height along Missouri Street) residential building (approximately 
297,159 gross square feet) on 22nd Street with 250 dwelling units, 213 off-street 
parking spaces, four car-share parking spaces, 138 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces, 
and 15 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. The project includes private and common 
open space, as well as a publically-accessible open space via a new stairway and 
landscaping along 22nd Street between Missouri and Texas Streets. Under· the 
Large Project Authorization, the project is seeking exceptions to the requirements 
for: rear yard (Planning Code Section 134), dwelling unit exposure (Planning Code 
Section 140), and off-street parking (Planning Code Section 151.1). The subject 
property is located within the UMU (Urban Mixed-Use) Zoning District, PDR-1-G 
(Production, Distribution and Repair-General) Zoning Districts, and 40-X Height 
and.Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the 
purposes of CEQA, pursuant to Section 3 l .04(h) of the San Francisco 
Administrative Code. 

(Proposed for Continuance to November 12, 2015) 

SPEAKERS: None 

ACTION: Continued to November 12, 2015 

AYES: Fong, \Vu, Antonini, Johnson, Richards 

ABSENT: Hillis, Moore 

2015-006712PCA . (K. 

HADDADAN: (415) 575-9068) 

CU REQUIREMENT FOR RESIDENTIAL :MERGERS - Ordinance amending the 
Planning Code to require conditional use authorization for all residential mergers 
and to require compliance with landscaping and permeable surfaces requirements 
for building additions and residential mergers, and affirming the Planning 
Department's California Environmental Quality Act determination; and making 
Planning Code, Section 302, findings, and making :findings of consistency with the 
General Plan, and the eight prioritypoliCies of Planning Code, Sectfon 101.1 

(Proposed for Continuance to December 10, 2015) 

SPEAKERS: None 

ACTION: Continued to December 10, 2015 

AYES: . Fong, Wu, Antonini, Johnson, Richards 

ABSENT: Hillis, Moore 

635 (,/1 ()/? ()1 h 
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B. CONSENT CALENDAR 

All matters listed hereunder constitute a Consent Calendar, are considered to be routine by 
the Planning Commission, and. may be acted upon by a single roll call vote of the 
Commission. There will be no separate discussion of these items unless a member of the 
Commission, the public, or staff so.requests, in which event the matter shall be removed 
from the Consent Calendar and considered as a separate item at this or a future hearing 

" .) . 2015-008251CUA. . (W . 
FARRENS: (415) 575-9172) 

2120 GREENWICH STREET - north side of Greenwich Street between Fillmore 
and Webster Streets; Lot 005 in Assessor's Block 0509 - Request for Conditional 
Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 725.44 to allow 
the transfer of a State Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control (ABC) Type 47 
License from 1919 Union Street (a restaurant dba "American Cupcake") to 2120 
Greenwich Street (a restaurant dba "Mina Test Kitchen"), within the Union Street 
NCD (Neighborhood Commercial District) and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This 
action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, 
pursuant to Section 31. 04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 

SPEAKERS: None· 

ACTION: Approved with Conditions 

AYES: Fong, Wu, Antonini, Johnson, Richards 

ABSENT: Hillis, Moore 

C. COMMISSION MATTERS 

4. Consideration of Adoption: 

• Draft Minutes for September 3, 2015 

• Draft Minutes for October l, 2015 

SPEAKERS: None 

ACTION: Adopted 
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•• -· -:...· I ' 

Planning Commission- Octr-1..~r 15, 2015 -Minutes I Planning Depa.rtr--~nt 

AYES: Fong, Wu, Antonini, Johnson, Richards 

ABSENT: Hillis, Moore 

5. Cmnn:iission Comments/Questions 

• Inquiries/ Announcements. Without discussion, at this time Commissioners 
may make announcements or inquiries of staff regarding various matters of 
interest to the Commissioner(s ). 

• Future Meetings/ Agendas. At this time, the Commission may discuss and 
take action to set the date of a Special Meeting and/or dete1mine those items 
that could be placed on the· agenda of the next meeting and other future 
meetings of the Planning Commission. 

Commissioner Antonini: 

Thank you. I thought that presentation by the member of the Rent Board was 
extremely informative last week, I have some comments, but first I have a question, 
they mentioned that the owners are allowed to raise residential rates, an amount not 
to exceed 60% of the CPI of the San Francisco Bay Area per year. Is that 
cumulative or is it use it or lOses it? 

Commissioner Richards: 

You could bank it. 

Commissioner .Alltonill.i: · 

You can you bank it, OK. Because that is important.that it br done, because I have a 
commercial building, is not a residential building, and we stayed with that kind of a 
formula and it's kept the market rates very -- no quite exactly that formula is closer 
than the CPL The other thing that was really interesting is, when you look at the 
chart of the evictions and we're hearing a lot about it now,· I don't remember quite as 
much comment during the period in 1999-2000, but actually there are a lot more 
during that period per year, in the range of 2, 700 to 2,800, still a lot this year, at the 
2200 range. Although, if you look at the chart for the long period of time, almost 
every year there are 1,400 on average or more than that, probably. So what.also was 
very interesting to me is find outJhat 75% of the evictions were for fault such as 
non-payment of rent, which is probably something that is going to happen no matter 
what conditions we have, because if you don't pay the rent, you are going to get 
evicted. There might be a tendency for owners to try to evict people a little quicker, 
when there are a lot more renters around to take the spot. Anyway, it's really good 
to put things in perspective and see historical perspective on an issue that is really 
hot right now, but you have to kind oftalce it into the context of20 years to realize 
what the situation is. I thought it was extremely good and very informative. 

D. DEPARTMENT MATTERS 

637 h./1()/')(\1 h. 
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6. Director's Announcements 

Director Rahaim: 

Thank you, Jonas. Commissioners, I just wanted to let you know that I spent this 
last weekend in Cambridge, a meeting that I attend every year with my counterparts 
in the 30 largest cities in the country. There were several -- well, several points of 
discussion, but I will say that the most comm.on theme that all cites are addressing, 
are issues of equity and affordable housing, in ways that were surprising to me and 
in places that were suprising to me. Even in my hometown of Detroit, which has 
experienced severe economic distress, and where it just came out of bankruptcy, the 
concerns concurrently in the city is, as areas are being improved, the equity issues 
that the city's current residents are facing and the type of rent reinvestment that is 
happening, so it was pretty interesting for me to hear that all of us are dealing with 
this issue, in cities across the economic spectrum and it yvas a theme that came up 
repeatedly ·in the three days' of meetings that we had. That concludes my 
comments. 

7. Review of Past Events at the Board of Supervisors, Board of Appeals and 
Historic Preservation Commission 

BOARD OF SUPRVISORS: 

No Report 

BOARD OF APPEALS: 

No Report 

ffiSTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION: 

No Report 

E. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT-15 MINUTES 

At this time, members of the public may address the. Commission on items of interest to the 
public that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission except agenda 
items. With respect to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be 
afforded when the item is reached in the meeting. Each m~mber of the public may address 
the Commission for up to three minutes. 

SPEAKERS: (M) Speaker - UDAT, public hearing re: Urban design 

638 h./1 (\/')(\ 1 h. 
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F. REGULAR CALENDAR 

The Commission Hearing Pro_cedures provide for presentations by staff; followed by. the 
project sponsor team; followed by public comment for and against the proposal. Please be 
advised that the project sponsor team includes: the sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, 
architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors. 

9. 

SMALL: (415) 575-9160) 

8. MARKET STREET HUB - Informational Presentation - related to the 
opportunity to study a portion of the Market Octavia Area Plan, lmown as the 
Market Street Hub. 

Preliminary Recommendation: None - Informational 

SPEAKERS: None 

ACTION: None - Informational 

. 2014-001503GPA .. 
MOHAN: (415) 575-9141) 

(M. 

. (M._ 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING BONUS - General Plan Amendment to make 
conforming changes in association with legislation creating the Affordable Housing 
Bonus Program by amending the Housing Element, Urban Design Element,. Van 
Ness A venue Area Plan; Chinatown Area Pian, Downtown Area Plan, and 
Northeastern Waterfront Area Plan; making findings, including :findings of 
consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code 
Section 101.1 and affirming 'the Planning Department's determination under the 
Califomia Environmental Quality Act. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Resolution to Initiate 

SPEAKERS; +Jeff Buckley, MOH-Introduction 

= (M) Speaker - Rushed proc~ss with.out public hearing 

= Tess Welbum - 240 sites, other questions, developer 

incentives needed/ 

639 6/10/?01 h 
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down 

ACTION: 

= Jean Barrish - More affordable housing, slow the process 

= Barbara Graham - Lack of public outreach 

+Kristy Wong-Move the project along 

= Paul Werner - More granular analysis 

Adopted a Resolution to Initiate, and directed staff to provide 

an information presentation on Novemper 5111, scheduling potential 

adoption hearing for December 3rd 

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

ABSENT: Moore 

RESOLUTION: 19494 

10. 2015w009771PCA (M. 
MOHAN: (415) 575w9141) 

CHILD CARE IN LIEU FEE INCREASE AND APPLICATION - Planning Code 
Amendment to increase the Child Care In Lieu Fee for office and hotel 
development projects of up to $1.57 per gross square foot and apply the Fee to 
projects of 25,000 or more gross square feet; to impose a tiered Child Care Fee for 
residential development projects of up to $1.83 per gross square feet; to ·allow. 
developers the option to provide onsite Small Family Daycare Homes in lieu of the 
fee; and a:ffmning the Planning Department's determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act, and making· findings of consistency with the General . 
Plan and the eig~t priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval with 
Modifications 

SPEAKERS: 

ACTION: 

AYES: 

ABSENT: 

+ Supervisor Yee - Ordinance introduction 

- Sally Johnson....:. Poor response 

+ Rosie Kennedy - Young parent on one concern is childcare 

Adopted a Resolution recommending approval with 

modifications as amended to split the DCCU section into a separate . . 

piece oflegislation 

Fong, Wu, Antonini, Johnson, Richards 

Hillis, Moore 
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11. 

RESOLUTION: 19495 

2015-005741CUA 

FARRENS: (415) 575-9172) 

(W. 

2453-2455 FILLMORE STREET (AKA 2401 JACKSON STREET) - southwest 
comer of Fillmore and Jackson Streets; Lots 038 and 039 in Assessor's Block 0606 
- Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 
186.1, 303 and 303.l to allow a change of operator (from "Tully's Coffee" to "Blue 
Bottle Coffee") and physical expansion of a nonconforming Formula Retail Limited 
Restaurant use (into the adjacent retail space currently dba "Juicy News") within 
the Upper Fillmore NCD (Neighborhood Commercial District) and 40-X Height 
.and Bulle District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the 
purposes of CEQA, pursuant to Section 3 l.04(h) of the San Francisco 
Administrative Code. 

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 
I 

SPEAKERS: + Jlln Abrams - Project presentation 

= Sally Johnson -

- Paul Werner - Precedence setting decision 

ACTION: Approved with Conditions 

AYES: Fong, Antonini, Johnson, Richards 

ABSENT: Wu, Hillis, Moore 

MOTION: 19496 

G. PUBLIC COMMENT 

At this time, members of the public may address the Commission on items of interest to the 
public that are within the subject matter jmisdiction of the Commission except agenda 
items. With respect to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be 
afforded when the item is reached in the meeting with one exception. When the agenda 
item has already been reviewed in a public hearing at which members of the public were 
allowed to testify and the Commission has closed the public hearing, your opportunity to 
address the Commission must be exercised during the Public Con:iment portion of the 
<::;alendar. Each member of the public may address the Commission for up to three minutes. 

641 



-: •.• · r . . ) 

Planning Commission - Octo"'~r 15~ 2015 - Minutes I Planning DeparJ:rn~nt 

The Brown Act forbids a commission from taldng action or discussing any item not 
appearing on the posted agenda, including those items raised at public comment. In 
response to public comment, the commission is limited to: 

(1) responding to statements made or questions posed by members of the public; or 

(2) requestin& staff to report back on a matter at a subsequent meeting; or 

(3) directing staff to place the item on a future agenda. (Government Code Section 54954.2 
(a)) 

ADJOURNMENT- 6:10 P.M. 

ADOPTED: November 5, 2015 
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QSPUR 
San Francisco I San Jose I Oakland 

June 7, 2016 

Land Use & Transportation Committee 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1650 Mission Stteet, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

RE: Affordable Housing Bonus Program 
Files No. 150969 and 160347 

Dear Supervisors Cohen, Peskin and Wiener: 

Thank you for the opportunity to share support for the Affordable Housing Bonus Program. SPUR urges 
you to support the bonus program for many reasons: It will increase the overall supply of housing (both · 
affordable and market-rate), it will encourage higher densities at appropriate locations near transit, it will 
create a much-needed middle-income housing program, and it will improve the feasibility of certain 
vacant and underutilized sites. All without public subsidy. 

We applaud the Planning Department and Supervisor Katy Tang's open ears and willingness to make 
amendments in response to concerns about residential and commercial displacement, and we urge you to 
recommend the full program for approval. We understand that there is a competing proposal that would 
offer incentives only to 100 percent affordable projects. We are concerned by the limited applicability of a 
proposal like that. It would not address the state's required density bonus program - which was the 
impetus behind creating a local bonus program in the first place. It would be likely to create hundreds of 
affordable units rather than tens of thousands of them. And it would not take advantage of the available 
levers to encourage the construction of more affordable housing without public subsidy. 

We urge you to approve the mayor and Supervisor Tang's full Affordable Housing Bonus Program. Like 
all housing affordability solutions, this program is not a magic bullet but a smart tool that could make a 
difference. Ultimately San Francisco is accountable for meeting the state's density bonus requirement, and 
pairing ambitious affordability targets with incentives to make them possible is one right way to grow the 
city's supply of housing, both affordable and market-rate. 

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions. 

Best, 

~ang-6 ~~tt~ Planning Policy Director 

Cc: Supervisor Katy Tang 
SPUR Board of Directors 

SAN FRANCISCO 

654 Mission Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
(415) 781-8726 

SAN JOSE 

76 South First Street 
San Jose, CA 95113 
( 408) 638-0083 

OAKLAND 

1544 Broadway 
Oal<land, CA 94612 

. (510) 827-1900 
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Ausberry, Andrea 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Kristy Wang <kwang@spur.org> 
Monday, June 13, 2016 11:10 AM 
Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Wiener, Scott 
Bruss, Andrea (BOS); Angulo, Sunny (BOS); Fryman, Ann (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); 
Dischinger, Kearstin (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Buckley, Jeff (MYR); Ausberry, Andrea 
SPUR Supports the Affordable Housing Bonus Program 
SPUR Supports AHBP.pdf 

Dear Supervisors Cohen, Peskin and Wiener: 

Thank you for the opportunity. to share SPUR's support for the Affordable Housing Bonus Program. 

This program will increase the overall supply of housing (both affordable and market-rate), it will 
encourage higher densities at appropriate locations near transit, it will create a much-needed middle­
income housing program, and it will improve the feasibility of certain vacant and underutilized sites. 
All without public subsidy. 

We applaud the Planning Department and Supervisor Katy Tang's open ears and willingness to make 
amendments in response to concerns about residential and commercial displacement, and we urge 
you to recommend the full program for approval in order to make the b.iggest dent in our affordability 
crisis. 

Like all housing affordability solutions, this program is not a magic bullet but a smart tool that could 
make a difference. Ultimately San Francisco is accountable for meeting the state's density bonus 
requirement, and pairing ambitious affordability targets with incentives to make them possible is one 
right way to grow ~he city's supply of housing, both affordable and market-rate. 

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions. 

Best, 

Kristy Wang 

611-4 



Kristy Wang, LEED AP 
Community Planning Policy Director 
SPUR· Ideas+ Action for a Better City 

15) 644-4884 
\-+15) 425-8460 m 
kwanq@spur.org 

SPUR I Facebook I Twitter I Join I Get Newsletters 

Join us this summer for the SPUR Member Parties! 
Reserve your spot today >> 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Planning Commission 
Attn: Jonas lonin · 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

. . 

Dear Commissioners: 

April 27, 2016 

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

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

TDDtrTY No. 554-5227 

On April 19, 2016, Planning Commission introduced the following legislation: 

File No. 160347 

Ordinance amending the General Plan to make conforming changes in 
association with legislation creat!ng the Affordable Housing Bon~s Program by 
amending the Housing Element, Urban Design Element, Van Ness Avenue Area 
Plan, Chinatown Area Plan, Downtown Area Plan, and Northeastern Waterfront 
Area Plan; making findings, including findings of consistency with the General 
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1; and affirming 
the Planning Department's determination under the California Environmental 
Quality Act. · · 

The proposed ordinance is being transmitted pursuant to Planning Code, Section 
302(b), for public hearing and recommendation. The ordinance is pending before the 
Land Use and Transportation Committee and will be scheduled for hearing upon receipt 
of your response. 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

c-A~ 
By: Andrea Ausberry, 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 
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AnMarie Rodgers, Legislative Affairs 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

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

Dear Ms. Jones:· 

April 27, 2016 

.... 

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

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

_ Fax No. 554-5163 
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

File No. 160347 

On April 19, 2016, the Planning Commission introduced the following proposed 
legislatio~: 

File No. 160347 

Ordinance amending the General Plan to make conforming changes in 
association with ·1egislation creating the Affordable Housing Bonus Program by 
amending the Housing Element, Urban Design Element, Van Ness Avenue Area 
Plan, ChinatOwn ·Area Plfiri, Downtown Area Plan~ and Northeastern Waterfront 
Area Plan; making findings, including findings of consistency with the General 
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1; and affirming 
the Planning Department's determination under the California Environmental 
Quality Act. 

!his legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review. 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk .of the Board 

~~ 
By: Andrea Ausberry, Assistant Clerk 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 

Attachment 

c: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

I . 

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 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Robert Collins, Acting Executive Director, Rent Board 
Olson Lee, Director, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community 
Development 
Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director, Office of Community Investment and 
Infrastructure 

FROM: Andrea Ausberry, Assistant Clerk · 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

DATE: April 27, 2016 

SUBJECT: LEGISLATION INTRODUCED 

The Board of Supervisors' Land Use and Transportation Committee has received the 
following proposed legislation, introduced by the Planning Commission on April 19, 
2016. 

File No. 160347 

Ordinance amending the General Plan to make conforming changes in 
association with legislation creating the Affordable Housing Bonus Program by 
amending the Housing Element, Urban Design Element, Van Ness Avenue Area 
Plan, Chinatown Area Plan, Downtown Area Plan, and Northeastern Waterfront 
Area Plan; making findings, including findings of consistency with the General 
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1; and affirming 
the Planning Department's determination under the California Environmental 
Quality Act. 

. . 
If you have comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward 'them to me 
at the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San 
Francisco, CA 94102 or by email at: andrea.ausberry@sfgov.org 

c: Sophie Hayward, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development 
Eugene Flannery, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development 
Natasha Jones, Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure 
Claudia Guerra, Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure 
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CityHall : 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS . 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

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

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

NOTICE· OF PUBLIC HEARING 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

LAND USE; AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Land Use· and Transportation Committee 
will hold a public hearing to· consider the following proposal and said public hearing will be 
held as follows, at which time all interested parties may attend and be heard: · 

Date: Monday, June 13, 2016 

Time: 1 :30 p.m. 

Location: Committee Room 263, located at City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 

Subject: File No. 160347. Ord.inance amending the General Plan to make 
· conforming changes in association with legislation creating the 

· Affordable Housing Bonus Program by amending the Housing 
··Element, Urban Design Element, Van Ness Avenue Area Plan, 

Chinatown Area Plan, Downtown Area Plan, and Northeastern 
Waterfront Area Plan; making findings, including findings of 
consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of 
Planning Code, Section 1.01.1; and affirming the Planning· 
Department's determination under the California Environmental 
Quality Act. 

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable 
to attend the hearing on this matter may submit written comments to the City prior to the 
time the hearing begins. These comments will be made as part of the official public 
_record in this matter, and shall be brought to the attention of the members of the 
Committee. Written comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the 
Board, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton Goodlett Place, Room.244, San Francisco, CA 94102. 
Information relating to this matter is available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board. 
Agenda information re.lating to this matter will be available for public review on Friday, 
June .10, 2016. · 

DATED: June 1, 2016 
PUBLISHED/MAILED/POSTED: June 3, 2016 

~ ~ ~-Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

. .. l 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Ca.. _,n B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

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

ITD!ITY No. 5545227 

. NOTIFICACION DE AUDIENCIA PUBLICA 

JUNTA DE SUPERVISORES DE LA CIUDAD Y CONDADO DE SANFRANCISCO 
COMITE DE USO DE TERRENOS Y TRANS PORTE 

SE NOTIFICA POR LA PRESENTE que el Comite de Uso de Terrenos y 
Transports celebrara una audiencia publica para considerar la siguiente propuesta y 
dicha audiencia publica se celebrara de la siguiente manera, en tal memento que todos 
los· interesados podran asistir y ser escuchados: 

Fecha: Lunes, 13 de junio de 2016 

Hora: 1 :30 ·p.m. 

Lugar: Camara Legislativa, Sala 263 del Ayuntamiento 
1 Dr. Carlton 8. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 

Asunto: Expediente Num.160347. Ordenanza que enmienda el Plan 
General para realiza( cambios conformes en cuanto a la legislaci6n 
que crea el Programa de Bonificaci6n para Viviendas Asequibles 
mediante la enmienda del Elemento de Vivienda, el Elemento de 
Diseno Urbano, el Plan de Area de la Avenida Van Ness, el Plan del 

· ·Area· de Chinatown .. , el Plan del Area de! Centro, el Plan del Area de 
la Costa de la Bahia al Noreste; realiza conclusiones, incluso las 
conclusiones coherentes con el Plan General, y las ocho politicas 
prioritarias de la Secci6n 101.1 del C6digo de Planificaci6n; y afirma 
la determinaci6n del Departamento de Planificaci6n segun la Ley de 

. Calldad Medioambiental de California. 

·o ~ 
r~. 

)rn_ Angela Calvillo, 
r - Secretaria de la Junta 

FECHADO/ENVIADO/ANUNCIADO: 3 de junio de 2016 
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BO.ARP of SUPERVISORS 

. CityHall. 
1 Dr. Or. .1n B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
. Tel No 554-5184 

FaxNo. 554-5163 
TIDfITY No. 5545227 

::31f!f$~m~~~-. 
±tfil~W5(w~ttu~~ff 

BM: 2016~6}3.13 B.mWJ~ 

~Im: Tlf 1 ~30jj-

~l!i: mi&ll • ~tr•Jli 263 ~ • 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San 
Francisco, CA 94102 

~m: ti~~ll 160347 °. ~~{~fJIT~~~J~WBttl!J~;i±w~{~~JM~n~, 
~r=P~UJc~, VanNessw~ml!J, ~t¥~ml!J, $9:11t\~ml!J · tl. 
&Waterfront:*jc:gB~tJll!J' f'Fllif-M;iiU~ rPJ~:tlm~~llJJ§tlITJ 
(Affordable Housing Bonus Program) ifE!rnm.TI:$1¥J~J!; f'Flli~~m~ 

rwr , §.Mj!$l!tnfHtrr&mtrr>t~10i.11~®J"-~fif)t;~~§-3&1¥J~ 
Ir; slfz-f«• r tJDfM:fl:fj&jf £$ J (California Environmental Quality · 
Act) ~1iiml!JJEVl¥J~5E 0 
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CALIFORNIA NEWSPAPER SERVICE BUREAU 

DAILY JOURNAL CORPORATION 

Mailing Address: 915 E FIRST ST, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 
Telephone (213) 229-5300 I Fax (213) 229-5481 

Visit us @ WWW.LEGALADSTORE.COM 

M 
CCSF BO OF SUPERVISORS {OFFICIAL NOTICES) 
1 DR CARLTON B GOODLETT PL #244 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 

Notice Type: 

Ad Description 

COPY OF NOTICE 

GPN GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE 

LUT Gen Plan 160347 06/13/16 

To the right is a copy of the notice you sent to us for publication in the SAN 
FRANCISCO CHRONICLE. Please read this notice carefully and call us 
with any corrections. The Proof of Publication will be filed with the Clerk·of 
the Board. Publication date(s) for this notice Is (are): 

06/03/2016 

The charge(s) for this order is as follows. An invoice will be sent after the 
last date of publication. If you prepaid this order in full, you will not receive 
an invoice. 

Daily Journal Corporation 
Serving your legal.advertising needs throughout California. Call your local 

BUSINESS JOURNAL, RIVERSIDE 
DAILY COMMERCE, LOS ANGELES 
LOS ANGELES DAILY JOURNAL, LOS ANGELES 
ORANGE COUNTY REPORTER, SANTA ANA 
SAN FRANCISCO DAILY JOURNAL, SAN .FRANCISCO 
SAN JOSE POST-RECORD, SAN JOSE 
THE DAILY RECORDER, SACRAMENTO 
THE DAILY TRANSCRIPT, SAN DIEGO 

THE INTER-CITY EXPRESS, OAKLAND 

(951)784-0111 
(213) 229-5300 
(213) 229-5300 
(714) 543-2027 
(800) 640-4829 
(408) 287-4866 
(916) 444-2355 
(619) 232-3486 
(510) 272-4747 

I lllllll llll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll llll llll 
* A 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 1 9 2 1 0 * 
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CNS 2888699 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE 
crrY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRAN­
CISCO LAND USE AND TRANSPOR­
TATION COMMITTEE JUNE 13, 2016. 
1:30 PM COMMITTEE ROOM 263 , 
CITY HALL 1 DR. CARLTON B. 
GOODLETT PLACE, SAN FRAN· 
CISCO, CA NOTICE IS HEREBY · 
GIVEN THAT the Lend Use and Trans· 
portaUon Committee will hold a public 
hearing to consider lhe following pro­
posal and said public hearing will be 
held as follows, at which Umo all Inter· 
ested parties may attend and be heard: 
File No. 160347. Ortlinance amending 
the General Plan to make conforming 
changes In assoc:latlon with legislation 
creeling !he Affortlable Housing Bonus 
Program by amending 1he Housing 
Bomen~ Urban Design Elemon~ Van 
Ness Avenue Area PJan, Chinatown 
Area Plan. Downtown Area Plan, and 
Northeaslem Walerfront Area Plan; 
making flndlngs, Including ffndlngs of 
consistency wtth the General Plan, and 

~~d:,19£!cW~~~V1~1~~J a"~:J~~n~~ 
Planning Department's determination 
under tho California Envlronmenlal 
Quality Act In accordenca with Adminis­
trative Code, Section 67.7-1, parsons 
who are unable to aUend the hearing on 
this matter may submlt written com-­
ments to !he City prior to the tlme the 
hearing begins. These comments wtll be 
made as part of the official public recortl 
In this matter, and shall be brought to 
tha atten11on of the members of the 
Commlttee. Written comments should 
be addressed lo Angela Calvlllo, Clerk 
of the Board, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton 
Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Fran­
cisco, CA 94102. lnfonnatlon relating to 
this matter is available In the Office of 
the Clerk of the Boartl. Agenda infonna­
tlon relating to this matter will be avell­
able for public review on Friday, June 
10, 2016. Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the 
Board 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

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

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

TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 

PROOF OF MAILING 

Legislative File No. 160347 

Description of Items: 

Ordinance amending the General Plan to make conforming changes in 
association with legislation creating the Affordable Housing Bonus Program by 
amending the Housing Element, Urban Design Element, Van Ness Avenue Area 
Plan, Chinatown Area Plan, Downtown Area Plan, and Northeastern Waterfront 
Area Plan; making findings, including .findings of consis.tency with the General 
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and 
affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act. 
I, Andrea Ausberry , an employee of the City and 
County of San Francisco e-mailed the above described document(s). 

Date: 6/3/16 

Time: 2:33 pm 

USPS Location: 

Mailbox/Mailslot Pick-Up Times (if applicable): _____________ _ 

Mail Count: 

Email (if applicable): 888 minus duplicate emails 645 

Signature: 

r4~ 

Instructions: Upon completion, original must be filed in the above referenced file. 
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